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As a 42-year resident of Alaska and as one who has hunted and hiked
extensively, I am deeply concerned about the lack of a Denali Wolf
Buffer Zone as well as the moratorium emplaced on discussion of that
issue.

The Buffer Zone was created to ensure a very valuable resource, the
wolves of Denali Park, were given a biologically-justified safety zone
which acknowledged that wildlife does not behave in accordance to geo-
political boundaries. It was in place for several years with no
negative impacts and a very quantifiable, large positive impact for
tourism. Its removal was nothing short of a petulant slap at the
federal presence and a, totally indefensible, intentional ignorance of
the Alaskan public's will as demonstrated by a large petition
submitted to the Board. The removal was not the act of a mature,
science-based entity and it's absence remains a glaring demonstration
of that fact.

The moratorium itself is at best illegal for removing from public
discussion at the whim of the Board a very significant topic affecting
not only Alaskans but national and even international tourism in the
area. Already substantial revenue from a national wolf viewing group
has been lost as a result of the decreased viewing the lack of a
buffer zone created. Further, the trapping incident this past spring
in which a Grant Creek female wolf was taken (and allowed to die in
the trap with subsequent loss of any pelt, thus a total waste)
highlighted not only how poorly thought out was the decision to remove
the buffer zone but how quickly negative results came about.

Much attention has been paid to this incident in particular and the
decision in general in the statewide press as well as newspapers
outside of Alaska, Internet venues, and radio programs. The result is
a great deal of negative "press" for Alaska's wildlife management
methods. This is wholly due to the decision to remove the Buffer
Zone,

I would very strongly urge the Board reconsider their moratorium as
well as their removal of the buffer_zone as soon as possible and
reverse both actions. To do otherwise is only to invite more bad
press and possible federal action.

Additionally, I wish to express my support for proposals 18, 19,
104, 173, and 174. The very idea of snaring bears is reprehensible.
It seems anymore the Board of Game is in the business of killing off
wildlife in the most brutish ways possible and this is certainly one.
It wipes out two generations at once. It is in no way discriminating.
It creates a danger to others using the forest.

Sincerely,
Art Greenwalt
1620 washington Dr., Apt.79
Fairbanks, Ak. 99709
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CHUGACH STATE PARK CITIZENS’ ADVISORY BOARD

18620 Seward Hwy, Anchorage, AK99516 Phone: 907-345-5014 Fax: 907-345-6982

Attn: Board of Game Comments February 19, 2013
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Re: March 2013 Board of Game Proposals

I am writing on behalf of the Chugach State Park Citizens Advisory Board regarding new statewide
regulatory proposals that will affect Chugach State Park.

The Chugach State Park Citizens Advisory Board assists park staff in an advisory capacity with park
management and development issues. As an advisory board, our decisions are guided by the five primary
purposes established in creating the park:

1. To protect and supply a satisfactory water supply for the use of the people;

2. To provide recreational opportunities for the people by providing areas for specified uses and
constructing the necessary facilities in those areas;

3. To protect areas of unique and exceptional scenic value;

4. To provide areas for the public display of local wildlife; and

5. To protect the existing wilderness characteristics of the easterly interior area.

At approximately 495,000 acres, Chugach State Park is among the four largest state parks in the U.S. and
comprises nearly half of Alaska’s Game Management Unit (GMU) 14C. Most of the big game animals
that inhabit GMU 14C use the park at least part of the year. Our 15-member advisory board is appointed
by the Director of the Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation. The advisory board intentionally
represents a wide variety of park users. With over 1.3 million visits to the park annually, we are interested
in Board of Game regulation changes that may affect park resources and visitors.

We have carefully reviewed the March 2013 Board of Game regulatory proposals that will affect the
park’s wildlife and users. Our comments and recommendation for each proposal follow below. These
recommendations passed unanimously during our February 11, 2013, meeting.

Proposals 133-135 — Support. These three proposals reauthorize antlerless moose hunts in the
Anchorage Management Area and remainder of Unit 14C and the any-moose drawing hunt in the upper
Ship Creek drainage. All of these permit areas are in Chugach State Park.

Proposal 136 — Oppose. This proposal would allow department biologists the discretion to reduce the
number of drawing permits for Dall sheep in Chugach State Park by 50 percent and change the bag limit.
The department already has the discretionary authority to manage harvest quotas and bag limits in
Chugach State Park. We believe the department has done a good job adjusting harvest levels when sheep
populations increase and decrease in the park. The current management strategy, with a bag limits of a
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full-curl ram for rifle hunters and any sheep for the relatively few successful bowhunters, is conservative
and appropriate. The proposal is unnecessary.

Proposal 137 — Oppose. This proposal would require the department to issue three to six drawing
permits for Dall sheep drawing hunt DS123 in Chugach State Park. DS123 was established to allow
recipients of the Governor’s tag to hunt for trophy rams in several areas with little or no competition from
other Dall sheep hunters. Thus, only one DS123 permit has been issued each year since the hunt was first
conducted in 2005. Several very large rams have been taken in the hunt area, and the potential for trophy
rams and near-exclusive use of the area have increased the value of the hunt among those bidding for
Governor’s tags. Our advisory board has always supported this hunt at the current level; however, we
believe issuing more permits would lead to lower bids for the Governor’s tag and increased conflicts with
other park users.

Proposal 138 — Oppose. This proposal would create a new drawing hunt for full-curl Dall sheep rams in
Chugach State Park in the drainages of Falls Creek, the south fork of Eagle River, McHugh Creek, the
north and south forks of Campbell Creek, Rainbow Creek, and Rabbit Creek. Our advisory board has
supported many justifiable extensions of sheep hunt areas in Chugach State Park. However, we believe
this proposal goes too far in several ways. First, most of these areas are relatively close to road access
and are, therefore, very popular and heavily used by other park users. Second, with a few exceptions,
which are dealt with in the next proposal, relatively few legal rams are found in these areas. Third, both
hunters and nonhunters enjoy viewing bands of ewes and juvenile rams at relatively close range in some
of these drainages. Adopting this proposal would create conflicts between user groups and frustrate sheep
hunters who win a coveted Chugach State Park sheep permit but are subsequently unable to find a legal
ram.

Proposal 139 — Neutral. This proposal would expand the hunt area for DS123 to include Ram Valley in
Chugach State Park. During our meeting on February 11, 2013, the advisory board was not able to come
to consensus on certain aspects of this issue. Consequently, our group has no recommendation on this
proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the regulatory proposals submitted for the March 2013 Board
of Game meeting. Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments and

recommendations. I can be reached at 907-227-4125. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Judy C. Caminer, Chair

cc: Jessy Coltrane, Alaska Department of Fish & Game
John Baker, Alaska Department of Law
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' . REPLY ASAP . PLEASE COMMENT . PLEASE REVIEW me YOUR INFORMATION

| Please find following my comments on the 2012/2013 changes to regulations for the
Southeast, Southcentral, and Central/Southwest Regions. I am faxing these in and they will
also be mailed so if one method gets lost the other one will be on hand. I have had a few
things of import go missing lately so I thought I should cover my bases.

Thank vou
Gus Lamoureux
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January 17, 2013

Comments to the Proposed Changes to Regulation for the
Southeast, Southcentral, and Central/Southwest Regions.

Dear Board Members:

| do not envy you your job, and do realize it is an important part of the big game
regulation process. Please accept my comments on the 2012 / 2013 big game
proposals. 1 will be out of State conducting business at one of the hunting shows |
regularly attend this time of year in PA, attempting to bring revenue to our state by
means of non resident hunters.

Since so many of the proposals | am commenting on pertain to limiting non resident
participation in Alaskan Hunting and because this has been my livelihood for almost
forty years and that this has been a family business for at least sixty years, | feel
compelled to, at a minimum, expound on a small part of what my business contributes
to our community. As you are probably aware, |, like most hunting guides have to
employ assistant guides. In my case that number is about nine per season. Most of
these guys are Alaskan residents and in some cases Native American Alaskan
residents. Some of these people do nothing else besides hunt or fish guide. Because |
have base camps in the areas we guide in, | have a plethora of expenses every season
maintaining these facilities and equipment in a professional and clean condition. | won't
elaborate here but these annual expenses generally exceed $75.000. Other expenses
including wages are normally $30,000 to $50,000 per season. Multiply these numbers
by a minimum of 400 (the estimated number of registered and master guides with
operating businesses) and you come up with a rough idea of our contribution. Most of,
if not all of this is bought from or contributed to our Alaskan econemy. This does not
even ga into what the non residents contribute by means of their purchases. | have
lived here in our State since birth and consider myself an Alaskan in every sense of the
word and have made exceptions in many cases for “resident hunters” that have elected
to move their camp right on top of mine. Seeking a quality experience for my clients |
usually hunt elsewhere if possible. | have in several cases rescued ill prepared resident
campers and have let them overnight in my camp facility when there is room and the
emergency dictates such. /n one case ! saved a persons life.

| urge the board to very carefully consider the proposals before you, as our country is at
a time where we cannot afford to reduce the work force and should be doing everything

to enhance opportunity. The ramifications of some of the proposals could makeahuge

hole in our local economy and that of many rural economies as well as my pocket book.
In many of the proposals the comment of “no one will suffer’ is not anywhere near
accurate. In the classification of “who will suffer” many of these proposals over look the
“Alaskan Resident” because without non resident participation the Department of Fish
and Game would be forced to pass their operation costs on to us... ALASKAN
RESIDENTS! This would raise the fees for all resident licenses and all big game tags,
sometimes adding a big game tag free where there currently is no fee.
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Moving on to the proposals:

Proposal # 52 OPPOSE and would like to add the first word under the comment
section, | take exception to: “Unjustified” If forty years of conservative harvest is not
justified 1 am not sure what is. My dictionary defines this word as “not shown to be right
or reasonable” This proposal is unjustified. I, and many of my peers have scaled
moose harvest down. In my case, one or two moose clients per season from an
allowable six for the past ten years and have made every effort to give non resident
meat from the harvest to local people whenever | can. | have made a positive difference
in the ungulate population in the small part of GMU 9 that | operate in.  Keep in mind,
this is in an area that used to allow two moose, three caribou and a brown bear per
person per year with no distinction of residency. Prior to the Caribou meltdown, rural
Alaskans seldom harvested moose in this area as the Caribou herd passed by their
village. Nowhere in the “who is likely to suffer” section does it mention the guide industry
nor does it mention the rural economies that the guide industry contributes to.

Proposal # 54 SUPPORT AS AMENDED (May 10 thru May 31 even numbered years,
{September 25 thru October 10 odd numbered years) as | believe the proposal as
written it is too liberal in it's intent and the brown bear harvest will be far to high. The
spring weather in this area has changed in the past four years making it very difficult to
harvest bear. Biological data shows the harvest for the spring of 2012 down over 100
animais. | had to suspend my operation as | am float plane based and the area lakes
did not open until more than half of the bear season was over. This is the first time |
have had to deal with this in over forty years. The amount of bear harvested by guides
on Federal land is a given number and changing the spring dates as the proposal
suggests from May 01 thru the 31 is a good idea. Resident hunters will enjoy better
hunting and camping toward the end of the May season, Being allowed to hunt a little
later during the spring season would be beneficial to almost all guides and hunters
included. No one would suffer from hunting in a more friendly environment. The falt
season could be opened earlier as well fo increase bear harvest from September 25
thru October 10, these amended dates would be a much more conservative approach to
the dates the proposal requests. These are the only parts of the proposal | would agree
upon being amended or changed. | do not agree that we should liberalize the season to
include harvesting cne bear per season. The suggested amended dates above will
reduce the impact that predators have on the ungulate population by increasing the
predator harvest. Bristol Bay has been managed for the Brown Bear for years.
Ungulate population levels prove that minor changes should be implemented. Changes
—that are not too radical-are changes-that all hunters can live-with. Mostim! pertantty—
changes that can be quickly reversed if a noted over harvest becomes apparent.

Proposals # 55, 56, and 57 OPPOSE which are amendments to RB525.
Proposals # 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, and 117 OPPOSE for obvious

reasons which | stated above in my opening paragraphs. Any limit or advantage from
one group to another is not constitutional.
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Proposal # 118 SUPPORT

Proposal #140 SUPPORT AS AMENDED to include everyone. Setting up two
classifications of hunters reminds me of the airlines. Not everyone has or ever will have
a Gold card or MVP status. Another option to consider would be to close the entire
season, hope for a couple of good winters in succession and re open the season when
the animal numbers rebound.

Proposal #141 OPPOSE. There is no reason that anyone needs two goat in one
season. The meat is palatable but not the best table fare. Regardless of how the
proposatl is written there will be many cases of one hunter Killing both of his “permitted
goat” on the same mountain side on the same hunt. This will increase the potential for
want and waste. The overpopulation is being worked on by local and non resident
hunters. The length of horn size has already gone down in the area | operate in
suggesting that harvest objectives are being met. Nannies are already allowed, but
discouraged by ADF&G which contradicts wording in this proposal. In my area of

operation, in response fo a request from ADFG and USFWS, we have taken a very
aggressive approach to goat harvest. Outfitters in other heavily populated areas are
also doing the same and capitalizing on mountain goat in this GMU. 1 predict it to be
just a matter of time before the numbers roll down. The length of the goat season is
already very liberal which encompasses several months accommodating just about
every group of people. A season into March would probably put them on the beach
where they can be slaughtered like the deer which are now nonexistent.

Proposal # 142 SUPPORT. My comment would be a wounded animal of any specie
should count as a harvest. That is usually one of the rules explained in the contract of a
guided hunt. With the exception of Brown Bear on Kodiak, the resident hunter has been
able to take advantage of being a poor shot.

Proposals # 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, and 170 OPPOSE for the obvious
reasons | expounded on in my opening paragraph

Thank you board members for your consideration to my comments.
Sincerely,

Gus Lamoureux
-~ Owner/Operator: lUgashik Lake and Kodiak Bear Camps
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(us Lamoureux

Please find following my opposing comments on proposal 141.




p.2

Feb 28 13 09:16p ULKBC, Inc bC004

6 of 7

February 28, 2013
Comment on Board of Game Proposals

Opposed to: proposal 141

According to the Kodiak Fish and Game | am one of the
Major players in guided big game goat hunts on Kodiak
Island. I have worked through the permit system for a
number of years, some years drawing one or two permits
and some years drawing none. The current registration
system has worked well for us and our employees and has
turned into a viable business opportunity. We have been
averaging seven to eight fall Mountain Goat hunts per
season since the registration hunt started. We have
already noticed a decline in horn length. This proposal
would continue to diminish the overall horn size. This will
turn clients off and the goat population will continue to rise
with immature billies being the only harvestable animal
other than nannies.

Goat meat is not a very palatable meat and | question the
wisdom of anyone wanting two of them. | am also very
opposed to shooting them after the month of December.
Shooting a mountain goat on the beach in deep snow
would be a let down to most sport hunters.

This proposal will open the door to many goat being
wounded and not followed up on as a hunter can simply
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shoot another one and let the difficult one that jumped
over the cliff lie and rot.

Even though the proposal mentions that only one goat
may be harvested in the field at one time | think this will
open the door for more than one being harvested and the
meat from at least one animal wasted or not packed in, in
it's entirety.

If this proposal is accepted | would like to see a
amendment that reads the second goat must be harvested
after December 315t and it must be a (female) nanny
without Kids.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gus Lamoureux
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United States Department of the Interior

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

FWS/OSM13017.TE

FEB 22 2013

Mr. Ted Spraker, Chair
Alaska Board of Game

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

Dear Chairman Spraker:

The Alaska Board of Game is scheduled to meet March 15-19, 2013, to deliberate proposals
concerning changes to regulations governing hunting and trapping of wildlife for the
Central/Southwest Region. We have reviewed the 48 proposals the Board will be considering at
this meeting.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Subsistence Management (OSM), 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 Trevor Fox, Wildlife Biologist, 907-786-3400, with any questions you
may have concerning this material.

cc: Cora Campbell, ADF&G
Tim Towarak, Chair, FSB
Kristy Tibbles, Board Support Section
Jennifer Yuhas, ADF&G
Interagency Staff Committee
Chuck Ardizzone, OSM
Administrative Record

TAKE PRIDE e
'NAM ERICA—-v‘
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RECOMMENDATIONS

ALASKA BOARD OF GAME PROPOSAL

Southcentral Alaska Region
March 15-19, 2013

Kenai, Alaska

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



PROPOSAL 129 — 5 AAC 85.045.(4) Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose. Reauthorize
the antlerless moose season in Unit 6C.

Current Federal Regulation:

Unit 6 — Moose

Unit 6C—1 antlerless moose by Federal drawing permit Sept. 1 — Oct. 31
(FM0603) only.
Unit 6C—1 bull by Federal drawing permit (FM0601) only. Sept. 1 — Dec. 31

In Unit 6C, only one moose permit may be issued per household.
A household receiving a State permit for Unit 6C moose may not
receive a Federal permit. The annual harvest quota will be
announced by the U.S. Forest Service, Cordova Office, in
consultation with ADF&G. The Federal harvest allocation will
be 100% of the antlerless moose permits and 75% of the bull
permits.

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Currently, there are no
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2013.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Reauthorizing the antlerless moose season in
Unit 6C would not impact Federally qualified subsistence users, as they can already harvest
antlerless moose with a Federal drawing permit. In addition, the current Federal harvest
allocation is 100% of the antlerless moose permits. Moose harvest is limited by annual quotas
and reauthorizing the antlerless season will not impact the fall moose season.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to support this
proposal.

Rationale for comment: While Federally qualified subsistence users already have an
opportunity to harvest antlerless moose in Unit 6C, reauthorizing the State antlerless season will
maintain management flexibility within the unit.

PROPOSAL 132 -5 AAC 85.045(12). Hunting seasons and bag limits for moose.
Reauthorize the antlerless moose season in the Twentymile/Portage/Placer hunt area in Units 7
and 14C.

Current Federal Regulation:
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Unit 7 — Moose

Unit 7—that portion draining into Kings Bay. No Federal open
Federal public lands are closed to the harvest of moose. season

Unit 7 remainder—I1 antlered bull with spike-fork or 50-inch Aug. 10— Sept. 20
antlers or with 3 or more brow tines on either antler, by Federal

registration permit (FM0004) only.

Unit 14C — Moose

No Federal subsistence priority No Federal open
season

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Currently, there are no
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2013.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Federally qualified subsistence users cannot
harvest antlerless moose under Federal regulations, but could apply for a State antlerless moose
drawing permit. A limited number of antlerless permits are issued when the moose population
can sustain a cow harvest and, thus, reauthorizing the antlerless season should not impact the
population.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to support this
proposal.

Rationale for comment: Reauthorizing the State antlerless season will maintain management

flexibility in the unit.

PROPOSAL 151 - 5 AAC 92.510(a) Areas closed to hunting. Re-institute the closure of
Palmer/Lower Resurrection Creek areas (Unit 7) to moose hunting as follows:

Palmer Creek/Lower Resurrection Creek Closed Area.

Palmer Creek drainage to its confluence with Resurrection Creek, and Resurrection Creek
drainage from the confluence with Palmer Creek downstream to Turnagain Arm, closed to taking
of moose.

Current Federal Regulation:
50 CFR part 100 § .26 (n)(7)(i1)(C)

You may not hunt moose in the Resurrection Creek Closed Area in Unit 7, which consists
of the drainages of Resurrection Creek downstream from Rimrock and Highland Creeks
including Palmer Creek.

PCO005
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Note: The Federal Subsistence Board temporarily lifted the closure in the Resurrection
Creek Closed Area via action on Emergency Special Action 12-03.

Has a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? The Board approved
Emergency Special Action 12-03 on July 30, 2012 to open the Resurrection Creek Closed Area
for the 2012/2013 moose season to align with State regulations. This allowed Federally qualified
subsistence hunters, in 2012, an additional 10 days of opportunity to hunt in this area prior to the
start of the State season.

The Board will be accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping
regulations from January to March 29, 2013.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Only residents of Cooper Landing and Hope
have a customary and traditional use determination for moose in Unit 7 remainder, which
includes the Resurrection Creek Closed Area, under Federal regulations.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM position is neutral on this proposal.

Rationale for comment: If adopted, State regulations would be aligned with Federal
regulations. However, if the board rejects the proposal, the Federal Subsistence Board could
take action to open the Resurrection Creek Closed Area to mirror State regulations. Two
primary concerns were brought forward by the proponent if the previously closed area remained
open to moose hunting: 1) the potential for harvest to contribute to the ongoing decline of the
population; and 2) public safety. Although moose composition surveys have not been conducted
in Unit 7 since 2005-2006, it is not expected that a there will be a significant increase in the
harvest based on past harvest rates. During the 2011 season two moose were harvested, and no
moose were taken in 2012. Safety concerns due to the proximity of homes, community facilities,
active mining claims, residential subdivisions, and recreational use areas to active hunting areas
in the Lower Resurrection Creek and Palmer Creek drainages should be considered along with
conservation concerns of the moose population.

PROPOSAL 161 -5 AAC 85.065. Hunting seasons and bag limits for small game.
Lengthen the spring season with a decreased bag limit for ptarmigan on the Kenai Peninsula as
follows:

Units 7 and 15 ptarmigan. August 10 — February 28: 10 birds per day — 20 in possession;
March 1 — April 30: 5 birds per day — 10 in possession.

Current Federal Regulation:
Unit 7 — Ptarmigan

20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10— Mar. 31

PCO005
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Unit 15 — Ptarmigan

Units 154 and 15B—20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10— Mar. 31
Unit 15C—20 ptarmigan per day, 40 in possession Aug. 10— Dec. 31
Unit 15C—)5 ptarmigan per day, 10 in possession Jan. 1 — Mar. 31

Is a similar issue being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board? Currently, there are no
wildlife proposals being addressed by the Federal Subsistence Board. The Board will be
accepting proposals to change Federal subsistence hunting and trapping regulations from January
to March 29, 2013.

Impact to Federal subsistence users/wildlife: Current State and Federal ptarmigan seasons end
on March 31, 2013, so Federally qualified subsistence users would be provided more opportunity
to harvest ptarmigan under an extended State season in Units 7 and 15. However, the extended
season may adversely impact the ptarmigan populations in the affected units by allowing harvest
further into the breeding season, when ptarmigan are more susceptible to harvest. Federal
regulations generally have higher harvest limits for ptarmigan than the current and proposed
State regulation, except for the Unit 15C winter season which has a reduced harvest limit from
January 1-March 31 under Federal regulations.

Federal Position/Recommended Action: The OSM recommendation is to oppose the proposal.

Rationale for comment: The proposed ptarmigan season extension to April 31 would extend
into the breeding season, which could have adverse effects on the ptarmigan population in Units
7 and 15. The timing of harvest can be important, and spring harvests can have a higher impact
on populations than fall harvests (Kokko and Lindstrom 1998). Male ptarmigan defend
territories from late April to early June, but breeding behavior can begin in March. Previous
research found peaks in natural mortality when ptarmigan were defending territories and
participating in courtship displays (Sandercock et al. 2011). Male ptarmigan have a high
tolerance for disturbance during the breeding season and are more susceptible to human harvest
(Hannon et al. 1998). The potential for harvest impacts on ptarmigan is higher in areas of
Alaska, such as the Kenai Peninsula, that are accessible from the road system and close to
population centers.
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Birds of North America Online (A. Poole, Ed.). Ithaca: Cornell Lab of Ornithology; Retrieved
from the Birds of North America Online: http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/369

Kokko, H., and J. Lindstrom. 1998. Seasonal density dependence, timing of mortality, and
sustainable harvesting. Ecological Modeling 110:293-304.

Sandercock, B. K., E. B. Nilsen, H. Broseth, and H. C. Pedersen. 2011. Is hunting mortality
additive or compensatory to natural mortality? Effects of experimental harvest on the survival
and cause-specific mortality of willow ptarmigan. Journal of Animal Ecology 80:244-258.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 24, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: OPPOSE Proposal 156

Dear Board Members:

I am adamantly opposed to Proposal 156 that would permit the killing of brown

bears at black bear bait stations in Units 15A and 15C. I request that you reject this
proposal.

Bear baiting is an outdated and barbaric practice that habituates bears to human
scented garbage, which makes them more likely to get into trouble around human
habitation. Baiting of any bear, black or brown, only perpetuates this problem.

At present 31 other states have prohibited this dishonorable method of killing

bears. Let’s not make this practice even more revolting by allowing brown bears to
be killed over bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 156!
Sincerely,

Cindy Birkhimer

Dear Board Members,
I would like to SUPPORT the following honorable proposals:

Proposal 147-Would suspend aerial taking of wolves in Unit 15A and
modify the population and harvest objectives for moose.

Proposals 173 and 174-Would prohibit snaring of bears in the South-
central Region.

Respectfully,
Cindy Birkhimer
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| OPPOSE 178 Aand 179 A

I'm not an American citizen, but | decided to send this protest mail anyway.

I'm against those predator control proposals (178 A and 179 A) because they are
inhumane, brutal and lead to extinction of wolves in Alaska. Wolves, as all other
wild and domesticated animals, should be stronger protected from killing year
around, this is my strongest wish.

Sincerely,

Tamara Handl
Sweden

OPPOSE 178A & 179A

!

Qq not kill the wolves. Have we all gone completely mad. My comments are no to
killing wolves.

Denise Keeney

OPPOSE 178A AND 179A |

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

WOLVES ARE NOT POLITICS to be killed for no value. They SERVE a
positive position within the cycle of life. LEAVE THEM ALONE!

|

Deb Congdon
W16618 State Rd. 54
Galesville, WI 54430
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To the BOG:

| am writing to inform you of my support for Proposals 172, 173 and 174 and
urge you to vote for such proposals.

172 - there is no reason why wolves should be allowed to be taken between
March 1 and November 1. Wolf pups are still dependent upon their parents
during this time and wolf hides are not in good marketable condition during this
time. Allowing wolves to be taken during this time constitutes a waste of a
valuable resource.

173 and 174: the practice of snaring bears should be prohibited. It is un-
sportsmanlike, inhumane, not supported by the majority of Alaskans, is wasteful,

kills indiscriminately, and is repugnant. Such practice only benefits one user
group — hunters.

Brad De Noble

Please Vote "Yes" on Proposals 173 and 174 to Stop Bear Snaring

Vote "Yes" on Proposal 172 to Stop Year-round Wolf Hunting!

Fileen Bosch
12772 Saratoga-Sunnyvale Rd.
Saratoga, CA. 95070
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Board of Game:

| support proposal 172 which would prohibit the hunting and trapping of wolves in
all areas of Southcentral annually from March 1 until November 1.

| also support Proposals 173 and 174 that would ban grizzly and black bear
snaring in the Southcentral region.

Mark Luttrell
Seward, AK

Support 172,173, 174

Please stop Bear Snaring and Year round Wolf hunting

Just say no, our wildlife doesn't just belong to sportsmen it belongs to all of us,
stop caving into special interest groups and start being stewards of wildlife not
their gravediggers...

Thank you for myself and all who will come after me in the future.....
Respectfully

Nicholas D. Genera

Washington State
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SUPPORT 173, 174
Alaska Board of Game:

Please accept my comments on Board of Game Proposals 173 and 174. Iamin
support of these two proposals. Having worked as a Wilderness Ranger for the
U.S. Forest Service at a bear viewing area, I have experienced firsthand the
value that bears have to the general public and as a valuable tourism resource
for the State of Alaska. And even more importantly bears represent a vital
component of the ecosystems in which they live. I strongly oppose the practice
of snaring as it is indiscriminate and can result in an unnecessarily cruel death
for any animal. Please seriously consider these views as you evaluate these
proposals.

Sincerely,

Dori Broglino
Douglas, Alaska

SUPPORT PROPOSAL 172
Dear Board of Game:

Please accept my comments on Board of Game Proposals 172. 1am in support
of this proposal. I believe that the hunting and trapping of wolves in
Southcentral should be prohibited from March 1 through November 1 because
there may be pregnant females during the spring and in the fall pups are still
dependent on the pack. By prohibiting hunting and trapping during this part of
the year, the management of this species will be more efficient and based on
better population estimates. '

Please seriously consider these views as you evaluate this proposal.
Sincerely,

Dori Broglino
Douglas, Alaska
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SUPPORT 172, 173,174

I have owned a a remote wilderness lodge since 1974. We serve guests from
around the world.

Alaska is known for its unique natural resources. Apparently Gov. Parnell doesn't
agree. It is very difficult to explain to our 'outside’ guests, the rationale for
snaring bears, and year-round wolf hunting.

Please do not join Gov. Parnell in his quest to decimate our natural resources by
allowing cruise ships to dump more sewage, to poison our salmon, and of
course, there is the ever-present oil giveaway.

Stop bear snaring and stop aerial wolf hunting.

Pat Gaedeke

Iniakuk Lake Wilderness Lodge, LLC

OPPOSE PROPOSALS 178A, 179A

I have owned a remote wilderness lodge in the Brooks Range of Alaska since
1974. Your current program to eradicate Alaska's Archipelago Wolves is
untenable.

I say NO to plans to start killing Southeast Alaska's Alexander Archipelago
Wolves.

Pat Gaedeke

Iniakuk Lake Wilderness Lodge, LLC
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OPPOSE 178A and 179A

| am writing to you to ask you to save the Alexander Archipelago Wolves. The
hatred and fear of wolves has become epidemic and obsessive. The entire
species is at risk of annihilation at the whims of humans. Humans are not
threatened by wolves...wolves are threatened by humans. Not only do humans
satisfy their blood lust by killing them, wolves are threatened by encroachment of
wild land on which they raise their young.

Movies and television have portrayed wolves as vindictive killers when in reality
the wolves that are pictured are computer generated...not real wolves. Many
people equate these portrayals as fact instead of storytelling.

Please do not senselessly kill the Alexander Archipelago Wolves.

Thank you

Florence Stasch

I am OPPPOSED to bear snaring Prop. 173 and 174

Florence Stasch

| am OPPOSED to wolf hunting and year round wolf hunting....Prop. 172.

Florence Stasch



PCOG®
22 of 99



PCOG®
23 of 99



PCOG®
24 of 99



PCOG®
25 of 99



PCOG®
26 of 99



PCOG®
27 of 99



PCOG®
28 of 99



PCOG®
29 of 99



PCOB&
30 of 99



PCOB&
31 0f 99



PCOB&
32 of 99



PCOB&
33 0f 99



PCOB&
34 of 99



PCOB&
35 of 99



PCOB&
36 of 99



PCOB&
37 of 99



PCOB&
38 of 99



PCOB&
39 of 99



PCOG®
40 of 99



PCOG®
41 of 99



PCOG®
42 of 99



PCOG®
43 of 99



PCOG®
44 of 99



PCOG®
45 of 99



PCOG®
46 of 99



PCOG®
47 of 99



PCOG®
48 of 99



PCOG®
49 of 99



PCOB&
50 of 99



PCOB&
51 of 99



PCOB&
52 of 99



PCOB&
53 of 99



PCOB&
54 of 99



PCOB&
55 of 99



PCOB&
56 of 99



PCOB&
57 of 99



PCOB&
58 of 99



PCOB&
59 of 99



PCOB&
60 of 99



PCOB&
61 of 99



PCOB&
62 of 99



PCOB&
63 of 99



PCOB&
64 of 99



PCOB&
65 of 99



PCOB&
66 of 99



PCOB&
67 of 99



PCOB&
68 of 99



PCOB&
69 of 99



PCOG®
70 of 99



PCOG®
71 of 99



PCOG®
72 of 99



PCOG®
73 of 99



PCOG®
74 of 99



PCOG®
75 of 99



PCOG®
76 of 99



PCOG®
77 of 99



PCOG®
78 of 99



PCOG®
79 of 99



PCOB&
80 of 99



PCOB&
81 of 99



PCOB&
82 of 99



PCOB&
83 of 99



PCOB&
84 of 99



PCOB&
85 of 99



PCOB&
86 of 99



PCOB&
87 of 99



PCOB&
88 of 99



PCOB&
89 of 99



PCOB&
90 of 99



PCOB&
91 of 99



PCOB&
92 of 99



PCOB&
93 of 99



PCOB&
94 of 99



PCOB&
95 of 99



PCOB&
96 of 99



PCOB&
97 of 99



PCOB&
98 of 99



PCOB&
99 of 99



.8,
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WICDLIFE SERVICE - vty vl o
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge il
1390 Buskin River Road
Kodiak, Alaska 99615
(907) 487-2600

February 1, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O.Box 115526

Tuneau, AK 99811-5526

To Whom It May Concern:

Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge submits the following comments on regulation proposals pertaining to the
Kodiak area (Unit 8) for consideration of the Board of Game,

Proposai 140

The Refuge opposes proposal 140. The proposal would not substantially influence recovery of the Sitka black-
tailed deer population and unnecessarily reduce hunter harvest opportunity. While this proposal could facilitate
modest herd recovery in areas that receive relatively high hunting pressure, the effect would be negligible over
most of the unit area. In the area surrounding the city of Kodiak, current harvest regulations, which limit harvest
to bucks during rifle season, provide sufficient protection to promote herd recovery. With few exceptions, winter
weather is the primary factor regulating deer populations of the Kodiak Archipelago.

Proposal 141

The Refuge supports proposal 141. As written, the proposal could increase hunting opportunity for introduced
mountain goats on Kodiak Refuge lands where additional harvest would be beneficial, Increased harvest would
prevent the population from exceeding habitat capacity and damaging alpine habitat. Without increased harvest,
the population would likely exceed habitat capacity and decline substantially. Such a decline would curtail
hunting opportunity. In cooperation with ADF&G, the Refuge has monitored the population and documented its
exponential increase. Additional harvest is needed to check and maintain the population within ADF&G
prescribed population management goals.

Proposal 142

The Refuge supports proposal 142. The proposal would promote ethical hunting practices of mountain goats in
Game Management Unit 8. While the Refuge promotes increased harvest of mountain goats on Refuge lands, it is
important this take occurs without significant wounding and loss of animals that are not recovered. Sport hunting

is an important priority public use of Kodiak Refuge, and we support reasonable re gulations that promote ethical
hunting practices. :

PCO007
lofl

Sincerely,
OV RN NECEIVER
Kent Sundseth '
Acting Refuge Manager FEB | 1 2013
oc: Larry Van Daele BOARDS

Oliver Holm
Tracey McDonnell
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41640 Gladys Ct
Homer, AK 99603

February 24, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Game Board Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Members:
I support proposal 147 in Unit 15A and the suspension of the aerial wolf
management. I hope you will be able to obtain data on habitat and moose

productivity for the next several years to show the effects of the management
changes.

Sincgrely,

Duane Howe

ECEIVET
FEBZ72013

BOARDS
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41640 Gladys Ct
Homer, AK 99603

February 24, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Game Board Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Members:

I am completely in support of Proposal 173 in the Southcentral Region. Snaring is
an extremely cruel way for killing bears or any other animals. It has no place in any
professional wildlife management program. I agree totally with the statements in the
Proposal.

Sincerely,

A

Duane Howe
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41640 Gladys Ct
Homer, AK 99603

February 24, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments

Alaska Department of Fish & Game

Game Board Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board Members:

1 am completely in support of Proposal 174 in the Southcentral Region. Snaring is
an extremely cruel way for killing bears or any other animals. It has no place in any
professional wildlife management program. I agree totally with the statements in the
Proposal.

Sincerely,

oo Jrin

Duane Howe

—~

‘ E@EUVE@
R FEB 27 2013

BOARDS
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FAX COVER SHEET

TO

COMPANY

FAX NUMBER 18074656094

FROM Beth Davidow

DATE 2013-02-27 04:08:02 GMT

RE ATTN: Board of Game Comments
COVER MESSAGE

ATTN: Board of Game

Comments February 26,
2013 : :

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

(907) 465-6094 <file://localhost/tel/%2528907 %2529%20465-6094>

Dear Board Members:

As a former Alaskan resident who for a decade was privileged fo share
Alaska's wildlife with visitors from around the world, | am writing to you
(from New Zealand) to voice my *strong support* for each of the following
three proposals:

WWW.MYFAX.COM



To: Page Z of & 2013-02-27 04:08:15 (GMT) 18059657449 From: Beth David%oog

2 0f6

*Proposals 173 and 174 *in which:

ECEIVE
* Scientists overwhelmingly agree that the snaring of bears is
indiscriminate, cruel and not biologically sustainable. FEB 2 7 2013
BOARDS

* Bear snaring is an extremely controversial method of killing animals. The
BOG tarnishes Alaska’s image for residents and non-residents alike by
insisting on continuing its war on predators. Bear snaring has never been
allowed in Alaska since statehood until the BOG approved an experimental
program in 2008.

* Because bear snaring is indiscriminate, females with dependent cubs and
cubs themselves are at risk. Bears have one of the lowest reproductive
rates and it is for this reason modem scientific management principles
discourage the harvest of females.

* Enforcement will be a nightmare for the Alaska State Troopers, who are
already stretched thin.

* There are the dangers to other consumptive users, hikers and their pets
that may come upon a situation where one bear is caught while its siblings
or mother remain free in the area, creating the very real possibility of
severe injuries or fatalities. The baited traps also create

food-conditioned bears, and animals, which learn to associate food with
humans, are a danger to our communities.

* Bears have cultural, economic and biological importance to Alaskans. Bear
snaring is archaic, cruel and should be banned.

* Living bears have a very high value as a tourism draw and a source of

WWW MYFAX.COM
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revenue. They are almost always cited as one of the "big three" species
visitors come to Alaska to see. | can attest to this point as a tour guide
in Denali, in Katmai, and the Inside Passage.

E@EHW/E
FEB 272013 L

BOARDS

*PROPOSAL 172*

While | find all killing of wolves appalling and unnecessary, | believe it

is unethical and inhumane to allow the killing of wolves while the pups
remain dependent upon the pack. This practice has the potential fo wipe out
two generations at once. Additionally, the loss of the pups is not counted

in harvest statistics, making accurate population estimates - and future
management decisions -problematical.

Allowing the take of wolves during pup season is not a sound scientific,
biological, ecological, or ethical method of managing this species.

4 Currently, hunting and frapping regulations in Southcentral are

inconsistent. In some areas wolves may be killed before November 1, while
pups remain dependent on their parents and the pack. [n other areas hunting
and trapping is legal after March 1, after mating has occurred and females
may be pregnant.

WWW MYFAX.COM
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4+ Allowing the hunting and frapping of wolves between March 1 and November
1 means that two generations of a pack likely would be wiped out at once.

4+ Dependent pups that do not survive are not counted, meaning that a
substantially greater number of wolves are lost than is reflected in
harvest statistics. This is unscientific and a very poor way to manage the
wolf population.

4+ Establishing a shorter, standardized season for wolves in Southcentral
would have no financial impact on hunters and frappers, because wolf pelts
are usually not in prime marketable condition prior to November.

Please take into consideration my comments and support proposals 172, 173
and 174.

Thank-you, - ECEIVE
FEB 2 7 2013.
Beth Davidow ' BOARDS

Far Northland, New Zealand

Former Alaskan resident & current frequent visitor

WWW.MYFAX.COM
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments February 26, 2013

Alagka Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.0. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

(907) 465-6094 ECEIVE

FEB 27 2003
Dear Board Members: BOARDS

As a former Alaskan resident who for a decade was privileged to share Alaska’s wildlife with
visitors from around the world, I am writing to you (from New Zealand) to voice my strong
support for each of the following three proposals:

Proposals 173 and 174 in which:

* Secientists overwhelmingly agree that the snaring of bears is indiscriminate, cruel and not
biologically sustainable.

* Bear snaring is an extremely controversial method of killing animals. The BOG tarnishes
Alaska's image for residents and non-residents alike by insisting on continuing its war on
predators. Bear snaring has never been allowed in Alaska since statehood until the BOG approved
an experimental program in 2008.

* Because bear snaring is indiscriminate, females with dependent cubs and cubs themselves are at
risk. Bears have one of the lowest reproductive rates and it is for this reason modern scientific
management principles discourage the harvest of females.

* Enforcement will be a nightmare for the Alaska State Troopers, who are already stretched thin.

* There are the dangers to other consumptive users, hikers and their pets that may come upon a
situation where one bear is caught while its siblings or mother remain free in the area, creating the
very real possibility of severe injuries or fatalities. The baited traps also create food-conditioned
bears, and animals, which learn to associate food with humans, are a danger to our communities.

* Bears have cultural, economic and biological importance to Alaskans. Bear snaring is archaic,
cruel and should be banned.

* Living bears have a very high value as a tourism draw and a source of revenue. They are almost
always cited as one of the "big three" species visitors come to Alaska to see. I can attest to this

point as a tour guide in Denali, in Katinai, and the Inside Passage.

50f6
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PROPOSAL17Z

While I find all killing of wolves appalling and unnecessary, I believe it is unethical and
inhumane to allow the killing of wolves while the pups remain dependent upon the pack. This
practice has the potential to wipe out two generations at once. Additionally, the loss of the pups is
not counted in harvest statistics, making accurate population estimates - and future management
decisions -problematical. ‘

Allowing the take of wolves during pup season is not a sound scientific, biological, ecological, or
cthical method of managing this species.

O Currently, hunting and trapping regulations in Southcentral are inconsistent. In some areas
wolves may be killed before November 1, while pups remain dependent on their parents and the
pack. In other areas hunting and trapping is legal after March 1, after mating has occurred and
females may be pregnant.

O Allowing the hunting and trapping of wolves between March 1 and November 1 means that
two generations of a pack likely would be wiped out at once.

0O Dependent pups that do not survive are not counted, meaning that a
substantially greater number of wolves are lost than is reflected in harvest statistics. This is
unscientific and a very poor way to manage the wolf population.

[0 Establishing a shorter, standardized season for wolves in Southcentral would have no financial
impact on hunters and trappers, because wolf pelts are usually not in prime marketable condition
prior to November.

Please take into consideration my comments and support proposals 172, 173 and 174.
Thank-you,
Beth Daidoo

Far Northland, New Zealand
Former Alaskan resident & current frequent visitor

ECEIVE]
£ER 27 2013

'BOARDS




PC010
1of5

P.0. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603

February 21, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6094

Dear Board Members:
RE: Proposals 173 --Prohibit snaring of bears in the Southcentral region.

| urge you to pass Proposals 173 that would prohibit snaring of black or brown bears in the
Southcentral region of Alaska.

Sharing bears is a repugnant, inhuman practice, not legal in Alaska since statehood. It is
dangerous, indiscriminate, inhumane, and unsafe. Since there are so few wildlife
enforcement officers in Alaska, the BOG should not allow practices that will increase safety
problems. Alaska is regressing in management methods of our valuable wildlife resources
when such publicly unacceptable practices are implemented. It is bad enough that the state
allows bears to be killed over bait. Let's not add bear snaring which will add to the poor
image projected Qutside of Alaska’s wildlife management.

It is chilling to think of large snares being set near places where people recreate with their
children and pets. Irresponsible people set traps along popular trails so it is likely snares
will be bear set along trails as well if snaring bears is made legal. Others don't follow the
laws and put bear bait stations too close to trails and don't legally mark them. A hidden
bear snare near a well-used trail could be a fatal event to a pet or human unable to free
themselves, particularly since snares don’t have to be checked every day. Someone could
also stumble on one of these snares with a bear or cub in it and have a fatal encounter with
an enraged sow. Snaring bears is simple an outmoded, inhumane practice.

Liberalized bear hunting seasons and bag limits are a more sensible way to handle the
hunting of these large, valuable animals when populations support a sustainable take. Let’s
not add to the black eye Alaska laready has in the handling of its wildlife by allowing
inhumane practices like bear snaring. Please pass Proposal 173 to prohibit bear snaring in
Southcentral Alaska.

Sincérely,

Nina Faust
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P.O. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603

February 21, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
.Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6024

Dear Board Members:
RE: Proposals 174 --Prohibit snaring of bears in the Southcentral region.

l urge you to pass Proposals 174 that would prohibit snaring of black or brown bears in the
Southcentral region of Alaska.

Snaring bears is a repugnant, inhuman practice, not legal in Alaska since statehood. It is
dangerous, indiscriminate, inhumane, and unsafe. Since there are so few wildlife enforcement
officers in Alaska, the BOG should not allow practices that will increase safety problems. Alaska is
regressing in management methods of our valuable wildlife resources when such publicly
unacceptable practices are implemented. It is bad enough that the state allows bears to be killed
over bait. Let’s not add bear snaring which will add to the poor image projected Outside of Alaska’s
wildlife management.

It is chilling to think of large snares being set near places where people recreate with their children
and pets. Allowing snaring within 1/4 mile of residences and trails is ridiculous! lrresponsible people
set traps along popular trails so it is likely snares will be bear set along trails as well if snaring bears
is made legal. Others don't follow the laws and put bear bait stations too close to trails and don't
legally mark them. A hidden bear snare near a well-used trail could be a fatal event to a pet or
human unable to free themselves, particularly since snares don’t have to be checked every day.
Someone could also stumble on one of these snares with a bear or cub in it and have a fatal
encounter with an enraged sow. Snaring bears is simple an outmoded, inhumane practice.

Liberalized bear hunting seasons and bag limits are a more sensible way to handle the hunting of

these large, valuable animals when populations support a sustainable take. Let's not add to the

black eye Alaska laready has in the handling of its wildlife by allowing inhumane practices like bear
- snaring. Please pass Proposal 174 to prohibit bear snaring in Southcentral Alaska.

Sincerely,

Manas Pt

Nina Faust
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P.0. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603

February 13, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game ECEIVE
Boards Support Section @
P.0. Box 115526 | FEB 122013

Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax: 1-907-465-6094 BOARDS

Dear Board Members:

| am adamantly opposed to Proposal 155 that would allow the killing of brown
bears at black bear bait stations in intensive management areas in Units 15A
and 15C. lurge you to turn this proposal down.

Bear baiting is an archaic and barbaric practice that habituates bears to human
scented garbage making them more likely to get into trouble around human
habitation. It is bad enough that the state allows black bears to be killed over
bait. The practice should not be extended to killing brown bears lured to bait
stations.

The whole concept of luring bears, brown or black, to a bait station to be killed
while eating is not fair chase. Already 31 other states have prohibited this
unsporting method of killing bears. Let’s not make the practice even more
unpalatable by allowing brown bears to be killed over bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 155.

Sincerely,

Aloas Ponit

Nina Faust
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P.O. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603
; R ECEIV E
February 13, 2013
FEB 12 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6094

BOARDS

Dear Board Members:

| am adamantly opposed to Proposal 156 that would allow the killing of brown
bears at black bear bait stations in intensive management areas in Units 15A
and 15C. | urge you to turn this proposal down.

Bear baiting is an archaic and barbaric practice that habituates bears to human
scented garbage making them more likely to get into trouble around human
habitation. It is bad enough that the state allows black bears to be killed over
bait. The practice should not be extended to killing brown bears lured to bait
stations.

The whole concept of luring bears, brown or black, to a bait station to be killed
while eating is not fair chase. Already 31 other states have prohibited this
unsporting method of killing bears. Let’s not make the practice even more
unpalatable by allowing brown bears to be killed over bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 156.

Sincerely,

Alimas Fanit

Nina Faust
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P.O. Box 2994
Homer, AK 99603

February 13, 2013

ECEIVET
Alaska Department of Fish and Game '

Boards Support Section FEB 12 2013
P.O. Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526 BOARDS
Fax: 1-907-465-6094

Dear Board Members:

| am adamantly opposed to Proposal 154 that would allow the killing of brown
bears at black bear bait stations in intensive management areas in Units 15A
and 15C. | urge you to turn this proposal down.

Bear baiting is an archaic and barbaric practice that habituates bears to human
scented garbage making them more likely to get into trouble around human
habitation. It is bad enough that the state allows black bears to be killed over
bait. The practice should not be extended to killing brown bears lured to bait
stations. '

The whole concept of luring bears, brown or black, to a bait station to be killed
while eating is not fair chase. Already 31 other states have prohibited this
unsporting method of kifling bears. Let’s not make the practice even more
unpalatable by allowing brown bears to be killed over bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 154.

Sincerely,

Alonas Pond?

Nina Faust
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6094

Dear Board Members:

I am firmly opposed to Proposal 156 that would allow the killing of brown
bears at black bear bait stations in intensive management areas in Units
15A and 15C. | urge you to reject this proposal down.,

Bear baiting is an archaic and barbaric practice that habituates bears to
human scented garbage making them more likely to get into trouble
around human habitation. It is bad enough that the state allows black
bears to be killed over bait. The practice should not be extended to
killing brown bears lured to bait stations.

The whole concept of luring bears, brown or black, to a bait station to be
killed while eating is not fair chase. Already 31 other states have
prohibited this unsporting method of killing bears. Let's not make the
practice even more unpalatable by allowing brown bears to be killed over
bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 156.

Sincegely, @M @/\ ﬁgz
g?@ i
arl M}lﬂ
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February 25, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.0O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6094

Dear Board Members:

| am adamantly opposed to Proposal 156 that would allow the killing of brown bears at black bear bait stations in
intensive management areas in Units 15A and 15C. | urge you to turn this proposal down. It is terrifying to be in the
same Unit when using the area recreationally. | along with another mother took Girl Scouts canoeing. We had been
working years training the girls for this outdoor experience. The girls have been taught to respect the environment
and all living organisms they encounter. This put all of us at risk as the bear baiters were just in front of our troop on
the trails. We were baiting the girls for bear attack. The health of an ecosystem is dependent on the healthy
existence of large animals/ prey. Stop bear baiting.

Bear baiting is an archaic and barbaric practice that habituates bears to human scented garbage making them more
likely to get into trouble around human habitation. It is bad enough that the state allows black bears to be killed over
bait. The practice should not be extended to killing brown bears lured to bait stations.

The whole concept of luring bears, brown or black, to a bait station to be killed while eating is not fair chase. Already
31 other states have prohibited this unsporting method of killing bears. Let’'s not make the practice even more
unpalatable by allowing brown bears to be killed over bait.

Please do not pass Proposal 156. E @ F H v E "

oS FEB 27 2013

Brenda Dolma BOARDS

Sincerely,
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Safari Club International
Kenai Peninsula Chapter
President
Mike Crawford
P.0O. Box 2988
Soldotna, AK 99669
907-252-2919

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Boards Support Section

P.0. Box 115526

Juneau, AKX 99811-5526

Fax: (907) 465-6094

The following are comments regarding game proposals for the March 15-19, 2013, Board of Game
meetings.

Proposal # 144: This proposal seeks to maintain the current moose hunting regulations (50" or 4 brow
tines) in Units 7 & 15.

Safari Club International, Kenai Peninsula Chapter {SCI-KPL) suppoerts this proposal.

This regulation was prompted by very low bull/cow ratios on the Kenai Peninsula. The 2011 season was
accompanied by winter snows that were very detrimental to moose populations. This proposal was
authored in the spring of 2012, after the harsh winter. Recent counts, which are far frem
comprehensive, show the bull/cow ratios have risen to the 20-25 bulls per 100 cow ievel. Anecdotal
information from the public and from SCI members has shown an increase in bull sightings near the road
system and for the first time in many years and for some ever, people are seging bull moose.

We have a habitat issue on the Kenai Peninsula that the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge (KNWR) has thus
far shown no interest in changing. Their contention is that nature should run its course at the same time
suppressing immediately the natural wildfires that have long been the staple for moose habitat in
Alaska.

The public is clamoring for habitat manipulation te bring back the healthy moose populations the Kenai
Peninsula was famous for and in fact, the KNWR was originally the Kenai National Moose Range. With
the change in title, 5o has there been a change in management and the current management of the
KNWR goes against the very premise of the Alaska mandate that insists renewable resources are
manage to a maximum sustained yield.

with that, since there is no relief in sight for significant increases in the moose population coupled with
the lack of moose in remote areas, the current regulation should remain in place. There is no reason to
liberate the season now when we can be patient and in another two years, there should be a viable
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population of fully grown bull moose to harvest. If the bull to cow ratio increases then there will be
more bulls to harvest and the population can be stabilized while we wait for a significant habitat event
and additional predator management. It is disheartening to the residents of the Kenai who have a
tradition of utilizing moose for the family larder and there is no viable reason we should not have full
grown moose available for harvest.

SCI-KPC tzkes a “no action” stance on the remaining moosa proposals.

Proposal # 153: This proposal seeks to modify the current registration hunt for Kenai Peninsula bear and
is limited to Unit 15A and 15C.

SCI-KPC supports this proposal if modified to say, “Modify the registration season dates and the bag
limit for brown bears in Unit 7 & 15 as follows:

“Open a registration brown bear hunt beginning September 1% and ending May 31°. The bag limit shail
he one brown bear every regulatory year.”

ADF&G has taken an amend and adopt stance, which would retain the one bear every four years and
would close the registration hunt in the KNWR and the majority of federally owned lands in Unit 7 in
favor of a limited drawing hunt for those areas. The area ADF&G would be premoting consisted
primarily of public lands near the populated areas of the Kenai.

There are several issues in regard to the ADF&G amendment. Changing to a drawing permit on federal
land would minimize the harvest in areas that the study confirmed had prolific krown bear populations
and were in areas that traditicnally harbored viable moose populations.

SCI-KPC recognizes some of the benefits to the ADF&G amendment but are not comfertable with
minimizing the take on federal lands to appease the KNWR. The most significant brown bear
populations on the Kenai seem to occur on federal lands and a drawing hunt, as it has been in the past,
would result in an insignificant harvest of brown bears where they are the most prolific.

SCI-KPC hunters recognize that the taking of brown bear on the Kenai has historically been by
opportunity. The terrain does not lend itself to spot and stalk hunting and the areas where bears are
prolific and could be taken in this way are off limits due to restrictions on the KNWR and the Kenai River
Special Management Area (KRSMA). This is why the drawing permit system has been a dismal failure on
the Kenai. Reflecting back to the days when there was a regular open harvest season in the spring and
the fall in Units 7 &15 it was recognized that bears were taken primarily by hunters with a tag when the
opportunity presented itself. There were few bears taken hack then but there was also enough taken to
minimize the impact to populated areas while maintaining a viable populatian of brown bears on the
Kenai.

There are several proposals that would allow some taking of brown bears over traditional black bear bait
stations. SCI-KPC does not suppert those propesals at the moment. The opening of a significant
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registration hunt needs to be given a chance to succeed before moving forward to taking brown hears
over bait. It seems reasonable to believe that couple of years of a long term open registration hunt will
bring the population back in line and alleviate some of the human/bear conflicts. At that point the
seasan, bag limit, et.al., can be reviewed.

Propasal #157 — Seeks to modify black bear salvage requirements in Units 7 & 15 to say “either the hide
and skull, or the meat must be salvaged and removed from the field.”

SCI-KPC supports this proposal.

The limit for black bears cn the Kenai Peninsula is three bears. No one wants to have to deal with three
bear hides and in fact, the hunters that are going to take multiple bears probably already have bear
rugs/hides and have earthly use for more. Black bears are a meat animal. Few on the peninsula are so
ripe with fish as to be inedible. Resident hunters are primarily taking black bears for the meat. Now
that there are harvest reports required for black bear it seems reasonable to collect needed data frem
those reports. Ifin fact the data received from the skulls of black bears harvested is critical to
management, which it evidently is not as there are times when either/or are already in place, then
perhaps a modification to say the meat and skull must be salvaged would be appropriate.

Proposal # 160 —Seeks a “no closed season” for wolves in Units 7 & 15
SCI-KPC suppotts this proposal.

Given the strategies in place to begin aerial welf hunting it seems at cross purpose to close the wolf
hunting season at all. While there will likely be few taken during what is now the closed season, there
would be some by shear opportunity. A wolf to most hunters is a trophy no matter what time of year it
is taken and given the sporadic quality of wolf hides on the peninsula, a summer waif is likely to have
just as nice a pelt as a winter wolf. The number of wolf killed moose on the peninsula is unknown but
what is known is they are taking a huge toll on adult moose and caribou and any additional take of
wolves is in the best interest of the peninsula ungulate populaticn.

Proposal # 161- Seeks to extend the ptarmigan season in Units 7 & 15 to the end of April and reduce the
bag limit from 10 to 5 from March 1% to April 30™.

SCI-KPC supports this proposal with some issues.

ADF&G takes a do not adopt stance on this proposal and they cite the reasoning as hunters may
affect breeding season for ptarmigan and that there are only five birds per day taken by most hunters
which suggests number of ptarmigan may be on the decrease.
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With that there are issues that need to be addressed by the Board of Game. There is virtually no data
available for upland birds in south central Alaska. Anc yet the limit for ptarmigan and grouse has
remained at ten per day for as long as anyone can remember. The season cpens August 10™ and this is
said to allow sheep, caribou and goat hunters to take ptarmigan for camp meat. From August 10" until
September 1% the young birds are half grown, have minimal flight capabilities and are of course not so
bright when confronted by somecne willing to do them harm. Given the reluctance by ADF&G to reduce
a bag limit briefly and extend a season briefly, one must question the validity of the current season and
bag limits. There seems little peint in worrying about the breeding season if immature birds are subject

to the slaughter that they currently are.

The ariginal intent of this proposal was to allow upland hunters who hunt with dogs on foot to have
some time to hunt after December. Given the distances ane must climb to hunt ptarmigan on the Kenai
and the snow conditions from December to mid-March, it is very difficult for the foot hunter. By mid-
March and sometimes early March the snow has settled and provides a surface the dogs can negotiate
without exhaustion in short order. The additional issue faced by foot hunters in the winter is daylight.
There is not enough daylight to allow for a climb and a return and have any real time to hunt.

The suggestion that bird hunters on the Kenai typically do not take more than five birds is an interesting
one. The author of this proposal has been hunting the Kenai Mountains for ptarmigan for many years.
He has also been sending samples of wings and heads of ptarmigan to the biologist in Palmer for nird
research. At no time has anyone aver asked how many birds he takes an a typical day of hunting. Those
who live here and who frequent the Kenai Mountains on snowmachine alsc know that ptarmigan are
located in the high country and are shat with mostly .22 pistols. A flock will fly a short distance and the
hunter will ride to that area and shoot some more until the flock is shot out er the limit is taken. It
seems either these folks have not been cantacted or have chosen to “fudge” the numbers taken.

Upland hunters with dogs typically do not take mare than five birds per day no matter how good the
hunting may be. There are not that many areas where the foot hunter has the time to conduct a hunt in
a day and these individuals want to maintain healthy populations of birds in these areas so hunting is
always available.

Another issue to consider in ptarmigan management, if there is to be such a thing, is the dynamics of the
species involved. The Kenai Peninsula has the unique quality of supporting populations of Rock, Willow
and Whitetail ptarmigan. Rock ptarmigan are very reclusive and inhabit areas in the winter months that
are virtually inaccessible by hunters. Most are taken incidentally to other hunting. Willow ptarmigan
are the predominant species taken by casual hunters and snowmachine hunters. They move down in
elevation in the winter and are located in alder patches and willow scrub below tree line. And they are
cyclic. Much like grouse, Willow ptarmigan cycle up and cycle down; in up years they seem to be
everywhere, in down years, good luck finding them. This past fall they were, along with Spruce grouse,
in a down cycle. This virtually always coincides with an up cycle of hares. As hare populations grow, sa
do populations of birds of prey and predators such as coyotes, lynx and mink. All will take Spruce grouse
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or ptarmigan eggs or chicks and the down cycle is always obvious to those out in the country who pay
attention.

Whitatail ptarmigan are seemingly immune to the cycle their cousins are subject to. These resilient and
smallest of the ptarmigan species avoid the cycle and it seems this is by virtue of where they live. They
are the highest dweliing ptarmigan and even in winter do not inhabit areas below tree line. Their
summers are spent in high elevations amongst the rock outcrops and seemingly barren ground where
one would expect to find sheep. Their camouflage is as good as any species in the wild.

Whitetails are rarely hunted specifically on the Kenai. Access to where they live is strictly a foot pursuit
and a full day is typically required to get into their environment and have a few hours of hunting before
the hunter and the dogs are spent,

Given what Is known about ptarmigan on the Kenai, this proposal would seem to have absoiutely no
effect on ptarmigan populaticns if it were adopted. If in fact there is a real concern that it would then it
appears it is time for a real study of upland birds on the peninsula and perhaps an adjustment in seasons
znd bag limits. SCI-KPC would never consider adopting a propoesal that would harm a species. The
ADF&G take on this proposal brings up many more questions than it answers and it seems here is a
significant need far a “big picture” review of upland bird harvest on the Kenai.
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TO: Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Boards Support Section
FROM: Kaleen Vaden, Wildlife photographer, visitor to Alaska at teast 15 times

26583 Lawrence Adams Drive
Mechanicsville, MD 20659
301-884-8308
kpvo8@hotmail.com

SUPPORT: Proposals 173 and 174, to ban grizzly and black bear snaring in
Southcentral region

SUPPORT: Proposal 172, to prohibit the hunting and trapping of wolves in ali areas of
southcentral annually from March 1 until November 1.

| have spent a lot of time (and money!l) in many parts of Alaska photographing wildlife,
and hope you realize that the wildlife is the best resource you have. Wildlife viewing is
one of the main reasons people come to Alaska and is a huge source of income to the
state.

| totally oppose bear snaring as cruel and unnecessary, for the following reasons. It is
unthinkable torture. | also support the prohibition of wolf hunting and trapping from
March until November for the following reasons.
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Proposals 173 and 174 (page 253), submitted by AWA and AWA Board member Valerie Sy
Connor, respectively, would ban grizzly and black bear snaring in the Southcentral region. ( i
. Ay

* Scientists overwhelmingly agree that bear snaring is indiscriminate, cruel and not biclogically
sustalnable.

* Bear sharing is an extremely controversial method of killing animals. The BOG tamishes
Alaska's image for residents and non-residents alike by insisting on continuing its war on
predators. Bear snaring has never been allowed in Alaska since statehood until the BOG
approved an experimental program in 2008,

* Because bear snaring is indiscriminate, females with dependent cubs and cubs themselves are
at visk. Bears have ane of the lowest reproductive rates and it is for this reason modem scientific
management principles discourage the harvest of females.

* Enforcement will be a nightmare for the Alaska State Troopers, who are already stretched thin.

* There are the dangers to other consumptive users, hikers and their pets whp may come upon a
situation where one bear is caught while its siblings or mother remain free in the area, creating
the very real possibility of severa injuries or fatalities. The baited traps also create food-
conditioned bears, and animals which leam to associate food with humans are a danger to our
communities.

* Bears hawe cultural, economic and biological impottance to Alaskans. Bear snaring is archaic,
cruel and should be banned.

* Living bears have a very high value as a tourism draw and a source of revenue, They are almost
always cited as one of the "big three" species visitors come 1o Alaska to see.
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PROPOSAL 172 (page 252) would prohibit the hunting and trapping of wolves in all areas of @
Southcentral annually from March 1 until November 1. In some areas cumant regulations allow e
wolves o be hunted and trapped after March 1, when females may be pregnant. In other areas

hunting and trapping Is allowed before November 1, when wolf pups are dependent on adults In

thair pack for sundval.

ft iz unethical and inhumane to allow the killing of wolves while the pups remain dependent upon
the pack. This has the potential to wipe out two generations at once. Additionally, the loss of the
pups is not counted in harvest statistics, making accurate population estimates - and future
management decisions -problematical.

Allowing the take of wolves during pup season is not a sound scientific, biological, ecological, or
ethical method of managing this species.

¢ Currently, hunting and trapping regulations in Southcentral are inconsistent. In some areas
wolves may be killed before November 1, while pups remain depandent on their parents and the
pack. In other areas hunting and trapping is legal after March 1, after mating has occurred and

females may ba pregnant.

* Allowing the hunting and trapping of wolves between March 1 and November 1 means that
two generations of a pack likely would be wiped out at once.

* Depandent pups that do not sunive are not counted, meaning that a o
substantially greater number of wolves is lost than is reflected in harvest statistics. This is
unscientific and a very poor way to manage the wolf population.

* Establishing a shorter, standardized season for wolves in Southcentral would have no
financial impact on hunters and trappers, because wolf peits are usually not in prime marketable
condition prior to November.
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Alan Lennard
alan@aloha.com
POB 818, Haleiwa, HI 96712
ATTN: Beard of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Suppert Section
P.C.Box 115524
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax [907]) 465-6094
Regarding: Proposals 172, 173 and 174

DBear Sirs,

My name is Alan Lennard. [ live in Hawaii.

1SUPPORT Proposal 172; ISUPPORT Proposal173; [SUPPORT Proposal 174,

I am asking you to Vote "Yes" to Stop Bear Snaring (Proposals 173 and 174} and "Yes” to Stop Year-rcund Wolf Hunting (Proposal 172)!

It is cssential to limit hunting practices regarding these apex predators. organisms are endangered and their habitat is cssential.

Propesals 173 and 174 (page 253), ban grizzly and black bear snaring in the Southcentral region.

* Scientists overwhelmingly agree that bear snaring is indiscriminate, cruel and not biologically sustainable.

* Bear snaring is an extremely controversial method of killing animals. The BOG tarnishes Alaska's image for residents and non-residents alike by
insisting on continuing its war on predators. Bear snaring has never been allowed in Alaska since statehood until the BOG approved an

experimental program in 2008.

* Because hear snaring is indiscriminate, females with dependent cubs and cubs themselves are at risk. Bears have one of the lowest repraoductive
rates and it is for this reason modcrn scientific management principles discourage the harvest of femalces.

* Enforcement will be a nightmare for the Alaska State Troopers, who are already stretched thin.

* There are the dangers to other consumptive users, hikers and their pets who may come upon a situation where one bear is caught while its
siblings or mother remain free in the area, creating the very real possibility of severe injuries or fatalities, The baited traps also create food-
conditioned bears, and animals which learn to asseciate food with humans are a danger to our communities.

* Bears have cultural, econemic and biological impertance to Alaskans. Bear snaring is archaic, cruel and should be banned.

* Living bears have a very high value as a tourism draw and a source of revenue. They are almost always cited as one of the "big three" species
visitors come to Alaska to see.

PROPOSAL 172 (page 252) would prohibit the hunting and trapping of wolves in all areas of Southcentral annually from March 1 until November
1.In some areas current regulations allow wolves to be hunted and trapped after March 1, when females may be pregnant. In other areas hunting
and trapping is allowed before November 1, when wolf pups are dependent on adults in their pack for survival.

Itis unethical and inhumane to allow the killing of welves while the pups remain dependent upon the pack. This has the potential to wipe out two
penerations at once- Additionally, the loss of the pups is not counted in harvest statistics, making accurate population estimates - and future
management decisions -problematical.

Allowing the take of wolves during pup season is not a sound scientific, biological, ecological, or ethical method of managing this species.

* Currently, hunting and trappirg regulations in Southcentral are inconsistent. In some areas wolves may be killed hefore November 1, while pups
remain dependent on their parents and the pack. In other areas hunting and trapping is legal after March 1, after mating has occurred and females
may be pregnant,

* Allowing the hunting and trapping of wolves between March 1 and November 1 means that twe generations of a pack likely would be wiped out
atonce.

* Dependent pups that do not survive are not counted, meaning that a substantially greater number of wolves is lost than is reflected in harvest
statistics. This is unscientific and a very poor way to manage the wolf populaticn.

* Establishing a shorter, standardized season for wolves in Southcentral would have no financial impact on hunters and trappers, because wolf
pelts are usually not in prime marketable condition prior to November.

Sincerely,
f’»/ﬂl&

Alan Lennard

PCO018
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FRIENDS OF CHUGACH STATE PARK
1408 P. STREET, UNIT “A”
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

February 27, 2013

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

P.O. Box 115526

Tuneau, AK 99811-5526

FAX 907-465-6094

Re:  BOG Meeting March 15-19, 2013, Southceentral
1Dear Board Members:

Fricnds of Chugach State Park is a grassroots organization that values and
works as an advocate for Chugach State Park. Qur sole purpose is to advance and
protect the park. We have been active for more than twenty years. Our members
live in or near the park.

Proposal 133. Oppose. Moose hunting in Anchorage Management
Area. This proposal would rc-authorize moose hunting in the Anchorage
Management Area, in particular in the Campbell Creok, Rabbit Creek and
McHugh Creek drainages. Up to 50 permits might be issued, although fewer
permits have been issued in the past. The season would commence the day after
Labor Day and continue to November 30.

Friends of Chugach State Park opposes any moose hunting in the Campbell
Creek, Rabbit Creck and McHugh Creck drainages. These areas are hcavily used
by hikers and skiers throughout the year, and usage is rapidly ihcreasing cvery
year. Indeed, the parking lot at Glen Alps has just heen expanded by another 50
parking places because it is often filled early 1 the day.
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Wildlife viewing during the moose rut is highly popular, with much of the
best viewing within a mile of the Glen Alps parking lot. Scores of photographers,
families, and ordinary citizens walk through this area every day. Hunting moose
in this part of Chugach State Park, whether for large buils or antlerless moose is
incompatible with the primary uses of this area.

The greater public good 1s served by refraining from taking any of these
moose. There is a significant amount of moose hunting in Anchorage already, in
particular at JBER, in the Birchwood Management Area, and in upper Ship Creek.
Wce question the assumption that killing moose in the Campbell Creek, Rabbit
Creek, and McHugh Creek drainages will help to diminish the trequency of
moose/vehicle collisions in Anchorage. We express doubt that there is any data
that supports this assumption. ‘

[t there 18 to be any hunting in the Campbcll, Rabbit, and McHugh
dramages, then hunting should start after October 15. These areas too are heavily
used in Scptember and the first part of October.

Proposal 136. Support. Greater discretion to biologists to address poor
health of Dall sheep in Chugach State Park. Tt has been reported that Dail
Sheep in Chugach State Park are showing poor health, including low body fal, and
a decliming population. One possible cause of the decline in the health of this
population is the disruption to populations of Dall Sheep caused by the full curl
only regulation, while another possible cause is the issuance of t0o many permits.
The taking of only the largest males with full curl horns probably puts an
evolutionary disadvantage on the animals that carry the particular DNA that gives
them size, longevity, and full curl horns, |

The taking of these large breeders by hunters may also cause stress to ewes
and smaller sheep due to disruptions to “family” dynamics caused by the removal
of these dominant males before the end of their natural life spans.

The goal of this proposal is to free biolcmgjsts from mandates imposed from
above. The management goal for CSP Dall Sheep should be the health of the
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population of Dall Sheep. if a modification of the full curl only rule, or a
reduction in the number of permits, will help the population, then the
Department’s biologists should be given the authority to do that. The increascd
revenue to the Department resulting from issuing many morc permits than there
arc available target animals should not be the déciding factor.

Proposal 137. Oppose. Increase Dall Sheep hunting in Anchorage
Management Area, South Eagle Fork drainage, and Ram Valley. This
proposal 1s one of three made by Aaron Bloomquist ‘which would increase the
number of permits for taking sheep in areas close to ‘Anchorage; specifically, in
the drainages of Falls Creek, Rainbow Valley, McHugh Creek, Rabbit Creek,
Campbell Creek, the South Fork of Eagle Rlvc:r and:Ram Valley. We oppose all
of them. :

This first proposal, i.c. #137, would incréase as much as six fold the number
of tags issued. We strongly oppose such a radical change. We, the Friends of
Chugach State Park, prefer to sce all of these areas closed to the hunting ot Dall
Sheep. The sheep, in particular full curl rams, that are found in these areas are a
delight for wildlifc viewing. Mr. Bloomquist asserts that there will be no loss to
anyone if more full curl rams are taken from these areas, but the truth is that
hundreds, or perhaps thousands of people will Iose the opportunity to view one of
these animals if it is taken by a hunter. These V&llcys and the mountains that tower
above them are not 1n remote Alaska, but. mstead the backyard of Anchorage, a
city of nearly 300,000 people. E

We are particularly concerned that Proposals 136 137, and 138 assign no
importance to an cxplicit statutory purpose of Lhugach State Park, which 15 Lo
establish areas for the “display of local wildlife.” The same factors claimed by the
proponcnts of these sheep-hunting proposals (z €., Gclose proximity to an urban
population center, fairly closc access by road, efc.) are the same factors that must
disqualify these proposals from consideration or approval: These areas are close,
convenient, accessible, and traditional areas where sheep have been viewed and
appreciated by the public for forty years and mare, ever since Chugach Park was
created. Further, these viewing opportunities dca not.cnd on Labor Day.
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To the contrary, “increased hunter opportunity” 18 :'e;mphatically not one of the
legislative purposes for which Chugach State Park was created.

We note that while increased bunter opp@ﬂumty is a goal of some people,
the mere presence of hunters stalking and perhiaps killing game impinges on the
park experiences of traditional park visitors (hiikers, berry pickers, families, ete.)

Even if the proposed sheep hunts themsélves were to take place out of the
- nmediate view of traditional park visitors, hunting these particular sheep
populations will drastically increase their wariness of humans, and will inevitably
make them less available for viewing by the pubhc at the traditional locations
where they have been viewed and enjoyed for @édades. To knowingly allow this
to happen will be to directly thwart one of the statutory purposes of the Park.

We also note that the Dall Sheep of Lhugach State Park have been reported
to be unhealthy with low body fat, and other problems. In these circumstances it
makes better sense to leave them with a refuge;

Finaily, if more tags arc to be issued, thﬁj%-se:aison should not open until mid
October because all of these arcas are heavily used by hikers, berry pickers, and
ordinary citizens during August, Septcmber, and the first half of October.

Proposal 138. Oppose. Createa new drawing hunt for Dall Sheep near
Anchorage. This proposal would authorize up to éix tags for Dall Sheep 1n the
drainages of Falls Creck, Rainbow Valiey, McHugh Creek, Rabbit Creck.,
Campbell Creek, the South Fork of Fagle River.

We, the Friends of Chugach State Park have “adopted” the Falls Creck
Trail, and do trail maintenance as volumnteers w that hikers such as ourselves can
gain access to the high alpine vatleys and mouritains above. Access would
otherwise be quite difficult due to thick brush; in particular alders.

As noted in our comments opposing pt‘mpﬁ‘idl 137, there should be no sheep
hwnting in any of these areas in Anchorage’s backyard. The best and highest use
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for sheep in these areas is viewing, The taking
ol these close-in arcas means that
not see the same ram.

Proposal 139. Oppose. Oi)en Ram 1
Drawing. This proposal would open Ram Val

for the same reasons as given in opposition to pr

We also note that there is no legal-j accef;sg
to gain the permission of landowners to gain a
presume that they have ADF&G™s authority to

907 258 7329
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one of the full curl rams in one

hundreds (or pﬁt haps thousands) ot people will

¢y for the DS123 Sheep
to sheep hunting. We oppose it
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ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5326

February 27, 2013

Please be advised that we strongly oppose this unscientific, expensive wolf killing
"experiment” on the rare Alexander Archipelago wolves.

Why is this man’s answer to everything? If it’s deemed a “Nuisance” KILL IT! New “buzz
words” like "Culling” or “Management” or “Products” only skew the truth.

Wolves were here long before man. It is us that are encroaching on their territory not the
other way around. Their species was fine before man came along. Now apparently someone
put man in charge of their well-being - or not.

We need to focus on things like growing crops for people — not for factory-tarmed animals.
We need to invest our time and money into what they term “Alternative Energy”. In fact
solar, wind, geothermal, hydrodynamic should be the “normal™ and things like fossil fuels

and nuclear energy should be used as an absolute last resort backup.

We need to look at the future. What are we leaving for our kids? A society that kills and
takes everything in its path or one that values sustainability?

You people are in position to help. Please use your power wisely for the sake of future
generations.

(el

o,

Phil Nicols

GroupMax.ca 1801 Dundas Street East POB 705395 Whitby Ontario Canada L1IN9G3
903-427-0026
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 28, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: SUPPORT Proposal 147

Dear Board Members,

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) would like to urge the passage of the
following honorable proposals:

Proposal 147-Would suspend aerial taking of wolves in Unit 15A and modify the population
and harvest objectives for moose. KBCS supports Proposal 147 for the following reason:

79 percent of the 1,314 square miles of land is the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge
where aerial wolf hunting is prohibited.

KBCS supports no wolf kill in this area because it is much smaller than areawhere
aerial hunting has been allowed, which can cause difficulties.

The main reason biologists have given for low moose population is declining habitat

and moose browse, creating an unsustainable environment resulting in starvation.

KNWR attracts thousands of tourists. This proposal would be compatible with wildlife
viewing and would not cause negative publicity. The wolves are worth more alive
than dead.

KBCS applauds the recommendation of Proposal 147and requests the board please pass this
proposal.

Sincerely,

Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachernak Bay Society’s mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy. education, information, and coliaboration,

— e a2 G024
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 28, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: OPPOSE Proposal 154
Dear Board Members:

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) is adamantly opposed to Proposal
154 that would permit the killing of brown bears at black bear bait stations in Units
15A and 15C. This would also permit the baiting of brown bears. KBCS requests
that you reject this barbaric proposal.

Bear baiting is an outdated and brutal practice that accustoms bears to human
scented -garbage, this makes bears more likely to get into trouble near human
habitation. Bear feeding has been prohibited to assist in eradicating this situation.
KBCS believes that baiting of any bear, black or brown, only perpetuates this
problem.

At present, 31 other states have banned this detestable method of killing bears. As
Alaskans, we should support this ban and not permit this revolting practice by
voting against Proposal 154. KBCS feels that all bear bait stations are an atrocity
and should be disbanded at once.

Please do not pass Proposal 154!

Sincerely,
Roberta Highland, President

Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society's mission is to protect the env ronmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 28, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: OPPOSE Proposal 155
Dear Board Members:

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) is adamantly opposed to Proposal
155 that would permit the killing of brown bears at black bear bait stations in Units
15A and 15C. KBCS requests that you reject this barbaric proposal.

Bear baiting is an outdated and brutal practice that accustoms bears to human
scented garbage, this makes bears more likely to get into trouble near human
habitation. Bear feeding has been prohibited to assist in eradicating this situation.
KBCS believes that baiting of any bear, black or brown, only perpetuates this
problem. Although brown bears are not the target of the black bear bait sites, they
will none the less be attracted to these sites. Proposal 155 allows for their
“incidental” harvesting.

At present, 31 other states have banned this detestable method of killing bears. As
Alaskans, we should support this ban and not permit this revolting practice by
voting against Proposal 155. KBCS feels that all bear bait stations are an atrocity
and should be disbanded at once._

Please do not pass Proposal 155!

Sincerely,
Roberta Highland, President

Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane’

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society's mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.
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KRCS Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
: 3734 Ben Walters Ln, Homex, AK 99608
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 24, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: OPPOSE Proposal 156
Dear Board Members:

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) is adamantly opposed to Proposal
156 that would permit the kiliing of brown bears at black bear bait stations in Units
15A and 15C. KBCS requests that you reject this barbaric proposal.

Bear baiting is an outdated and brutal practice that accustoms bears to human
scented garbage, this makes bears more likely to get into trouble near human
habitation. Bear feeding has been prohibited to assist in eradicating this situation.
KBCS believes that baiting of any bear, black or brown, only perpetuates this
problem.

At present, 31 other states have banned this detestable method of killing bears. As
Alaskans, we should support this ban and not permit this revoiting practice by
voting against Proposal 156. KBCS feels that all bear bait stations are an atrocity
and should be disbanded at once.

Please do not pass Proposal 156!

Sincerely,
Roberta Highland, President

Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 25, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneay, AK 99811-5526

RE: OPPOSE Proposal 160

Dear Board Members:

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) adamantly opposes Proposal 160 for the
following reasons:
Unit 15A:

» 79 percent of the 1,314 square miles of land is the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge where
aerial woif hunting is prohibited.

» The proposed area for wolf killing is smaller than any area where aerial hunting has
been allowed which can cause difficulties.

» The main reason biologists have given for low moose popuiation is declining habitat and
moose browse, creating an unsustainable environment resulting in starvation. Killing
wolves would only add to this problem.

+ KNWR attracts thousands of tourists. This plan is incompatible with wildlife viewing and
would cause negative publicity and be a determent to tourism. The wolves are worth
more alive than dead.

Unit 15C:

* Near Homer and Anchor Point, the general moose population has been healthy, with a
30 percent increase from 1892 to 2010. The moose population is in the middle of the
objective number of moose, indicating there is no emergency need for such heavy-
handed methodology.

+ BOG implemented a change to Unit 15C removing spike, fork, and 3 brow tine from
harvestable moose population and there has not been time to see the effects of these
changes; so an aerial wolf kill program is premature.

» Biology does not support this intense management program as moose population
concerns in 15C are not driven by wolf predation but the resuit of an insufficient harvest
strategy which has been exacerbated by illegal harvest and moose-motor vehicle
collision.

s Unit 15¢ has an abundance of other food source including fish, organic beef, and great
gardening climate. Unit 15c is on the road system, which increases the hunting
pressure on moose.

Units 15A & 15C

» The ADF&G brochure notes that predator control isn't done until biologists have studied
the causes of declining game populations and the impact of predators and tried other

methods, such as improving habitat, reducing hunting and easing predator trapping and
hunting regulations.

» ADF&G did receive funding to conduct moose studies in Unit 15A and Unit 15C and are
currently underway and wolf research will follow. Thus no aerial wolf kill should be
considered until the research has been completed.

*

The Kachemak Bay Society's mission is 1o protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.

KBCS Page1of2
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o [n a unanimous vote, the Homer Fish and Game Advisory Committee recommended that
the Board of Game not approve this intensive management.

o The human population has increased so that there will never be enough moose for
everyone who wants to kill one and realistically there never will be.

KBCS urges you to please consider these facts and vote against Proposal 160!

Sincerely,

Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s mission is 10 protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, mformauon, and collaboration.

KBCS Page2of2
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KBCS ' Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 25, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: SUPORT Proposal 172

Dear Board Members,

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) is supporting Proposal 172, with the
caveat that we oppose all trapping or hunting of wolves. The following Proposal 172 is
however, less invasive for the following reasons:

o It is cruel and unethical to allow wolves to be killed while their pups are still

dependent upon the pack. This has the potential to eradicate two generations at the
same time.

« Inaccurate estimates of wolf populations. The death of wolf pups are not calculated

in the harvest statistics. This would also render future management decisions
incorrect.

« Presently, the hunting and trapping regulations in Southcentral are inconsistent.

Sincerely,

Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Waiters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s missian is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and coffabaration.
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 25, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: SUPPORT Proposal 173

Dear Board Members,

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Society (KBCS) would like to urge passage of
Proposal 173 for the following reasons:

» The snaring of bears is considered inhumane, unethical, cold-hearted, and
cruel by the majority of the public. To allow this despicable practice so a few
may profit from it is reprehensible.

o The classifying of black bears as furbearers would subject them to
indiscriminate trapping regardless of gender or dependence of offspring.

o The public would be at risk. Snares are indiscriminate, taking cubs as well as
sows. The danger of a snared bear cub, that would undoubtedly have it
mother nearby is a scenario that does not leave much to the imagination.

s Hunters and non-hunters would be effected by diminishing bear populations
brought about by the indiscriminate killing of bears.

» It is impracticable to believe that too few State Troopers would be able to
effectively regulate and enforce the proper rules of these traps in such a
large area.

» Consider the $538 million dollar tourist industry verses the entire revenues
brought in by hunting and trapping and you will realize that the comparisons
are not even close.

KBCS applauds the recommendation of Proposal 173 and requests the board please
pass this proposal.

Sincerely,

Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com

www. kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.
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Fax: 1-907-465-6094 RE: Proposal 174
Dear Board Members, '

The Kachemak Bay Conservation Soclety (KBCS) would like to urge the passage of Proposal
174 for the-foilowing reasons:

« The Department of Fish and Game does not have the Information to Insure that
bears will not be overharvested by the use of snaring {imits, open seasans, and
newly approved methods of take. '

« There Is no way for the public to know where bear snaring is taking place. The
Department of Fish and Game currently does not provide a map or locations of where
bear snaring balt stations are located. Since the public would be unaware of these
locations, any person at any time could be significantly put at risk.

» Bears are not always Kiiled Instantly. This leads to unimaginable suffering as the
animal attempts to free itself. .

e Bear snares are Indiscriminate, which permits the capture of brown bears, sows with
cubs and cubs. This methad of culling is socially unacceptable, appalling, and
disgraceful method of wildlife management.

« Bear have a very low rate of reproduction. As the bear population dwindles, so will
the tourists who spend milllons of dollar each year to view Alaska’s bears In our
national and state parks. :

KBCS applauds the recommendation of Proposal 174 and requests the board please pass
this proposal.

Sincerely,

‘Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Soclety
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmall.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay reglon and encourage
sustalnable usa and stewardship of focal natural resources through advocacy, education, information, and collaboration.



PCO021
10 of 10

KBCS Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game February 25, 2013
Boards Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

RE: SUPPORT Proposals 147,173, & 174
Dear Board Members,

The Kachemak Bay Conservatlon Society (KBCS) would like to urge the passage of the
following honorable proposals:

Proposal 147-Would suspend aerial taking of wolves in Unit 15A and modify the population
and harvest objectives for moose.

Proposals 173 and 174-Would prohibit snaring of bears in the South-central Region.

KBCS applauds the recommendation of Proposals 147, 173, & 174 and requests the board
please pass these proposals.

Sincerely,

Roberta Highland, President
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
3734 Ben Walters Lane

Homer, AK 99603

907-235-8214
kbayconservation@gmail.com
www.kbayconservation.org

The Kachemak Bay Society’s mission is to protect the environmnet of the Kachemak bay region and encourage
sustainable use and stewardship of local natural resources through advocacy, education, Information, and collaboration.



March 1, 2013

Ted Spraker

Chairman, Alaska Board of Game
Board Support Section

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Re: Request to Withdraw Proposal 171.
Dear Chairman Spraker:

The APHA respectfully requests that Proposal 171 be withdrawn from consideration by
the Board of Game.

We submitted this proposal because of our concern for the increasing loss of nonresident
allocation to “next of kin” hunters. Case in point, last year in the TOK out of 8
nonresident tags, 6 went to next of kin hunters. APHA is concerned this will continue to
be an increasing problem; however we do not feel that our proposal is the best way to
address this topic.

Thank you for considering our request to withdraw our proposal and thank you for the
considerable time and effort you put into addressing the issues that face wildlife
conservation in Alaska. We highly value the opportunity that all users have to participate
in the Board of Game process.

Sincerely,

Sam Rohrer
APHA President

PCO022
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February 28, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

PO Box 115526

Juneau, Alaska 99811-5526

WINTER 2013 REGION |1 BOARD OF GAME WRITTEN COMMENTS
Dear Alaska Board of Game Members,

Please find the following comments for your consideration regarding proposals you will
be addressing at your Region Il meeting in Soldotna. The Alaska Professional Hunters
Association Inc. (APHA) has serious concerns with the scope of several of the proposals
you will be addressing at this meeting. The professional guide industry represents a
significant and important rural economy in Alaska which is dependent upon prudent
stewardship and conservation of Alaska’s wildlife as well as fair allocation.

APHA is often working at the forefront of challenges related to wildlife conservation and
hunting opportunities for all hunters, not just guides or APHA members. By doing this,
we are often the “first line of defense” and advocacy for Alaska and all hunters.

Many of the proposals you will be considering at this meeting seek to eliminate or restrict
existing non-resident hunter opportunity in some manner. There are numerous reasons for
APHA to urge caution and restraint in regards to support of these proposals related to
balance for the whole considerations. By eliminating non-resident hunters or by giving
special season dates for resident-only hunters we further fragment the
hunter/conservationist fraternities. The perceived conflicts will not disappear from the
field, rather they will continue to be replaced and possibly escalated within different user
groups. Let’s turn together as hunter conservationists before we turn away from each
other. Every time we turn away from each other as hunters we give success to those
who work to eliminate our way of life. If we can encourage the turning together and work
together as the hunter conservationists we are, Alaska can and will continue to be one of
the greatest places for all people to enjoy wildlife. As subsistence hunters, general
resident hunters or non-resident hunters we have a common bond; “wildlife conservation
measures that provide for abundance, for sustained yield and maximum benefit provides
for the best interest of the whole” and we encourage this board to continue to do the great
job they have been doing to help provide that balance.
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As you consider the Region Il proposals, APHA asks that you keep the following points
in mind:

1.

APHA has no support for any of the reduce, eliminate or restrict nonresident
opportunity proposals as written. None of these proposals have been submitted from a
conservation based or best interest of the whole concern but rather from a self-serving
aspect.

Many long established professional guide businesses will be negatively impacted and
or put out of business if the proposals we oppose were to pass. To impact their
businesses with preferential resident hunter privileges and thus provide a commercial
transporter incentive to fill the void goes strongly against our constitutional mandate
of maximum benefit.

Several of these proposals express concern over perceived crowding of guided
hunting activity on public lands. Please understand that eliminating non-resident
hunting activity will not eliminate transporter or other hunting parties. The perceived
conflicts will continue or even be enhanced as the transporter industry has no
conservation basis.

Alaska Statutes 08-54-720 clearly defines unlawful acts related to the guiding
industry and of the 19 items listed therein, #2 states that it is “illegal for a person
licensed as a guide to intentionally obstruct hinder or attempt to obstruct or hinder
lawful hunting engaged by a person who is not a client of the person”.

Additionally, AS 16-05-790 defines similar protection of hunters through the Hunter
Harassment Law. If there are bad things going on within this scope, let’s first turn to
existing law, and enforcement of it before we start eliminating an important industry,
hunting opportunities, meat sharing and allot of peoples ways of life.

We would encourage you to look at the number of complaints received from the
public and that exist related to these two laws and the related conflict between
nonresident and resident hunters to help you understand better the actual extent of the
perceived problems.

According to ADF&G reports, approximately six percent of the annual human harvest
of caribou, ten percent of the human harvest of moose and forty percent of the human
harvest of Dall’s sheep are harvested by nonresident hunters during general State
regulated hunting opportunities. If the Federal harvest and unreported harvest factors
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10.

11.

are considered as well, the percentages of nonresident harvest drop several points
even lower.

Nonresident license fees are added to by multiplying times three with the matching
Pitman-Robertson funds which make up the majority of ADF&G Wildlife
Conservation Division budget. Nonresident annual harvest percentage of moose,
caribou and sheep is low in comparison with the wildlife conservation funding
(approximately eighty percent) they provide. Eliminating nonresident opportunity as
many of these proposals request will result in an immediate and large shortfall of
important conservation funding for ADF&G which will eventually result in overall
resident hunter opportunity loss as well.

Also important to this equation is that Alaska’s annual human harvest of these
wildlife resources represents something near six percent of the annual mortality of
these species while predation accounts for approximately eighty-four percent.

Intensive management increases actual costs to achieve prudent wildlife conservation
goals that provide for the best interest of our wildlife and all people who enjoy or
depend on them. When you eliminate non-resident opportunity, you eliminate vital
funding needed to enhance and conserve wildlife for the best interest of the whole.

When non-resident hunting opportunity is reduced or eliminated, a substantial part of
the annual predator harvest which occurs during the ungulate hunts is also reduced or
eliminated. When you eliminate this non-resident harvest, you eliminate in most
cases, the most significant annual predator harvest as well. .

Few if any of these proposals are generated from concerns related to Federal lands
where guide industry concessions or special use permits are incorporated which limit
the number of guides per geographical region. Currently, the proposed
DNR/ADF&G/BGCSB Guide Concession program development is in its final stages
and implementation of the program will help dispel the perceived conflicts.

Over sixty percent of Alaska’s lands are federal domain. Nonresident sportsmen and
women pay for upwards of 80 percent of our wildlife conservation funding. Alaska
represents by far the greatest divide between resident and non-resident licensing fees
of any state. Nowhere else in the US do residents pay so little for so much in relation
to hunting privileges. Alaska needs additional funding for wildlife conservation in a
very serious way and the only tool we can find support for is increasing non-resident
hunting license and tag fees. As our economy and especially our rural economy needs
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

as much bolstering as possible, these proposals are pushing the envelope in a manner
that will result in much greater adverse consequences.

The Board of Game has a policy related to basing nonresident and resident hunter
opportunity when implementing a drawing permit program due to conservation and or
allocation concerns. This policy requires the Board to look at the previous ten year
history of effort between nonresident and resident hunters and to make the drawing
permits available on that defined basis. This is a fair mechanism and should be
continued.

It has been proven within the guide industry throughout the Western US States that
when a limit of ten percent of hunting opportunity is provided to nonresident hunters,
and guides have to compete with other guides to secure the hunters as clients, that a
viable guide industry cannot survive. The broad overhead cost of maintaining a viable
business cannot be supported on the “luck of the draw” concept.

Alaska is different than the rest of the US where we often hear comparisons. It is
important to note that the Alaska Guide Required law is vitally important to the
resident hunter. One of the key points is its application to wildlife conservation by
restricting non-resident opportunity. Compare all of the other states that do not have
this law and see what challenges exist for quality big game hunting opportunities.
They are nearly 100 percent allocated by very restrictive drawing permits and many
residents who live in the heart of these areas compete for a lifetime without ever
receiving a permit to hunt in these hunts.

Montana recently underwent a loss of nonresident hunter opportunity due to a ballot
initiative that did away with private landowner tags because a small group of
residents felt that these permits should not be going to nonresident hunters. The result
was a catastrophic loss of funding to Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks for important
wildlife conservation programs. Alaska cannot afford this.

The number of resident hunters who use airplanes to find and then harvest animals, or
that have mechanical means to access what used to be hard to access remote regions
are growing in number. They also contribute substantially to the perceived conflicts
in the field. Professional guides are already restricted by law (with the exception of
some spring bear seasons) from using an airplane to find an animal with the intent to
harvest that animal. Resident hunters are not thus restricted. Again, if problems do
exist, allow for existing law to be applied.
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17. APHA has concerns about the nature of these proposals which lack any proof of issue
and have no biological or conservation basis. We urge you to explore the actual
documented problem to define if it is real.

18. There exists the serious question of “Can the Board of Game in such a serious manner
legally separate one user group from another.” Certainly, related to wild sheep or
mountain goat populations which are not covered under the Intensive Management
Law, the question is raised about how a preference would be provided without
addressing the Tier 1 or Tier Il hunt aspect and qualify them as an Intensive
Management Species and then develop C&T and ANS findings statewide? These
proposals have broad sweeping changes and impacts on the future of hunting and
wildlife conservation in Alaska, none of which we view as beneficial to the whole.

Specific Proposal Recommendations
PROPOSALS APHA SUPPORTS: 127 - 129, 131, 139 - 143, 148, 152, 153, 160, 175

PROPOSALS APHA OPPOSES: 130, 136 - 138, 144, 145, 151, 162 - 170, 172, 173,
174

APHA WISHES TO WITHDRAW PROPOSAL 171

INDIVIDUAL PROPOSAL COMMENT

Proposal 127 through 129 - Support. Based on the proposals given merits.
Proposal 130 - Oppose. Based on ADF&G comments.

Proposal 131 through 135 Support. We Support the re-authorization of these antlerless
moose hunts so that ADF&G has all the tools they need to soundly manage this moose
population in a very urban area.

Proposal 136 - Oppose. ADF&G already has the ability to reduce or increase the
number of permits that are issued. We do not support the relaxing of the full curl
requirement because we believe it is a vital management tool that automatically limits the
harvest to the older age class rams that have already passed on their genetics and are at
the upper end of their life expectancy.
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Proposal 137 - Oppose. This hunt was established to be very limited to make it a
premier trophy hunt and the Chugach State Park advisory committee approved it
because of its low impact on the resource and we support their decision.

Proposal 138 - Take no Action. Based on action taken on proposal 139

Proposal 139 - Support with Modification. We support this proposal with the ADF&G
amendment to include all of the west side of Indian Creek, all of the Falls Creek drainage
and all of the Rainbow Creek drainage. There were very few legal rams in this unit last
year and by adding these additional areas it will make it the premier sheep tag to draw
again. The Chugach State Park advisory committee approved the expanding of this unit
almost unanimously and we support their decision.

Proposal 140 - Support. We do not feel that this proposal will have a noticeable impact
on the deer population. The biggest factor in regards to the population is severe winters.

Proposal 141 - Support. This proposal was developed with input from a diverse group
of Kodiak stakeholders, including: Sport and Subsistence users, Guides, and Federal and
State Managers. This proposal address overpopulation of goats, while putting in place
measures to prevent the wasteful harvest of goats. It also provides opportunity for local
hunters to access goats that have been pushed to lower elevations by winter weather.

Proposal 142 - Support. This proposal was developed by the same stakeholder group
that developed Proposal 141. Currently Kodiak Island has this same regulation in place
for Brown Bears and EIk. Most APHA Guides have a similar requirement written into
their hunt contracts.

Proposal 143 - Support with modification. We support this proposal with the
Departments modifications.

Proposal 144 - Oppose.

Proposal 145 - Oppose.

Proposal 148 - Support. Based on its given merits.

Proposal 151 - Oppose. APHA supports hunting opportunity where ever possible.
Proposal 152 - Support. Based on its given merits.

Proposal 153 - Support with modification. We support this proposal with the
Departments modifications.

PCO022
7 of 8



Proposal 154 through 156 - No Comment. APHA has no comment on these proposals
due to lack of consenses.

Proposal 160 - Support. Based on its given merits.

Proposal 162 through 170 - Oppose. APHA does not support any of these severely
restrict or eliminate non-resident hunting opportunity proposals. Please see points 1-18 at
the start of this letter. These proposal should be rejected.

Proposals 171 - APHA has asked the Board of Game to withdraw this proposal.

Proposal 172 - Oppose. This proposal would substantially reduce opportunity to harvest
wolves.

Proposal 173 and 174 - Oppose. Oppose. Most APHA members are not proponents of
bear snaring, but we favor letting the department keep this method in their tool box to use
if necessary to reverse severe decline in ungulate populations.

Proposal 175 - Support.

This concludes our proposal comments. Thank you for the opportunity to submit our
comments.

Sincerely,
APHA Board of Directors

Sam Rohrer, President
Tony Lee, Vice President
Brad Dennison, Treasurer
Joe Klutsch

Mike Litzen

Wayne Kubat

Sam Fejes

Joe Schuster
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Sent By: Palindrome Office Management; 907 258 7329

LAW OFFICE OF KNEELAND TAYLOR, p.C.

425 “G" Street, Suite 610
Anchorage, AK 98501
907-276-6219 telephone
907-258-7329 FAX

e-mail: kneelandt@alaska.com

February 28, 2013

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Dopartment of Fish and Game
Board Support Section ‘

P. 0. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

FAX 907-465-6094

Re:  ROG Meeting March 15-19, 2013, Southeentral
Dear Board Members:

[ have lived in Alaska since 1974, and spend a great deal of my time hiking,
climbing, kayaking, skiing and otherwise enjoying Alaska’s wild places. As
beautiful as they are, I find that our Alaskan National Parks are superior to other
wild places in Alaska. “Superior™ | because the wildlife in our National Parks is not
as wary of us humans, and therefme more Vlewable T comment on proposals for
this reason.

Scicnee and observation teach us that animals such as wolves, wolverine,
and other predators (including beajrs) are sentient. Not conscious as we are, but
nevertheless experiencing pain, anxiety, playfulness, affection for their young, and
other things signifying intelligence. Because they are sentient, practices such as
snaring are unethical, and wrong. -

Speaking out a,gamqt practlccs that we beheve arc unethical (and on other
matters of public policy) is one of the I‘BSpOHSlbllltlﬁb of citizenship. Itisa
responsibility that should go hand in hand with the privileges that we American
citizens enjoy in our system of government. ] comment also because of my
comviction that we need to live up to our responsibilities if our system of

; Mar-1-13 9:58AM; Page 1
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Board of Game
February 28, 2013
Page 2 of 4

govermment 15 o succeed.

Having said that, please LDIlSIdCl" my comments regarding the following
proposals:

Proposal 133, Oppose. Moosc hunting in Anchorage Management
Area. This proposal would re-authorize moose hunting in the Anchorage
Management Arca, in particular in the Campbell Creek, Rabbit Creek and
McHugh Creek drainages.

There should be no moose hunting in the Campbell Creek, Rabbit Creek and
McHugh Creck drainages. These areas are heavily used by hikers and skiers
throughout the year. Moose congregate close to the Glen Alps parking lot during
the rut, and | have joined dozens of people in watching. There has been a long
campaign to open this area and others to limited hunting, to prove a point. But
hunting in a prime viewing area will always be offensive to many of us.

Vast areas of Alaska are opeﬂ lo moose hunting. Can’t the State of Alaska
leave a few square miles to people who enjoy looking at animals?

Propeosal 136. Support. Gftﬁfater discretion to biologists to address poor
health of Dall sheep in Chugach State Park. 1made this proposal. My purpose
was to give biologists discretion. I have attended BOG meetings many times, and
T recall the BOG reversing itself on the number of permits to be authorized after
lobbyists cornered BOG members duung a break. At the heart of that 1ssue was
biologists fears that the full curl ruleiwas causing unhealthy population dynamics.
I would like to sce the biologists frd‘dd from political pressure to maximize “hunter
opportunity” by issuing lots of perrmtq for exceedingly rare animals; especially
when there 1s good reason to belief the gene pool 18 being negatively impacted.

Proposal 137. Oppose. Increase Dall Sheep hunting in Anchorage
Management Area, South Eagle Fork drainage, and Ram Valley. Proposal,
137, if adopted, would allow sheep héunting in areas where there has been no sheep
hunting since the early 1970's. The Department’s recommendation would open
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Page 3 of 4

only about half of what is Pfﬂposed,-é

| oppose opening any areas previously closed in the immediate vicinity of
Anchorage. Falls Creek, Rambow, and Ram Valley should not be opened to
hunting. Non-hunters need places to go during hunting season where we can find
refuge from hunters. So also do the sheep. Itis a miscarriage of public policy to
allow one hunter to kill a full curl sheep that hundreds of non-hunters ENjoy seeing
each year. This is Anchorage, not the Brooks Range.

[ note that this proposal seeﬁi@s to ignore the statute creating Chugach State

Park which provides that the purpoéz.e is the “display of local wildlife.” Areas
close to Anchorage are perfect for “the display”. Let the hunters go elsewhere.

Proposal 138. Oppose. Cr‘léate a new drawing hunt for Dall Sheep near
Anchorage. See my comments to p;roposal 137.

Proposal 139. Oppose. Open Ram Valley for the DS123 Sheep
Drawing. See my comments to proposal 137. I also want to point out that there 18
no legal access to Ram Valley. Frignds of mine allow me (and other non-
consumplive hikers) to cross their land on a trail they constructed. I doubt very
much whether the man who proposed #139 spoke to them about whether they want
hunters using their trail. '5

Proposal 172. Support. Prohibit taking wolves March through
November. | oppose any trapping of wolves because it is ¢cruel. Criminal liability
is by law imposed on people who treat domestic animals in ways similar to the
way trappers treat wolves and other furbearers. The day will come when our
descendants will disapprove of Alaska’s trappers (and officials who sanction
them) in the same way we now disapprove of people who treat domestic animals
with cruelty, or who slaughtered the buffalo of the American West m the
Ninetcenth Century. i

Proposal 172 would allow tifféixppixng only when furs are in good shape, and
would prohibit trapping when tfemales are pregnant. In so doing, Proposal 172
focuses attention on the fact that trapping no longer i an important method by
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which Alaskans support a traditional life style, but instead, that trapping is
promoted to unnaturally maximize moose, caribou and deer populations, or for the
“gport” in killing wild animals. :

[ oppose both the unnatural, d%atremc methods currently employed to
maximize “meat” animals, and I find repugnant the “gport” of trapping. So do
many of my triends and contemporaries, and most Americans.

Proposals 173-174. Support. Stopping bear snaring. Bear snaring is
cruel. As poted above, if these ani mals were domestic, snaring would be a crimc
under Alaskan law. Criminal liability attaches not only to deter this conduct but to
send a message that treating animals in this fashion deserves societal
condemnation. Shame on the State of Alaska and its policy makers for allowing
snaring and trapping of bears, wolves, and other animals.

Proposals 178A and 179A. Oppose. Killing Alexander Archipelago
Waolves. | do not claim to know whether these wolves are a distinct subspecies, Or
whether they should be listed as a threatened or endangered species by Federal
authorities. But 1 prefer to protect these animals, ratber than destroy them.
Furthermore, I assume that the methods to kill all these wolves will include
snaring and trapping, which is cruel. That the State engages in these practices will
bring about national outrage if only someone can get pictures of State sanctioned
trappers killing what may be an endangered species. 1 wish Gordon Haber were
still alive to take pictures and show the world, as he did in the early 1990's,

Vel."y truly yours,

Kneeland Tl’“aylurv




A3/A1/2813 15:18 987 7477EE3 PAGE  AL1/27
PCO025

10of73

G

Sitka Field Office  Box 6484  Sitka, Alaska 99835  907-747-7557

March 1, 2013

Alasgka Board of Game
c/o ADF&G, Boards Support Section
by FAX: 907-465-6094

Suby: Comm&nts on Proposals 178 and 178-A and the IM Operational Flan for GMU 1A.

Dear Board of Game members:

We request that vou either disapprove Proposals 178 and 178-A for the reasons given
herein or that you adopt the substitute proposal below. The proposals are for control of
wolves on Gravina Island in Unit 1A for the purpose of deer intensive management. We
incorporate by reference the comments on the feasibility assessments that we co-signed for
the January Board of Game meeting (January PC-33 and January RC-13) as well as the
testimonies by Larry Edwards, Paul Olson and Dave Beebe,

I. Our Recommendation and Request

We recommend and request that the Board of Game strike the content of Proposals 178
and 178-A, and substitute and approve the following:

The Department of Fish & (Game is directed to:

(1) develop a program to establish a baseline of deer browse
conditions on Gravina and Revillagigedo Islands and the Cleveland
Peninsula, and a baseline of deer nutritional conditions in those
areas, and to report the results to the Board; and

(£) supply comments directly to the responsible federal or state
agency, rather than through any other agency of state
government, regarding proposed actions that may impair or
benefit the State’s game and wildlife resources or their habitat.

The Proposals and the Operational Plan do not comply with the Board of Game Wolf
Management Policy (2011-185-BOG) or with ADF&G’s 2011 Intensive Management Protocol.
Also, the proposal is not cost effective and is likely to be generally ineffective. Reasons for
these conclusions are explained below. Approving part (1) of the above substitute language
will provide a way forward for understanding the deer-wolf-habitat situation in Unit-1A and
particularly on Gravina Island.

Approving part (1) the substitute measure will still allow ADF&G to further develop its
proposal for future consideration by the Board, would contribute to such an effort, and
would also afford an opportunity for ADF&G to evaluate the alternative program we identify
at the end of these comments.

Part (2} of the proposed substitute language is necessary to help ensure that the state’s
game, wildlife and habitat resources get the attention that they deserve from decisionmakers
of development projects, toward avoiding significant itnpacts. Unit 1A, and Gravina Island
in particular, are examples of how development decisions can cause significant game, wildlife
and habitat losses that endure and affect people for decades. The relevant problem we

“identified in our comments and testimmony for the January Board meeting is the State’s “one-
voice” policy. By this policy (as presently constructed), the comments of all state agencies are
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filtered through the Department of Natural Resources. We believe the governor has the
authority to advocate whatever position he has on a particular issue or developrnent:
however, we also believe that all the facts and expert opinions need to be on the table for the
public and a decisionmalker to see and evaluate. Allowing the selective filtering of such
information for political reasons or through a Department of Natural Resources that has
removed the word “conservation” from its mission statement is contrary to good government
and the duties, under the state Constitution, of this Board and the Department. Because
the problem the Proposal is addressing is one largely due to habitat loss, we believe it is
important for the Board to take this step now toward minimizing future losses here and
elsewhere in the state.

II. Reasons Proposals 178 and 178-A Should Be Disapproved

The Board should disapprove the proposals because although the Board is required to
consider wolf contrel, implementing such control is discretionary and: '

1. Proposals 178 and 178-A are contrary to the Board of Game Wolf Management Policy (Findings
2071-185-BOG) (herein “Board Folicy”).

A. The Bocard Policy states:

“Under no circumstances will wolf populations be eliminated ...,
and wolves will always be managed to provide for sustained yield.”

(At 2, emph. added). The Unit-1A proposals would exterminate the Gravina Island wolf
population, which clearly violates the policy. In addition the sustained yield of Gravina
Island wolves would be terminated for an unknown period, also clearly violating the Policy.
Instead, the removal of only as much as a “high percentage” of wolves is contemplated by the
Policy. (Id.). The two proposals fail the policy.

B. The Board 'Policu also states:

“Once prey population objectives have been met, wolf populations
will generally be allowed to increase to or above pre-control levels.”

{Id.). It is however quite possible that on Gravina Island the result of the IM
project will be that an increase of wolves to the pre-control level will be
biologically precluded. This is because, with the Gravina deer population likely
already at “K” (carrying capacity) because of foraging damage to browse and loss
of habitat from past logging (Operational Plan at 4), the increase in deer
population caused by removal of predation may result in further damage to
browse plants and a trophic collapse of the Gravina Island ecosystem. Or as
the Operational Flan put it, the result “could be disastrous in the long term.”
(Id.}. This is precisely what we pointed out in our comments on the Feasibility
Asseasment. The Unit-1A Proposals are contrary to the Board Policy’s
expectation that the wolf population will recover, because there is substantial
risk that on Gravina Island this will not occur. Further, this risk is a failure:

“... to ensure that wolf numbers remain sufficient to maintain
long-term sustained yield harvests” of wolves.

(Id. at 3, emph. added).
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2. Proposals 178 and 178-A are contrary to ADF&G's “Intensive Management Protocol” of December
2011 hecause Principle 1 of the Protocol is violated. '

These Proposals and the Operationsal Plan for Unit-1A all fail to “guard against’; the
potential “disastrous long term” consequence of the IM project that the latter document
identifies (see above). This violates the basis of Principle 1 of the Protocol:

“Management of natural systems requires guarding against
unintended consequences.”

(Protocol at 4). It is also contrary to the Protocol’s guideline that:

“Managers should ensure ungulate and predator populations and
their habitats will be managed for their long-term sustainability.”

(Id.). Merely identifying the unintended Conacquence does not satisfy the Protocol; the Plan
must “guard” against it, and really “should ensure” agajnst it. Moreover, the subject
consequence for Unit- lA is guite similar to the example given in the Prmmple 1's Rationale.
It is that an overabundant ungulate population, caused by reducing predation to a low level,
might “damage their forage base and dramatically decline due to a lack of food.” {Id.).
Overabundance is a matter that is relative to the carrying capacity, and in the case of
Gravina Island there is strong evidence (Op. Plan at 4 regarding forage) that even though the
deer population is low it is already overabundant and the browse is degraded. Reducing
-predation can only worsen this situation.

Proposal 178-A (the Intensive Management Plan) would suspend wolf control if the deer
population doubles. (IM Flan at 3, Op. Plan at 13). But what is the likely consequence of
doubling the deer population, given current knowledge of the state of the browse on Gravina?
None of the documents explore that key question, nor any other question regarding the
impact to browse. Although “forage condition” is mentioned as a factor in the Operational
Plan’s sections on Evaluation Criteria (Sec. Ill, at 11) and the Decision Framework (Sec. IV, at
13), in fact no vegetation criteria were set and no decision-tniggering vegetation thresholds
were set. What is said is only that there will he vegetation monitoring, and that 1s
insufficient. The Operational Flan does spell out: (1) criteria and thresholds regarding
browse condition; (2) the protocol for determining browse condition, whether criteria are met
and whether thresholds are approached or exceeded; (3) who will do the monitoring or how it
will be organized; and (4) what it will cost and how the cost is allocated in the project budget.
In short, there is no “operational plan” regarding the crucial element of browse condition.

3. The Decision Frameworks in the Qperational Plans for Proposals 178, 179, 178-A and 179-A violate
Principle 4 of ADF&G's “Infensive Management Protocol” of December 2011,

The Decision Framework for an IM program is expected to be “transparent” and “explicit.”
{Protocol at 6, title of Principle 4), but several elements of the Decision Framework (Sec. IV) of
the Operational Plan are neither. ‘

i. The Op. Plan’s threshold a) for Deer Abundance is operative only at the end of the
program, i.e. “after 5 years”. (At 13, part of Decision Framework). The Op. Flan is not
transparent or explicit about what action will or should occur if this threshold for deer
abundance is achieved in mid-program, nor does it discuss the possibility of such occurrence
at all. This threshold is the attainment of a doubling of deer population according to at least
two of four specified indicators. Figure 1 of the Op. Plan shows that one indicator of deer
abundance has recently had two years of consistent increase in the absence of wolf control.
Therefore it seems possible that the population may be able double in less than five years,
even in the absence of wolf control.



A3/A1/2813 15:18 987 7477EE3 PaGE BM%EOZS

4 0f 73

ii. Thresholds a) and ¢) concern attaining a doubling of the Gravina Island deer
population. (Id.). They are not “tranaparent” and “explicit” about either the estimated
quantity of deer that will be the basis of estimating a doubling of abundance or what numher
of deer will be considered to constitute a doubling. (Id.). Ultimately, however, what matters
are: 1) the resulting number of deer; 2) how that number relates to winter carrying capacity;
and 3) how (as the Feasibility Assessment stated) that number relates to hunter demand and .
(more reasonably set, we contend) deer population and harvest objectives.

1. Collectively, the four thresholds do not cover the possible outcome that the
program might successfully exterminate wolves on deer population does not double (e.g.
perhaps due to severe winters). In this case threshold c) is controlling, but it contemplates
only “find[ing] ways to improve the trapping program,” which is nonsensical if wolves have
been extirpated. :

iv. Deer Abundance thresholds a) through c¢) are contrary to the intent of the Unit-1A
wolf control program as it was presented to the public and the Board in the October 2012
Feasibility Assessment. That intent was for a five year wolf control program. These
thresholds instead set up an administrative decision whether or not to suspend the control
program at the end of the five years. Thus, the Department is reserving to itself the decision
on extending the program, instead of malking a formal proposal to the Board to do so. These
thresholds are therefore improper.

Instead, the thresholds should be written to collectively prbvide a “decision framework” to
provide a means to suspend the program early if the goal of prey doubling is attained early.

v. The content of threshold d) regarding “vegetation plots” is by no means a threshold,
but rather expresses only an intent to conduct monitoring to gain insight into the
deer/habitat relationship on Gravina Island. (Id.). This content belongs somewhere else in
the Op. Plan, and moreover it needs to be expanded to transparently and explicitly explain
the protocol that will be used for the monitoring, the metrics that will be used and how the
information will be evaluated toward gaining insights.

However, the Decision Framework does need to have an effective vegetative threshold for
determining whether the control program should be suspernided before its termination date.
It is shocking that this crucial element is missing from deer abundance thresholds, because
the Op. Plan itself has pointed out that the wolf control program could result in further
degradation of already degraded browse on Gravina Island, and could “be disastrous in the
long term” as a result. (Op. Plan at 4). Monitoring is not a “decision framework,” although it
is a necessary element of such a framework. The Operational Plan needs to specify a
“transparent and explicit” mechanism for ensuring appropriate action if the wolf control
program further irnpairs deer habitat quality. Moreover, an adequate haseline needs to be
established before wolf control begins, and the time and means to establish the baseline has
not been provided for in the Operational Plan.

vi. The Prey Harvest element of the Operational Plan’s Prey Harvest Strategy (another
element of the Decision Framework) has a non-transparent, non-explicit expectation for “a
20-25% annual increase in deer numbers” if the IM program is successful. (Op. Plan at 14).
The problem here is that this does not disclose any real numbers (i.e. population for Gravina
Island), and the compounding interest is most likely unrealistic given current knowledge of
the degraded state of the browse on the island. A 20% compounding of population over five
years is a tripling of population. A 25% compounding is nearly a quadrupling. Can the
crucial winter browse on the island, given the loss of this habitat to logging both recently and
over recent decades, tolerate these increases in deer population without triggering the
possible “disastrous long term” consequences Op. Plan’s Background section discloses? (See.
at 4). Bear in mind that the habitat impacts much of the past logging are not yet fully
realized, since canopy closure of the second growth takes 25 to 40 years. The Operational

4
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Plan violates the Protocol’s Principle 4 because it is not transparent, not explicit - and
irrationally it does not establish a “prey harvest strategy” that is related to the obviously
limited capability of Gravina's habitat.

vil. The Prey Nutritional Index element of the Operational Plan's Prey Harvest Strategy
(another element of the Decision Framework) discusses an “objective” of monitoring deer
body condition. (Op. Plan at 14-15). However, this subsection does not establish a
decisionmaking framework for what range of actions the program will take based on the
range of body condition results that may be obtained from the monitoring. This is related in
part to the vegetative condition issue as discussed in item v., above, and much of the thrust
of that argument applies here as well, including a need to a baseline before wolf control

begins.

4. Proposals 178 and 178-A are not feasible due high cost and likely ineffectiveness,

The Operational Plan claims that a “cost efficient predator control strategy” will be used.
(Op. Flan at 4). However, as we pointed out in our comments and testimony for the January
Board of Game meeting, the program for Gravina Island is anything but cost efficient. In our
comments (January PC33 at 11) we estimated that the elimination of the wolves on Gravina
Island may result in “a population increase of 208 [deer that may] result in a harvest
increase of only 9 deer. The cost per additional deer that can be expected to be harvested
would exceed the range of $43,200 to $52,200, each.”

The Board of Game has delayed consideration of the cost of the Unit- 1A proposal until the
March meeting. ADF&G has not provided any further cost discussions in the materials it has
provided for the March meeting, nor has it contested our cost figures. Even as an:
experiment, we do not believe the cost of the proposals can be justified.

Moreover, the Board considered material from ADF&G in 2000, when deliberating on deer
population and harvest objectives, which supports our contention that wolf control in
Southeast Alaska is overly expensive (not “cost efficienit”) and likely to be ineffective:

With the notable exception of ensuring maintenance of existing
old-growth forests, little can be done to increase deer densities in
Southeast Alaska,

Wolf control efforts in the 1980s in Southeast Alaska wete found.
to be expensive, time consumptive, and ineffective.

(Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet, at 2, 8 and 10, emph. added.
Provided as Attachment-1}.! From October to the present, ADF&G has not presented any
documents to the public or the board that discuss these findings from the 1980s and the
importance that was placed on them for the Board of Game’s 2000 deliberations. In the
absence of a whole record for public and the Board to consider, Proposals 178 and 178-A
should be disapproved because it is apparently likely that the wolf control program will be
inordinately expensive (as we already know) and ineffective.

Moreover, scarce funds in a smaller amount should instead be spent at this time for
developing the baselines that we flagged above as needed, for browse guality and deer
nutritional index. If any wolf control actions are taken here, they need to be based on good
baselines and a solid understanding of condition of the habitat and the deer that use it ~ at
present we have neither for Gravina Island or the proposed control area.

! This document was obtained through a February 2013 request to Board ataff for deer-related
materials that were considered by the Board in 2000.

S
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We recommend that the Board strike the content of Proposals 178 and 178-A and
substitute language directing ADF&G to develop the two baselines and report to the Board
an: (1) the conditions of deer habitat, (2) the nutritional condition of the deer population on
Gravina Island particularly and more broadly in Unit-1A, and (3) more particulars of the
findings of the 1980s wolf control efforts. There is no emergency dictating immediate
initiation of a wolf control program on the island or in Unit-1A, and a methodical scientific
approach should be taken instead.

5. The deer population and harvest objectives were get much too high because of: (1) faulty modeling
the objectives were based on, and (2) unusually high harvest in immediately preceding years.

As discussed in our comments and testimony for the January Board of Game meeting,
the deer population and harvest objectives were set much too high by the Board in 2000.
(Pages 2-5 of comments January PC33, and corrected table in January RC13, included here,
as corrected in January, as Attachment-2). ‘

As shown in the box at the bottom of Figure 2 in Attachment-2, the winter deer habitat
modelihg ADF&G relied upon when advising the Board in 2000 on setting deer objectives for
Unit-1A gave results now known to have greatly over-estimated carrying capacity. The over-
estimation for 39% for all of Unit-1A and 38% for Gravina Island. Other places important for
Ketchilzan hunters were also over-estimated, by 60% for Revillagigedo Island and 34% for the
Cleveland Peninsula.

Because Proposals 178 and 178-A are largely driven by an impetus to meet the 2000
objectives, the only way the Board could rationally approve the Proposals would be to first
reconsider the objectwes through a formal process.

Two other related factors militate for disapproving the Proposals at this timme. The 2000
objectives were based on harvests from several years earlier when harvests were at a peak, in
a period of generally mild winters. (See Feasibility Assessment; see also Op. Plan Fig. 1).
Following the closure of the Ketchikan Pulp Mill in 1997, the demographics of the area
changed and the number of hunters and hunter effort decreased. From two years later, in
1999, hunter effort was fairly consistent until the hard winters of 2006 /2007 and
2008/2009. (Fig. 1, noting that 1991 and 2005 are outliers). Despite the two hard winters,
deer harvest began recovering in 2009 and 2010.

Also, low deer numbers should currently be expected in Unit-1A a due to the combmed
effects of (1) marginal to low carrying capacities naturally; (2) lower carrying capacities now
due to winter habitat loss to logging: and (3) the recent hard winters. Notably, except for
Duke Island, all portions of Unit-1A are markedly below the 18 deer/sq-mile threshold
developed by ADF&G scientists (with others) which is a minimum for providing both for
viable wolf populations and the needs of hunters.

Under the Board of Game Wolf Management Policy (2011-185-BOG), the paucity of
suitable winter habitat creates a situation where wolf control is not a suitable solution to low
deer harvest. (iven the circumstances, we believe a likely outcome of a board approval of |
wolf control in Unit-1A is likely to be assurance of an ESA listing of the Alexander
Archipelago wolf under the petition that is pending with the US Fish & Wildlife Service.

6. An alternative to wolf extermination should be considered.

The Unit-1A Qperational Plan cites Smith (1983), which was not included in the
References section. Noting this, we obtained a Smith document from ADF&G, which turned
out to be Smith et al. (1987), Final Report (Research): Wolf-Deer-Habitat Relationships in
Southeast Alaska. (Included as Attachment-3). The study was of radio-collared wolves on
Revillagigedo Island, and tracked five packs for two years. The study was terminated three

6
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years early because of adverse weather, low densities of deer and wolf populations, budget
shortfalls and personnel reductions.

An interesting aspect of the study is the Town Pack, which had a remarkably lower fawn
composition in the diet (11.9%, versus the next-best 37.1% and the highest 60.6%). The
percentage of adult deer in the diet was the second lowest (versus a pack that preyed heavily
on beaver and had the highest non-deer diet component). Interestingly, the Town Pack’s -
diet was 39% garbage from the Ketchikan iandfill.

This suggests that an alternative way to reduce the deer and fawn components of the diet
of Gravina wolves may be, as an experiment, to regularly provide food scraps at various
points along or near remote parts of the Gravina road system. These partial diectary
substitutions should be placed where wolves will encounter them and away from areas being
frequented by deer, and should planned so wolves will have a degree of expectation armong
several particular places. Of course concerns would inciude habituation and public safety;
however, the Town Pack apparently used the Ketchikan dump for years, and some accessible
portions of Gravina Island are more remote than that. It may have value at least as an-
experiment apart from its potential as a long-term solution.

A scraps collection program with restaurants or citizens, for deposit or collection on
particular days, could provide the feed. The program could have an educational component
for students and the public at large, and perhaps conld have a tourism aspect through
viewing stations near enough to the various feeding sites for spotting scopes.

While outside-the-box, this alternative may help boost deer recovery and harvest
numbers, and might possibly be able to continue at potentially little cost to the state, for
decades to come. One advantage over Proposals 178 and 178-A is that the wolf population
would remain in place, so if the increasing deer population does end up further decreasing
browse (winter browse especially) and predation is need to control it, ending ot reducing the
feeding is a ready solution.

Sincerely,
7 5 G

Larry Edwards
Greenpeace
Box 6484

Sitka, Ak 99835
QO7-747-7557
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Attachment - 1

Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet

Species: Deer ‘ Population: Unit [A
Brief description of the population:
This deer population inhabits the mainland and near-shore istands in Unit 14. Densities have generally
been highest on the Iower Cleveland Peninsula and Gravina Island. Densities are lowest o the mainland
¢ast of Ketchikan where very limited deer hunting cccurs, Buck-only harvests, with & 4-buck limnit, have
been in effect in the unit for tha past 20 years.
Criterion #1 - Harvest:

& Maximam average harvest for any 3 consecutive ysars: 788 during 1994-1996,

b. Estimated average harvest for 19911996 632
Criterion #2: - Accessibility:
Most access is by boat, some by floatplane, Highway vehicles are used to rcoess areas on the limitad
Ketchikan road system, and 3- and 4-wheelers are used occasionally to access areas assaciated with remote
logging roads. Boat and airplane access is extremely weather-dependent.
Criterion #3: = Use for meat:
Alaska residents, primarily those residing within the Ietchikan Gatewsy Borough, use this population of
deer primarily for meat and recreation.
Criterion #4 — Hunter demand:

8. Bstimated or reported hunter effort: During 1991-1993, husters spent a seasonal average of
4,534 days hunting deer. Effort data was not collected during 1996_

b.  Number of applicants for petmit hunts, if applicable: NA
¢, Oiher indicators of demand: None |

Is this populatinﬁ important for providing high levels of human consnmptive use?
Department Raconunendation: Board of Game Action:

Yes: X Yes: __X
Nao: ‘ Ma:
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 1A

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Discases and
patasites appear to have negligible impact on deet populations in Unit 1A. Severe
wintet weather causes periodic declines in the deer population, especially in areas
where clear-cut Jogging has removed old-growth forests, Among other deleterious
effects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accumulation on the
ground above “normal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations.

- {2) Maintenancc of viable predatar populations: Brown bear predation on deer ig
apparently negligible. We believe that black bear predation on deer 1s significant
where they occur at high densitizs. Anecdotal evidence supports the idea that
scavenging of deer carcasses by brown bears, marten, and bald eagles may provide
periodic food resources, hut s probably not important for maintaining these
populations, Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in this unit,

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area:
Evidence suggests that deer and mountain goats may compete for limited food
resources in some limited situations. However, for current deer and goat population
levels in Unit 1A, there appears to be no direct correlation in terms of population
densities.

(4) Effects oh subsistence users: The isiands and the Cleveland Peninsula portion of
Unit 1A are in the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area, and make up most of the quality
deer habitat in the Unit. Subsistence use of deer in Unit 1 A depends largely on deer
abundance. As deer nutbers increase followng mild winters, hunter effort increases
proportionately. Deer meat provides a considerable amount of the red meat for
consumption by Uit 1 A residents, as the only other avaulahle ungulates are mountain
goats {commaon) and moose {scarce).

(5) Cost, feasibility, and potential effectiveness of possible management actions;
With the notable exception of ensuring maintenance of existing old-growth forests,
little ¢can be done to inicrease deer densities in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&G needs
to continue working with the US Forest Service and private landowners in an effort to
maintain quality habitat. Where logging occurs it is imperative that proliferating
human access be minimized by strict attention to road placement, administrative -

- apd/ ot méchanical Foad closures after loggmg, and re;gulatmns that ensure vigble deer
populations,

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: The vast majority of
deer hahitat in Unit 1A is under federal jurisdiction of the Tongass National Forest.
In addition, a portion of the mainland is designated as the Misty Fiords National
Montument within the Tongass.
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(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accessibility by boat is very good throughout the
area. The only areas largely inaccessible are parts of the mainland away from the
coast, whete deer habitat is limited because of high elevations and snow and ice

COVET,
(8) Other factors, if any: Since 1990, both state and federal subsistence hunting

regulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Game and applied to all lands iz Unit 1A. State and federal deer hunting

regulations remain identical in the Unit.

Department Recommended Objectives:

Population 14781 .
Harvest S -

Current management objzectives for Unit 1A deer are to: 1) maintain a population in
excess of 45 deer per mi” of winter range (1.4 pellet-groups per plot); and 2) monitor deer

densities using pellet-group surveys.

AN AN SR I Iy N A NS N N NN I NSNS NN NN NN N A S NN E A A I N E NN NN NN NNy

Board Action:
Objectives; oy
1. Population: "‘st‘f 020
2, Harvest: N/ W
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Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet

Species; Desr Name of the Population: Unit 1C
Brief déscription of the population:
Deer are found throughout Unit 1C, but the highest concentrations are found on three islands Douglas, Shelter, and
Lincoln, Deer are also found en the mainland in very low densitizs due to a greater snowpack and the presence of
wolves, ‘
Criterion #1 - Harvest:
a, Maximum average harvest for any 3 consecutive years; 583
b. Eatimated average harvest for 19911907 467
Criterion #2 - Aecessibility:
Portions of the Unit 1C mainland and Douglag Island are aceessible by hipghway vehicle. Hunters alsa use beats ta

access the sonth and wesiern sides of Trauglas Island, g5 well as Shelter and Lincoln Islands.

Criterion #3 - Usze for meat:
Considering the limited opportunities available for harvesting moose In Unit 1C, most hunters secure wild meat
through the harvest of loca] deer. Deer hunting is aleo an fmportant recreational activity for Juneau area residents.

Criterion #4 - Hunter Demand:
a. Estimated or reported hunter effort: From 199 11995 the average number of hunters/year wag 939, and
these hunters combined for 3,324 hunter days. 1995 and 1997 data is only available for successful
hunters, and therefore net included in the above averags.

b. Number of applicants for permit hunts, if applicable: NA

g, Other indicatots of dernand: The deer hunter survey mdlcates hunters pursue deer threughout the 3-'%
month season in Unit 1C.

1z this population important for providing high levels of human éonwmptive use?
Depattment Recommendation: Board of Game Action:

Yeg X ‘ Yos: _ X
Na: Nao:
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Upit 1C

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, disesses and parasites: Winter weather, especially
deep and persistent snow, is a cntical factor in regulating deer munbers, Deep snow hinders
foraging ability of deer by limiting mobility, increasing energy expenditure, and by
coneentrating desr at lower elevations which increases intraspecific competition, Altitude,
aspect, and browse species availability can severely limit habitat quality and quantity, and
high deer densities result in starvation or increased susceptibility to predation caused by the
poor nuteitional state of the animals (Olson, 1979). Unit 1C has both mainland and island
deer habitat. Douglas, Lincoln, and Shelter islands harbor higher deer densities than the
mainiand because of lower snowfall, mostly undisturbed forest habitat, and lack of wolves.
These easily accessible islands support most of the deer hunting effort within the subunit. |
The capability of the habitat to support deer in Southeast Alaska is dependent on the amount
of mature forest available. Diseases and parasites do not appear to be factors limiting deer
populations in Southeast Alaska.

(2) Maintenance of viable predator populations: Mainland deer densities are low enough that
wolves tely upon a wide atray of prey to subsist, and wolves in this area are not highly
dependent on deer. On the islands within the subunit, wolves are virtually absent. We believe
that black bear predation on deer is significant where bears occur in high densities.
Anecdotal evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by marten and bald
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for maintaining
these populations. Changes in human harvest objectives would most likely occur on the
islands, where changes in deer numbers would not have a substantial effect on predators,

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area: Long term
planting to maintain large tracts of mature forest is the only way of sustaining a viable deer
population. Other species that use mature forests would benefit by having habitat available to
them. Deer and mountain goats compete for limited food resources in some limited
situations. However, for curtent deer and goat population levels in Unit 1C, there appears to
be no direct correlation in terms of population densities.

(4) Effects on subsistence users: Subsistence nse of deer in Unit ]C depends largely on dear
abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort and success
increases proportionately, Deer meat pmwdes most wild red meat for consumption by Unit
1C residents, with ridoseé #ad mountain goats supplementing deer meat.

(5) Cost, feasibility and potential effectiveness of possible management actions: We believe
that predation is not a substantial problem for deer in this subunit, and attempts at predator
control would be extremely costly, Mainland snowfall is heavy enough that even in the
absence of predators it is unlikely that deer mmbers will ever increase substantially. It isnot



13/27
A3/A1/2813 15:18 987 7477EE3 . PaGE -

13 0of 73

feasible to enhance mature forest habitats, which are key to the well being of the deer herd.
Retention of critical habitat is a key management strategy.

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: S ignificant private and
‘ municipal land ownership is an issue in the area, and our ability to control development on
these tracts of land is limited. Douglas Island deer winter range is in private and municipal
ownership and may be developed for residences and a golf course. '

(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Tsland deer habitat in Unit 1C is casily accessible from
the state’s third largest city by road system, trails, and boat. Away from mainland roads and
trails access is more difficylt.

(8) Other factors, if any: If the Juneau human population continuss to grow, there will likely be
an increase in deer hunting effort. Given the easy access, deer in this area could be
susceptible to overharvest,

Department Recormmended Objectives:

Population 0240

Harvest .
MEMREREEA IR R R DR S R R HOK R RO R oA O S ek s bk S e
Board Action:

Objectives:

1. Population:
2. Harvest:

]
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Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet

Species: Deer ‘ Population: Unit 2
Bricf deseription of the population:
This deer populution inhabits Prince of Wales and adiacent islands. Densities have fluctuated historically,
ptimarily in response to winter weather conditions, although predation by woives and black bears
contributes to snnual mortality. Deer are known to travel between islands, as arve thelr predators.
Criterion #1 — Harvest:

a.  Maximum average harvest for any 3 conzecutive years: 2,970 during 19531805,

b. Estimated average harvest for 1991-1996: 2,831
Criterion #2¢ - Accessibility:
Muost hunters access dear with highwey and off-road vehicles an the exiensive road system found on central
to northern POW Island. A few hintets access alpine lakes early in the season with flaatplanes, and some
travel to small offshore islands by boat,
Critexion #3: —~ Use for meat:
Primarily Alagka residents residing on Prince of Wales Island use this deer population for meat and
recreation, Severzl Ketchilan regidents travel to Unit 2 each season to hunt deer for meat and recreation as
well,
Criterion #4 — Hunter demand:

a. Estimated ot repotted honter effort: During 1991 —1995, hunters spent a seasonal average of
12,242 days hunting deer it Unit 2. Effort data was not collected during 1996.

b. Mumber of applicants for permit hunts, if applicable: NA
c. Other indicators of demand; None

Is this population important far providing high levels of human consumptive use?
Department Recommendation: Board of Game Action;

Yes: X Yes: __ X
Mo No:
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 2

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Diseases and
. parasites appear to have negligible impact on deer populations in Unit 2, Severe

winter weather causes periodic declines in the deer popuiation, especially in areas
where clear-cut logging has removed old-growth forests. Among other deleterious
effects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accumnlation or the
ground above “normeal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations. Prince of Wales Island hag seen some of the more
aggressive logging in Southeast Alaska, and within the next 20-30 years we
anticipate deer habitat capacity to decrease substantially.

(2) Maintenance of viable predator populations: Wolf papulations are healthy in Unit
2 and can effect deer populations at least uylocal areas. We believe that black bear
predation on deer is significant where bears occur in high densities, Aneedotal
evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by marten and bald
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for
maintaining these populations Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in thig unit.

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area: There
are no other ungulate populations in Unit 2 that deer compete with, although marten
exist in the unit and have been shown to be old-growth dependent.

(4) Effects on subsistence users: Subsistence use of deer in Unit 2 depends largely on
deer abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort
increases proportionately, Deer meat provides 4 large proportion of the red meas for
consumption by Unit 2 residents, although there is significant use of seals and some
amount of use of black bears,

(5) Cost, feasibility, and potential effectiveness of possible management actions:
With the notablc excention of ensuting maintenance of existing old-growth forests,
little can be done to increase deer densities in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&( needs
to continue working with the US Forest Service and private landowners in an effort lo
maintain quality habitat. Where logging occurs it is imperative that protiferating
human access be minimized by strict attention to road placement, administrative
and/or mechanical road closures after logging, and regulations that ensure viable deer
populations. Wolf control efforts in the 1980 s in Southeast Alaska were foundto be
‘expensive, time consumpfive, and ineffective,

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: Most of the deer
habitat in Unit 2 is under federal jurisdiction of the Tongase National Forest, although
private corporations own a considerable amount of land in this Unit.
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(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accéssibility by boat and highway vehicles is
very good throughout most of the area. Off road vehicle use is increasing by deer
hunters, ‘

~ (8) QOther factors, if apy: Since 1990 both state and federal subsistence hunting
tregulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Game and applied to all lands in Unit 2, In recent years there has bzen a federal
doe season in Unit 2 that is only open to federally qualified subsistence bunters (rural
regidents of Units 1A, 2, and 3).

Department Recommended Objectives:

Population 11248
Harvest 272

Current management objectives for Unit 2 deer are to: 1) maintain a population in excess
of 45 deer per mi® of winter range (1.4 pellet-groups per plot); and 2) monitor decr
densities using pellet-group surveys.

-H..l.'IIIIHIIIII-nlI.I.Ih..I-.II-IIll'IlllIIl...ll.l'll.ll..-lﬂ..-ﬁ-.--l

Board Action:

(Ohjectives: 17 ! wo

1. Population:
2, Harvest. %-«’ zz 5)
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 3

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Diseases and
parasites appear to have negligible impact on deer populations in Unit 3. Severe
winter weather causes periodic declines in the deer population, capecially in areas
where clear-cut logging has removed old-growth forests. Among other deleterious
effects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accumulation on the
ground above “normal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations.

(2} Maintenance of viable predator populations: Wolf populations are healthy in Umt
3 and can effect deer populations at least in local areas. We believe that biack bear
predation on deer is significant where bears oceur in high densities. Anecdotal
evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by marten and bald
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for
maintaining these populations. Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in this
fi (34% 8

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area:
Dvidence suggests that deer, moose, and elk may compete for limited food resources
in some situations. However, for current deer, moose, and elk population Jevels in
Unit 3, there appeats to be no direct correlation in terms of population densities.

(4) Effects on subsistence users: Subsistence use of deer in Unit 3 depends largely on
deer abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort
increases proportionately. Deer meat provides a large proportion of the red meat for
consumption by Unit 3 residents, although there is significant use of moose and black
bears.

(5) Cost, feasibikity, and potential effectiveness of possible management actions:
Protecting old-growth forests and treating second growth clear cuts can maintain
existing deer densities in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&G needs to continue working
with the TS Forest Service and private landowners in an effort to maintain quality
habitat. Where logging occins it is imperative that proliferating human access be
minimized by strict atteation to road placement, administrative and/or mechanical
road closures after logging, and regulations that ensure viable deer populations. Wolf
control efforts in the 1980s in Southeast Alaska were found fo be expensive, time . . .
consumptive, and ineffective.

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: Most deer hahitar in
Unit 3 is under federal jurtsdiction of the Tongass National Forest, although a private
corporation owns a large section of north Xupreanof Island.
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(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accessibility by boat is good throughout most of
the area. Highway vehicle access is good on islands with communities.

(8) Other faetors, if any: Since 1990 both state and foderal subsistence hunting
tegulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Game and applied to ali lands in Unit 3. State and federal deer hunting regulations
rernain identical in Unit 3. :

Department Recommended Objectives:

Popuiation _J4R6R
Harvest 852

Current management objectives for Unit 3 deer are to: Increase populations on deer
winter range (<1,500 fi elevation) to 32 dear/mi’, measured by a mean pellet density of
1.0 pellet group/20m? plot.

.lll’lllil.ll!l!lﬂll..-.ll|.ll|||.-lll!l-'l-.-l-1|nlnl|]..|l......]|......|

Board Action:
Objectives: -
1. Population: f: Y OFE

2. Harvest; J—C;'«LQE:)

-0
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Attachment -2

Excerpt of comments
PC33, as corrected by
RC13, from the Jan.
Board of Game meeting

« Greater SE Alaska Conservation Community » Alaska Wildlife Alliance o-

» Tongass Conservation Society = Greenpeace » Center for Biological Diversity «

Alaska Board of Game December 28, 20172
¢/o ADF&G, Boards Support Section
by FAX: 907:465-4094

Subj: Unit 1A: Comments on “Feasibilify Assessment ... Black-tailed deer®

. The Deer Qbjectives Are Outdated and Therefore Do Not Support Wolf IM.

The current objectives for deer population and deer harvest in Unit-1A are outdated
because they are based on older deer modeling which produced over-estimates of the
carrying capacity of winter habitat.

A. The current deer obfectives for Unjt 1-A, and how they were determined,

The current deer population and harvest objectives for Unit-1A were adopted by the Board
of Game in 2000, setting them at 15,000 and 700 respectively. (Assessment at 7). They are
‘based in large part on the Forest Service’s 1997 deer model, which was used to estimate the
winter carrying capacity of the habitat for deer, and on harvest rates from 1994 to 1996
which were the peak years for the Unit. (Id.). The Assessment jtself recognizes that these
objectives are “unrealistically high.” (Assessment at 7, 18). Over the past five years the Unit-
1A deer harvest ranged from 154 to 309 (Assessment at 7), but this does not include illegal
take which the department estimates to be around 50% of the harvest estimated from hunter
surveys. (Assessment at 30, 36). Thus, the actual total harvest over the past five years likely
ranged from about 230 to 460, in comparison to the 700. This approaches two-thirds of the
ohjective. '

B. Problems with the deer model results that the harvest objective was based upon.

The Board of Game, in its 2000 deterrnination of Unit-1A deer population and harvest
objectives, relied upon deer carrying capacity data from the Forest Service’s 1997 deer model,
(Assessment at 7, 18). The Forest Service updated its mode] for the 2008 Tongass Forest
Flan, and the new model' makes significantly lower carrying capacity estimates,

! When we gpeak here of a “version” of the model, this encompasses the core of the model and the
vegetative data and directives for some external settings that are used when carTying capacity in deer
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Three cortections made to the model since 2000 were substantial:

(1) Im its FY-2000 Monitoring & Evaluation Report (published April 2001),2 the Forest
Service corfected the conversion factor {called the Deer Multiplier) used to change the model’s
non-dimensional output to carrying capacity in deer per square mile, from 125 to 100.7 The
Deer Multiplier is based on deer pellet transect data, and is the carrying capacity of best
quality habitat (of which very little exists). The older model results in over-estimated carrying
capacity by 25%. From the information in the Assessment we don’t know which multiplier
had been used when the Board of Game set the Unit-1A objectives.

However; regarding the Deer Multiplier, Gravina Island is a special case as ADF&G itself
explained to the Forest Service in 2002 regarding the Gravina Island Timber Sale Project;*

"Deer model. Our concems for sustainability of deer harvests on Gravina stem in part
frorm the reported results of runs of the deer madel for tha DEIS, as well as analysis of
hunter derand. The coefficients used for these runs very likely underestimate the
effects of the project upon deer, leading to overly optimistic projections of true deer
numbers and future availability. The model was run with a multiplier of 125 deer per
square mile, as directed by the 1997 Forest Plan, although a multiplier of 100 deer per
square mile has been recommended by both FS and ADF&G biologists.

In the September 13 meeting, Gene DeGayner indicated that the FS intends to use a
multipiier of 100 deer per square mile for habitat scores of 1.0 from this polnt forward,
unless project-level data suggest otherwise. In general, ADF&G recommends assuming
a maximum year-round carrying capacity of 35 to 40 deer per square mile in the best
habitat. After consultation with ADF&G research biologists Matt Kirchhoff and Dave
Person, we racommend equating a multiplier of 35 deer per square mile to a score
of 1.0 for the Gravina project area, due to the lack of high-value alpine habitat,
indicating a non-migratory deer population that occupies the area all ysar, with litile
seasonal variation. (See the Appendix for & more detailed discussion of application of
the deer model.)’ :

(ADF&G Habitat Div. letter to Alaska OMB, 12 Dec. 2002, at 3 to 4. Orig. emph.). Thus, for
Gravina Island, reliance on Deer Multipliers of 125 or 100 would result in over-estimations of
carrying capacity of a factor of 3.57 (a 257% over-estimation) or 2.85 (a 185% over- '
estimation).

(2) In 2008 the Forest Service made a further correction to use of the Deer Multiplier.5
From 1997 through 2007 the scale for the non-dimensional habitat value outputs was a
range *habitat suitability index (HSI)” of from zero to 1.3. The value 1.3 represents best

per square mile is calculated from the model's non-dimensional output. The core of the model has not
changed over the years, only the other factors in its application.

% USFS R10-MB-431, at 2-155.

3 The multiplier represents the winter carrying capacity of the highest quality habitat type; however,
this kind of habitat is scarce.

4 This timber sale project was not executed. As a result of an administrative appeal of the project
decision (Greenpeace et al. 2004) to the next highest level of the Forest Service, the project decision
was withdrawn. However, since that time a significant amount of logging in high quality deer habitat
has oceutred on Gravina Island, done under timber sales by Alaska DNR and the Alaska Mental
Health Trust.

s 2008 Tongass Forest Flan (TLMF) FEIS, at 3-266: “HSI values were standardized to range from 0 to
1.0, by dividing all values by 1.3, because cutputs from such models represent a range from O to 100
percent habitat suitability, with higher values indicating higher habitat capability.” Also at 3-284 in
footnote 2: “Habitai capability in terms of deer density calculated using a multiplier of 100 deer
persquare mile equating to a habitat suitability index score of 1.0.”
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quality habitat. However, the way the Deer Multiplier was used during those years, it
corresponded to a value of 1.0 in that range, which is incorrect and results in a 30% over-
estimation of carrying capacity. If these and the previous error were both present in the data
the Board considered in setting the objectives, the total error was a 62.5% carrying capacity
over-egtimation.

(3) The vegetative dataset used in the 1997 deer model was later found by a Forest Service
statistical study to be uncarrelated to habitat quality. (Cacuette et al. 2000).% An adequate
dataset was not used until adoption of the 2008 Tongass Forest Plan. The new dataset
“results in an overall reduction in average HSI7 values because fewef stands would be
classified as high and medium veolume strata and more stands would be classified as low
volume strata compared to the old volume strata mapping used in the 1997 Forest Plan
Revision Final EIS.” (2008 Forest Flan FEIS at 3-265 to 266). This change resulted in
significantly lower carrying capacity estimates by the new model, nearly everywhere in the
Tongass, but the changes were not the same everywhere because the previous dataset’s norn-
correlation to habitat quality had made the amoumnt of error erratic.

C. The Amount of Dear Modeling Error, As Incorporated in the Unit-1A Objeciives.

The 2008 corrections made by the Forest Service to its 1997 modeling of deer winter
habitat carrying capacity indicate that the 1997 modeling made these over-estimations:

Fig. 1. Qver-estimations of the earlier model.

Unit 1-A | 39% | Over-egtimation
Gravina Island 3898 Dver—astimatiunl
Revillagigedo Islﬁnd 60% Over-estimation
Cleveland Peninsula 4% Ovet-estimation

(See calculations in Fig. 2, next page.) But percentages don’t tell the whole story. The
Tongass Forest Plan has a standard and guideline of providing a deer habitat carrying
capacity of at least 18 deer per aquare mile (where posaible), in order to sustain bhoth wolves
and deer hunters. ADF&G has advocated the use of this standard and guideline (S&G), and
the department played a major role in its adoption by the Forest Service. Note in Fig. 2 that
according to the 1997 modeling that two major historic hunting areas for Ketchikan
residents, the Cleveland Peninsula and Revillagigedo Island, scored above the 5&G at 15.8
and 18.3 deer per square mile, respectively. However, according to the 2008 madel for the
current (2006) condition they scored well below the 5&G at 13.6 and 11.7 deer per square
mile. Moreover, Gravina Island was already below the 5&G in 1995 at 13.0, but with the
revised modeling (and when using ADF&G's recommended Gravina Island Deer Multiplier of
35) it was at 7.3 deer per squarc mile in 2006.

"6 Caouette, J.; Kramer, M.; & Nowacki, G. (2000). Deconstructing the Timber Volume
Paradigm in Management of the Tongass National Forest. USDA Forest Service, Pacific
Northwest Station. PNW-GTR-482. 20p. http://tonpass-
fpadjust.net/Docunents/Caouette_eta %202000_GTR482.pdf
7 HSI is habitat suitability index, the non-dimensional output of the model that was mentioned in a
previous footnote.

2 Cotrected by our RC13, submitted at the hoard meeting.
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Accordingly, after assessing the improved modeling reaults it is unsurprising that the
harvest of deer and the amount of hunter effort in Unit-1A have declined and that deer
numbers are low, particularly after recent hard winters.

It is important to note that not all of the difference between the modelmg of the 1995 and
2006 current conditions is due to corrections to the model. In that 11-year interim, second
growth titnber in clearcuts over about 25 years old entered the stern exclusion stage, which
dropped their contribution to cattying capacity to essentially zero. Furthermore, the future
atem exclusion condition of other second growth which was lesa than 25 vears old in 2006
(or not yet created by clearcutting) is not reflected in Fig. 2.

The point here is that the deer modeling basis for the current deer population and harvest
objectives that were set by the Board of Game in 2000 is no longer valid. An urgently needed
action by the Board is to update those objectives. It is not valid to initiate a program of wolf
intensive management on the bagig of the outdated objectives. Moreover, if the Board acts
contrary to wolves because prey is under-abundant for both wolves and meeting deer harvest
objectives, we believe that is an indicatar that listing the Alexander Archipelago wolf under
the Endangered Species Act is warranted.
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FINAL REPORT (RESEARCH)

State: Alaska

Cooperators: USDA Forest Sarvice

Project No.: W-22-4 Prqjact Title: Big Game Investigationg

W—-22=5
We=22-6 Jobh Title: Wonlf-Dear-Habitat
Relationships in
Jobh No.: 14,13R Southeast Alacka

Pericd Covered: L Jduly 1984-30 June 1987

SUMMARY

Although originally scheduled to continue for 5 years, field
work for this study was terminated after 2 years., Reasons for
termination include limited progress on study objectives due
te adverse weather; low densities of deer (Qdocoilenz hemionus

sitkensis) and wolf (Canis lupis) populationsr limited sight-
ability of deer and wolves due to dense vegetation; budget
shortfalle; and personnel reductions,. Results presented here
are based on relatively =small sample sizegs and shonld be
considered preliminary,

The wolf population of Ravillagigede Igland appears +to be -

relatively stable, congisting of 35 to 50 wolves in 7 or B
packs which occupy distinet territories, Additional single
wolves or palirs that rcam over several packs' territories may
alsp cccour, Although packs corazinnally trespass on adjacent
wolves' ranges, @all such movements that were Jetected were
relatively brief; at least 1 wolf was killed by other wolves
while trespassing. One juvenile npale disperaed from his natal
pack and moved extensively before apparently establishing a
bond with remnant membersz of ancother pack that ha2d been
reduced through hunting and trapping. Our data imply that
vacant areas do not exist on the island and that food re-
gspurces are limiting wolf numbers. ' ‘

Although overall deer population densities are relatively low
on Revillagigedo Island, wolves appear to be extremely affic-
iant at Jlocating areas where deer oggur. While direct
evidenge of hunting patterns is limited, the distribution of

relocatlons and results of scat analyses copnfirm that deer are -

the major food source for these wolves, Nevertheless, region-
al differences in diet ocgur on the igland and other food
sgurces Such as beaver (Castor canadensis) and garbage are
important for seme packs. 1In addition, most wolwves on the
island appear to feed heavily on spawning salmon {Oncorhynchus
gpp.} in late summer and fall.
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The availahility of diverse food sources may enahle wolves to

gustain their numbers at higher levelgs than could be supported

by deer alene. As a result, wolf predation on deexr may,

in turn, be increa=sed. Wevertheless, any major reduction in

deer numbers due +to catastrophic winter conditions, or due to ‘
habitat alteration resulting from clear-cutting, could be %
expected to reduce wolf numbers ox productivity.

¥ey words: Canis lupus, deer, food hablts, habltat relation-
shipe, Odocoileus hemionus sitkensis, predator-prey, wolf,

1

-
-
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BACKGROUND

This study was initiated as a long~term investigation of
interactions bhetween wolves . (Canis lupus), deer (Udocoileus
hemionus sitkensis), and habitat in coastal Alaska. of
particular concern was the effect of habitat alteration,
through forest management, on the spatial relationships of
deer and-wolves, and the influence of wolf predation on deex
numbers. A previous report completed under this study (Smith
ot al. 1%86a) reviewad pertinent literature and identified the
major needs for accomplishing the study objective, Concurrent
work in the Petersbhurg area {Smith et al. 1986k, in press)
alao contributed to our understanding of relationships in this
study.

Unfortunately, present levels of both wolf and deer pop-
ulations are too low to facilitate efficient progress on
several key jobs under this study. The nature of the veg-
etation and climate, combined with limited accessibkbility of



A3/A1/2813 15:18 987 7477EE3

most of the study area, severely hampered attempts to capture
wolves for telemetry and limited our abillty to observe wolves
or deer, Accordingly, it was decided to terminate this study
at the end of the Ind year.

STUDY ORIECTIVE
To determine the spatial and trophic relaticnships of wolves

and deer in natural and altered habitats in Scutheast Alaska.

JOB OBJECTIVES

1, To determine size, distribution, and stability of welf
packs. - ‘ ‘
2. To determine activity areas, hunting Patterns, and

deer-killing rates for specific packs.

3. To determine food habits of selected packs and of the
overall wolf population. ‘ S

4, To determine habitat composition of pack territorieg,!

5. To determine relative abundance of major prey species
within selected pack territories,

6. To determine deer density relative +o wolf pack texrri~
torial borders and habitat characteristics.

7. Te menitor deer population trends in various habitat
areas and wolf pack territoriea,

STUDY AREA
The study area consisted of Revillagigedo Izland and <the
adjacent Cleveland Peninsula. Descriptions are provided in
Smith et al, (1986a). : d

METHDDS

Objective 1 - Size, Distributicn, and Stability of Wolf Packs

Radicotelemetry was used to monitor wolf packs. Detalls of

. ¢apture, handling, and monitoring techniques were presented in

I pue to the early termination of this project, no activities
were undertaken on Cbjectives 4-7,
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Sitka Field Office Box 6484  Sitka, Alaska 90835  007-747-7557

March 1, 2013 |

Alaska Board of Game
c/o ADF&G, Boards Support Section
by FAX: 907-465-6094

Subi: Comments on Proposals 178 and 178-A and the IM Operational Plan for GMU 1A.
Dear Board of Game members;

We request that you either disapprove Proposals 178 and 178-A for the reasons given
herein or that you adopt the substitute proposal below. The proposals are for control of
wolves on Gravina Island in Unit 1A for the purpose of deer intensive management. We
incorporate by reference the comments on the feasibility assessments that we co-signed for
the January Board of Game meeting (January PC-33 and January RC-13) as well as the
testimonies by Larry Edwards, Paul Olson and Dave Beebe.

I. Our Recommendation and Request

We rccommend and request that the Board of Game strike the content of Proposals 178
and 178-A, and substitute and approve the following:

The Department of Fish & Game is directed to:

(1) develop a program to establish a baseline of deer browse
conditions on Gravina and Revillagigedo Islands and the Cleveland
Peninsula, and a baseline of deer nutritional conditions in those
areas, and to report the results to the Board; and

(2} supply comments directly to the responsible federal or state
agency, rather than through any other agency of state
government, regarding proposed actions that may impair or
benefit the State’s game and wildlife resources or their habitat.

The Proposals and the Operational Plan do not comply with the Board of Game Wolf
Management Policy (2011-185-BOG) or with ADF&G’s 2011 Infensive Management Protocol.
Also, the proposal is not cost effective and is likely to be generally ineffective. Reasons for
these conclusions are explained below. Approving part (1) of the above substitute language
will provide a way forward for understanding the deer-wolf-habitat situation in Unit-1A and
particularly on Gravina Island.

Approving part (1) the substitute measure will still allow ADF&G to further develop its
proposal for future consideration by the Board, would contribute to such an effort, and
would also afford an opportunity for ADF&G to evaluate the alternative program we identify
at the end of these corments. :

Part (2) of the proposed substitute language is necessary to help ensure that the state’s
game, wildlife and habitat resources get the attention that they deserve from decisionmakers
of development projects, toward aveiding significant impacts. Unit 1A, and Gravina Island
in particular, are examples of how development decisions can cause significant game, wildlife
and habitat losses that endure and affect people for decades. The relevant problem we

. w

identified in our comments and testimony for the January Board meeting is the State’s “one-
voice” policy. By this policy {as presently constructed), the comments of all state agencies are
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Sitka Field Office  Box 6484  Sitka, Alaska ‘99835 907-747-7557

G

March 1, 2013 |

Alaska Board of Game
c/o ADF&G, Boards Support Section
by FAX: 907-465-6094 '

Subj: Comments on Proposals 178 and 178-A and the IM Operational Flan for GMU 1A.
Dear Board of Game members;

We request that you either disapprove Proposals 178 and 178-A for the reasons given
herein or that you adopt the substifute proposal below. The proposals are for control of
wolves on Gravina Island in Unit 1A for the purpose of deer intensive management. We
incorporate by reference the comments on the feasibility assessments that we co-signed for
the January Board of Game mecting (January PC-33 and January RC-13) as well as the
testimonies by Larry Edwards, Paul Olson and Dave Beebe.

I. Our Recommendation and Request

We recommend and request that the Board of Game strike the content of Proposals 173
and 178-A, and substitute and approve the following:

The Department of Fish & Game 18 directed to:

{1) develop a program to establish a baseline of deer browse
conditions on Gravina and Revillagigedo Islands and the Cleveland
Peninsula, and a baseline of deer nutritional conditions in those
areas, and to report the results to the Board; and

(2) supply comments directly to the responsible federal or state
agency, rather than through any other agency of state
government, regarding proposed actions that may impair or
benefit the State’s game and wildlife resources or their habitat.

The Proposals and the Operational Plan do not comply with the Board of Game Wolf
Management Policy (201 1-185-BOG) or with ADF&G’s 2011 Intensive Management Protocol.
Also, the proposal is not cost effective and is likely to be generally ineffective. Reasons for
these conclusions are explained below. Approving part (1) of the above substitute language
will provide a way forward for understanding the deer-wolf-habitat situation in Unit-1A and
particularly on Gravina Island.

Approving part (1) the substitute measure will still allow ADF&G to further develop its
proposal for future consideration by the Board, would contribute to such an effort, and
would also afford an opportunity for ADF&G to evaluate the alternative program we identify
at the end of these comments.

Part (2) of the proposed substitute language is necessary to help ensure that the state’s
game, wildlife and habitat resources get the attention that they deserve from decisionmalkers
of development projects, toward aveiding significant imnpacts. Unit 1A, and Gravina Island
in particular, are examples of how development decisions can cause significant game, wildlife
and habitat losses that endure and affect people for decades. The relevant problem we
identified in our comments and testimony for the January Board meeting is the State’s “one-
voice” policy. By this policy (as presently constructed), the comments of all state agencies are
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filtered through the Department of Natural Resources. We believe the governor has the
authority to advocate whatever position he has on a particular issue or development;
however, we also believe that all the facts and expert opinions need to be on the table for the
public and a decisionmaker to see and evaluate. Allowing the selective filtering of such
information for political reasons or through a Department of Natural Resources that has
removed the word “conservation” from its mission statement is contrary to good government
and the duties, under the state Constitution, of this Board and the Department. Because
the problem the Proposal is addressing is one largely due to habitat loss, we believe it is
important for the Board to take this step now toward minimizing future losses here and
elsewhere in the state.

II. Reasons Proposals 178 and 178-A Should Be Disapproved

The Board should disapprove the proposals because although the Board is required to
consider wolf control, implementing such control is discretionary and:

1. Proposals 178 and 178-A are contrary to the Board of Game Wolif Management Policy (Findings
2011-185-BOG) (hereln “Board Policy”).

A. The Board Policy states:

“Under no circumstances will wolf populations be eliminated ...,
and wolves will always be managed to provide for sustained yield.”

(At 2, emph. added). The Unit-1A proposals would exterminate the Gravina Island wolf
population, which clearly violates the policy. In addition the sustained yield of Gravina
Island wolves would be terminated for an unknown period, also clearly violating the Policy.
Instead, the removal of only as much as a “high percentage” of wolves is contemplated by the
Policy. (Id.). The two proposals fail the policy.

B. The Board Policy also states:

“Once prey population objectives have been met, wolf populations
will generally be allowed to increase to or above pre-control levels.”

(Id.). It is however quite possible that on Gravina Island the result of the IM
project will be that an increase of wolves to the pre-control level will be
biologically precluded. This is because, with the Gravina deer population likely
already at “K” (carrying capacity} because of foraging damage to browse and loss
of habitat from past logging (Operational Plan at 4), the increase in deer
population caused by removal of predation may result in further damage to
browse plants and a trophic collapse of the Gravina Island ecosystem. Or as
the Operational Plan put it, the result “could be disastrous in the long term.”
(Id.). This is precisely what we pointed out in our comments on the Feasibility
Assessment. The Unit-1A Proposals are contrary to the Board Policy’s
expectation that the wolf population will recover, because there iz substantial
risk that on Gravina Island this will ot oceur. Further, this risk is a failure:

“ .. to ensure that wolf nuumbers remain sufficient to maintain
long-term. sustained yield harvests” of wolves.

(Id. at 3, emph. added).
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2. Proposals 178 and 178-A are contrary to ADF&G's “Intensive Management Frotocol” of December
2011 bacause Principle 1 of the Protocol is violated.

These Proposals and the Operational Plan for Unit-1A all fail to “guard against” the
potential “disastrous long term” consequence of the IM project that the latter document
identifies (see above). This violates the basis of Principle 1 of the Protocol:

“Management of natural systems requires guarding against
unintended consequences.”

(Protocol at 4). It is also contrary to the Protocol’s guideline that:

“Managers should ensure ungulate and predator populations and
their habitats will be managed for their long-term sustainability.”

(Id.). Merely identifying the unintended consequence does not satisfy the Protocol; the Plan
mst “guard” against it, and really “should ensure” against it. Moreover, the subject
consequence for Unit-1A is quite similar to the example given in the Principle 1’s Rationale.
It is that an overabundant ungulate population, caused by reducing predation to a low level,
might “damage their forage base and dramatically decline due to a lack of food.” {Id.).
Overabundance is a matter that is relative to the carrying capacity, and in the case of
Gravina Island there is strong evidence (Op. Plan at 4 regarding forage) that even though the
deer population is low it is already overabundant and the browse is degraded. Reducing
predation can only worsen this situation.

Proposal 178-A (the Intensive Management Plun) would suspend wolf control if the deer
population doubles. {IM Plan at 3, Op. Plan at 13). But what is the likely consequence of
doubling the deer population, given current knowledge of the state of the browse on Gravina?
None of the documents explore that key question, nor any other question regarding the
impact to browse. Although “forage condition” is mentioned as a factor in the Operational
Plan’s sections on Evaluation Criteria (Sec. 111, at 11) and the Decision Framework (Sec. IV, at
13), in fact no vegetation criteria were set and no decision-triggering vegetation thresholds
were set. What is said is only that there will be vegetation monitoring, and that is
insufficient. The Operational Plan does spell out: (1) criteria and thresholds regarding
browse condition; (2) the protocol for determining browse condition, whether criteria are met
and whether thresholds are approached or exceeded; (3) who will do the monitoring or how it
will be organized; and (4) what it will cost and how the cost is allocated in the project budget.
In short, there is no “operational plan” regarding the crucial element of browse condition.

| 3. The Decision Frameworks in the Operational Plans for Proposals 178, 179, 178-A and 179-A violate
Principle 4 of ADF&G’s “Intensive Management Frotocol” of December 2011,

The Decision Framework for an IM program is expected to be “transparent” and “explicit.”
(Protocol at 6, title of Principle 4), but several elements of the Decision Framework (Sec. IV) of
the Operatmnal Plan are neither.

. The Op. Plan’s threahold a) for Deer Abundance is operative only at the end of the
program, Le. “after 5 years”. (At 13, part of Decision Framework). The Op. Plan is not
transparent or explicit about what action will or should occur if this threshold for deer
abundance is achieved in mid-program, nor does it discuss the possibility of such occurrence
at all. This threshold is the attainment of a doubling of deer population according to at least
two of four specified indicators. Figure 1 of the Op. Plan shows that one indicator of deer
abundance has recently had two years of consistent increase in.the absence of wolf control.
Therefore it seems possible that the population may be able double in less than five years,
even in the absence of wolf control.
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ii. Thresholds a) and ¢) concern attaining a doubling of the Gravina Island deer
population. (Id.). They are not “transparent” and “explicit” about either the estimated
quantity of deer that will be the basis of estimating a doubling of abundance or what number
of deer will be considered to constitute a doubling. (Id.). Ultimately, however, what matters
are: 1) the resulting number of deer; 2) how that number relates to winter carrying capacity;
and 3) how {as the Feasibility Assessment stated) that number relates to hunter demand and
(more reasonably set, we contend) deer population and harvest objectives.

iii. Collectively, the four thresholds do not cover the possible outcome that the
program might successfully exterminate wolves on deer population does not double (e.g.
perhaps due to severe winters}, In this case threshold ¢} is controlling, but it contemplates
only “find[ing] ways to improve the trapping program, " which is nonsensical if wolves have
been extirpated.

iv. Deer Abundance thresholds a} through ¢) are contrary to the intent of the Unit-1A
wolf control program as it was presented to the public and the Board in the October 2012
Feasibility Assessment. That intent was for a five vear wolf control program. These
thresholds instead set up an administrative decision whether or not to suspend the control
program at the end of the five years. Thus, the Department is reserving to itself the decision
on extending the program, instead of making a formal proposal to the Board to do so. These
thresholds are therefore improper.

Instead, the thresholds should be written to collectively provide a “decision framnework” ta
provide a means to suspend the program early if the goal of prey doubling is attained early.

v. The content of threshold d} regarding “vegetation plots” is by no tneans a threshold,
but rather expresses only an intent to conduct monitoring to gain insight into the
deer/habitat relationship on Gravina Island. (Id.). This content belongs somewhere else in
the Op. Flan, and moreover it needs to be expanded to transparently and explicitly explain
the protocel that will be used for the monitoring, the metrics that will be used and how the
information will be evaluated toward gaining insights. '

However, the Decision Framework does need to have an effective vegetative threshold for
determining whether the control program should be suspended before its termination date.
It is shocking that this erucial element is missing from deer abundance thresholds, because
the Op. Flan itself has pointed out that the wolf control program could result in further
degradation of already degraded browse on Gravina Island, and could “be disastrous in the
long term” as a result. (Op. Plan at 4). Monitoring is not a “decision framework,” although it
is a necessary element of such a framework. The Operational Flan needs to specify a

“transparent and explicit” mechanism for ensuring appropriate action if the wolf control
program further impairs deer habitat quality. Moreover, an adequate baseline needs to be
established before wolf control begins, and the time and means to establish the baseline has
not been provided for in the Operational Plan.

vi. The Prey Harvest element of the Operational Plan’s Prey Harvest Strategy (another
element of the Decision Framework) has a non-transparent, non-explicit expectation for “a
20-25% annual increase in deer numbers” if the IM program is successful. (Op. Plan at 14).
The problem here is that this does not disclose any real numbers (i.e. population for Gravina
Island), and the compounding interest is most likely unrealistic given current knowledge of
the degraded state of the browse on the island. A 20% compounding of populationt over five
years is a tripling of population. A 25% compounding is nearly a quadrupling. Can the
crucial winter browse on the island, given the loss of this habitat to logging both recently and
over recent decades, tolerate these increases in deer population without triggering the
possible “disastrous long term” consequences Op. Plan’s Background section discloses? (See.
at 4). Bear in mind that the habitat impacts much of the past logging are not yet fully
realized, since canopy closure of the second growth takes 25 to 40 years. The Operational

4
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Flan violates the Protocol’s Principle 4 because it is not transparent, not explicit — and
irrationally it does not establish a “prey harvest strategy” that is related to the obviously
limited capability of Gravina's habitat.

vii. The Prey Nutritional Index element of the Operational Plan’s Prey Harvest Strategy
(another element of the Decision Framework) discusses an “objective” of monitoring deer
body condition. (Op. Plan at 14-15), However, this subsection does not establish a
decisionmaking framework for what range of actions the prograim will take based on the
range of body condition results that may be obtained from the monitoring, This is related in
part to the vegetative condition issue as discussed in item v., above, and much of the thrust
of that argument applies here as well, including a need to a baseline before wolf control

begins.

4. Proposals 178 and 178-A are not feasible due high cost and likely ineffectiveness,

The Operational Plan claims that a “cost efficient predator control strategy” will be used,
(Op. Plan at 4). However, as we pointed out in our comments and testimony for the January
Board of Game meeting, the program for Gravina Island is anything but cost efficient. In our
comments (January PC33 at 11) we estimated that the elimination of the wolves on Gravina
Island may result in “a population increasc of 208 [deer that may] result in a harvest
increase of only 9 deer. The cost per additional deer that can he expected to be harvested
would exceed the range of $43,900 to $52.200, each.”

The Board of Game has delayed consideration of the cost of the Unit- 1A proposal until the
March meeting. ADF&G has not provided any further cost discussions in the materials it has
provided for the March meeting, nor has it contested our cost figures. Even as an
experiment, we do not believe the cost of the proposals can be justified.

Moreover, the Board considered material from ADF&G in 2000, when deliberating on deer
population and harvest objectives, which supports our contention that wolf control in,
Southeast Alaska is overly expensive (not “cost efficierit”) and likely to be ineffective:

With the notable exception of ensuring maintenance of existing
old-growth forests, little can be done to increase deer densities in
Southeast Alaska.

Wolf control efforts in the 1980s in Southeast Alaska were found.
to be expensive, time consumptive, and ineffective.

(Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet, at 2, 8 and 10, emph. added.
Provided as Attachment-1).! From October to the present, ADF&G has not presented any
documents to the public or the board that discuss these findings from the 1980s and the
importance that was placed on them for the Board of Game’s 2000 deliberations. In the
absence of a whole record for public and the Board to consider, Proposals 178 and 178-A
should be disapproved because it is apparently likely that the wolf control program will be
inordinately expensive (as we already know) and ineffective.

Moreover, scarce funds in a smaller amount should instead be spent at this time for
developing the baselines that we flagged above as needed, for browse quality and deer
nutritional index. If any wolf control actions are taken here, they need to be based on good
baselines and a solid nnderstanding of condition of the habitat and the deer that use it — at
present we have neither for Gravina Island or the proposed control area.

1 This document was obtained through a February 2013 request to Board staff for deer-related
materials that were congidered by the Board in 2000.

5
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We recommend that the Board strike the content of Proposals 178 and 178-A and
substitute language directing ADF&G to develop the two baselines and report to the Board
on: (1) the conditions of deer habitat, (2) the nutritional condition of the deer population on
Gravina Island particularly and more broadly in Unit-1A, and (3) more particulars of the
findings of the 1980s wolf control efforts. There is no emergency dictating immediate
initiation of a wolf control program on the island or in Unit- 1A, and a methodical scientific
approach should be taken instead.

5. The deer population and harvest objectives were set much too high because of: (1) faulty modeling
the objectives were based on, and (2) unusually high harvest in immedIatoly preceding years.

As discussed in our comments and testimony for the January Board of Game meeting,
the deer population and harvest objectives were set much too high by the Board in 2000.
(Pages 2-5 of comments January PC33, and corrected table in January RC13, included here,
as corrected ip January, as Attachment-2). ‘

As shown in the box at the bottom of Figure 2 in Attachment-2, the winter deer habitat
modeling ADF&G relied upon when advising the Board in 2000 on setting deer objectives for
Unit-1A gave results now known to have greatly over-estimated carrying capacity. The over-
estimation for 39% for all of Unit-1A and 38% for Gravina Island. Other places important for
Ketchikan hunters were also over-estimated, by 60% for Revillagigedo Island and 34% for the
Cleveland Peninsula,

Because Proposals 178 and 178-A are largely driven by an impetus to meet the 2000
objectives, the only way the Board could rationally approve the Proposals would be to first
- reconsider the ohjectives through a formal process.

Two other related factors militate for disapproving the Proposals at this time. The 2000
objectives were based on harvests from several years earlier when harvests were at a peal, in
a period of generally mild winters. (See Feasibility Assessment; see also Op. Plan Fig. 1).
Following the closure of the Ketchikan Pulp Mill in 1997, the demographics of the area
changed and the number of hunters and hunter effort decreased. From two years later, in
1999, hunter effort was fairly consistent until the hard winters of 2006/2007 and
2008/2009. (Fig. 1, noting that 1991 and 2005 are outliers). Despite the two hard winters,
deer harvest began recovering in 2009 and 2010. ' ‘

Also, low deer numbers should currently be expected in Unit-1A a due to the combined
effects of (1) marginal to low cartying capacities naturally; (2) lower carrying capacities now
due to winter habitat loss to logging; and (3) the recent hard winters. Notably, except for
Duke Island, all portions of Unit-1A are markedly below the 18 deer/sqg-mile threshold
developed by ADF&G scientists (with others) which is a minimum for providing both for
viable wolf populations and the needs of hunters.

Under the Board of Game Wolf Management Policy (2011-185-BOG), the paucity of
suitable winter habitat creates a situation where wolf control is not a suitable solution to low
deer harvest. Given the circumstances, we believe a likely outcome of a board approval of
wolf control in Unit-1A is likely to be assurance of an ESA listing of the Alexander
Archipelago wolf under the petition that is pending with the US Fish & Wildlife Service.

6. An alternative to wolf extermination should he considered,

The Unit-1A Operational Plan cites Smith (1983), which was not included in the
References section. Noting this, we obtained a Smith document from ADF&G, which turned
out to be Smith et al. (1987), Final Report {Research): Wolf-Deer-Habitat Relationships in
Southeast Alaska. (Included as Attachment-3). The study was of radio-collared wolves on
Revillagigedo Island, and tracked five packs for two years. The study was terminated three

6
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vears early because of adverse weather, low densities of deer and wolf populations, budget
shortfalls and personnel reductions.

An interesting aspect of the study is the Town Pack, which had a remarkably lower fawn
composition in the diet (11.9%, versus the next-best 37.1% and the highest 60.6%). The
percentage of adult deer in the diet was the second lowest (versus a pack that preyed heavily
on beaver and had the highest non-deer diet component). Interestingly, the Town Pack’s
diet was 39% garbage from the Ketchikan landfill.

This suggests that an alternative way to reduce the deer and fawn components of the diet
of Gravina wolves may be, as an experiment, to regularly provide food scraps at various
points along or near remote parts of the Gravina road system. These partial dictary
substitutions should be placed where wolves will encounter them and away from areas being
frequented by deer, and should planned so wolves will have a degree of expectation among
several particular places. Of course concerns would include habituation and public safety;
however, the Town Pack apparently used the Ketchikan dump for years, and some accessible
portions of Gravina Island are more remote than that, It may have value at least as an
experiment apart from its potential as a long-term solution.

A scraps collection program with restaurants or citizens, for deposit or collection on
particular days, could provide the feed. The program could have an educational component
for students and the public at large, and perhaps could have a tourism aspect through
viewing stations near enough to the various feeding sites for spotting scopes.

While outside-the-box, this alternative may help boost deer recovery and harvest
numbers, and might possibly be able to continue at potentially little cost to the state, for
decades to come. One advantage over Proposals 178 and 178-A is that the wolf population
would remain in place, so if the increasing deer population does end up further decreasing

- browse (winter browse especially) and predation is need to control it, ending or reducing the
feeding is a ready solution.

Sincerely,

Larry Edwards
Greenpeace
Box 6484

Sitka, Ak 99835
907-747-7557
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Attachment - 1
Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit [A

Brief description of the population:

This deer population inhabits the maintand and near-shore islands in Unit ]A. Densities have getarally
been highest on the lower Cloveland Peninsula and Grayina Island. Densitios are lowest on the mainlagd
east of Ketchikan where very limited deer hunting ocours, Buck-only harvests, with a 4-buck limit, have
been in effect in the unit for the past 20 yaars,

Criterion #1 — Harvest;

4 Maximum average harvest for any 3 consecutive years: 788 during 1994-1944,

b.  Estimated average harvest for 1991--1994: 632
Criterion #2: - Accessibility;
Most access is by boat, soms by floatplane. Highway vehicles are used to access areas on the limitad
Ketchikan road system, and - and 4-wheelers are used oucasionally to access aregs associated with remote
logging roads. Boat and airplane accesa is extremely wenther-dependent.
Criterion #31 = Use for meat:
Aluska residents, primarily those residing within the Ketchikan Gateway Borough, use this population of
deer primarily for meat and recreation.

Criterion #4 — Hunter demand:

a.  Estimated or reported hunter effort: During 1991-1993, huniters spent a seasonal average of
4,334 days hunting deer. Effort data wag nat collected during 1998,

b.  Number of applicants for permit hunts, if applicable: NA
¢ Other indicators of demand: None

Is this populatioﬁ important for providing high levels of human consnmptive yse?
Depattment Recommendation: Board of Game Action:

Yes: X Yes: __X
No: MNo:
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 1A

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Diseases and
parasites appear to have negligible impact on deer populations in Unit 1A. Severe
winter weather causes periodic declines in the deer population, especially in areas
where clear-cut Jogging has removed old-growth forests, Among other deleterious
cfects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accummilation on the
ground above “normal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations.

- (2} Maintenance of viable predator populations: Brown bear predation on deer is
apparenily negiigible. We believe that black bear predation on deer is significant
where they occur at high densities. Anecdotal evidence supports the idea that
scavenging of deer carcasses by brown bears, marter, and bald eagles may provide
periadic food resources, but is probably not important for maintaining these
populations, Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in this unit,

(3} Maintenance of habitat conditions snitable for ather species in the area:
Evidence suggests that deer and mountain goats may compete for litnited food
resources it some limited situations. However, for current deer and goat population
levels in Unit 1A, there appears to be no direct correlation in terms of population
densities,

(4) Effects on subsistence users: The islands and the Cleveland Peninsula portion of
Unit 1A are in the Ketchikan Nonsubsistence Area, and rake up most of the quality
deer habitat in the Unit. Subsistence use of deer in Unit 1 A depends largely on deet
abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort increases
proportionately. Deer meat provides a considerable amonnt of the red meat for
consumption by Unit 1A residents, as the only other available ungulates are mountain
goats (commeon) and moose {scarce). '

(5) Cost, feasibility, and potential effectiveness of possible management actions:
With the notable exception of ensuring maintenance of existing old-growth forests,
littie can be done to increase deer densities in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&G needs
to continue working with the US Forest Service and private landowners in an effort to
maintain quality habitat. Where logging oceurs it is imperative that proliferating
human access be minimized by strict attention to road placement, administrative . . ..

~and/or miechanical toad closuies after logging, and regulations that ensure viable deer
populationa,

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: The vast majority of
deer habitat in Unit 1A is under federal jurisdiction of the Tongass National Forest.
In addition, a portion of the mainland is designated as the Misty Fjords National
. Monument within the Tongass.
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(7% Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accessibility by boat i3 very good throughout the
area. The only ateas largely inaccessible are parts of the mainland away from the
coast, where deer habitat is limited because of high elevations and snow and ice
COVer. ‘

{&) Other factors, if any: Since 1990, both state and federal subsistence hunting
regulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Game and applied to all lands in Unit 1A. State and federal deer hunting
regulations remain identical in the Unit.

Department Recommended Objectives:

Populatiun ! | 1478 A
Harvest T edRA

Current management objectives for Unit 1A deer are to: 1) maintain a population in
excess of 45 deer per mi” of winter range (1.4 pellet-groups per plot); and 2) monitor deer
denstties using pellet-group surveys.

AR R RRRRNREERINLNRENRRRIRAERRNRELNSRRERERRERDSRSNINRERERIENNZERNNERRENNENNERN]N]

Roard Action:

Objectives: o
1. Population: f,f-{ @ aa
2. Harvest: i ¥e
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Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet

Species: Deer Name of the Population: Unit 1C
Brief deseription of the population:
Deer are found threugheout Unit 1C, but the highest concentrations are found on three islands Douglas, Shelter, and

Lincoln. Deer are also found on the mainland in very law densities due to a greater snowpacl and the presence of
wolves.

Criterion #1 - Harvest:
a, Maximbrn average harvest for any 3 consecutive years: 583
h. Estimated average harvest for 1991-1597: 467

Criterion #2 - Accessibility:
Portions of the Linit 1C mainland and Douglas [sland are accesmble by highway vehicle, Hunters also use boats to
aceess the south and western sides of Douglaa Teland, as well ag Shelter and Lincekn slands,

Criterion #3 - Use for meat:
Considering the limited opportunitiss available for harvesting moose in Unit 1C, mast hunters seoure wild meat
through the harvest of local deer. Deer hunting is also an important recreational activity for Juneau area residents,
Criterion #4 - Hunter Demand:
a. Estimated or teported hunter effort: From 199119095 the average number of hunters/vear was 939, and
these hunters combined for 3,324 hunter days, 1996 and 19947 data {s only availahle for successfii
hunters, and therefore not included in the above average.

b. Number of applicants for permit hunts, if applicable: NA

t. Other indicators of demand: The deer hunter survey mdwates hunters pursue deer throughout the 3-'2
manth zeason in Unit 10,

Is this population important for providing high levels of human éonsumptive use?
Department Recommendation: Beard of Game Action:

Yes: X Yes: X
Na: No:



A3/01/2813 15:28 987 7477EE3 PAGE 13741
‘ PC025

40 of 73

Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 1C

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Winter weather, especially
deep and persistent snow, is a critical factor in regulating deer numbers. Deep snow hinders
foraging ability of deer by limiting mobility, increasing energy expenditure, and by
concentrating deer at lower elevations which increases intraspecific competition. Altitude,
aspeet, and browse species availability can severely limit habitat quality and quantity, and
high deer densities result in starvation or increased susceptibility to predation caused by the
poor nutritional state of the animals (Olson, 1979). Unit 1C has both mainland and island
deer habitat. Douglas, Lincoln, and Shelter islands harbor higher deer densities than the
mainland because of lower snowfall, mostly undisturbed forest habitat, and lack of wolves.
These easily accessible islands support most of the deer hunting effort within the subunit.
The capability of the habitat to support deer in Southeast Alaska is dependent on the amount
of mature forest available. Diseases and parasites do not appear te be factors limiting deer
populations in Southeast Alaska.

(2) Maintenance of viable predator populations: Mainland deer densities are low enough that
walves rely upon a wide array of prey to subsist, and wolves in this area are not highly
dependent on deer. On the islands within the subunit, wolves are virtually absent. We believe
that black bear predation on deer i significant where bears eccur in high densities.
Anecdotal evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by marten and bald
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for maintaining
these populations. Changes in human harvest objectives would most likely oceur on the
islands, where changes in deer numbers would not have a substantial effect on predators.

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area: Long term ‘
planming to maintain large tracts of mature forest is the only way of sustaining a viable deer
population. Other species that use mature forests would benefit by having habitat available to
them. Deer and mountain goats compete for limited food resources in some limited
situations, However, for current deer and goat population levels in Unit 1C, there appears to
be no direct carrelation in terms of population densities.

(4) Lffects on subsistence users: Subsistence use of deer in Unit 1C depends largely on deer
shundance, As desr numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort and success
Increases proportionately. Deer meat provides most wild red meat for consumption by Unit
1 residents, with riidose and mountain goats supplementing desr meat.

(5) Cost, feasibility and potentisl effectiveness of possible management actions: We believe
that predation is not a substantial probiem for deer in this subunit, and atterupts at predator
control would be extremely costly. Mainland snowfall is heavy enough that even in the
absence of predators it is unlikely that deer mumbers will ever increase substantially. It isnot
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feasible to enhance mature forest habitats, which are key to the well being of the deer herd.
Retention of eritical habitat is a key management strategy.

{6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: Significant private and
' mutiicipal land ownership is an issue in the area, and our ability to control development on
these tracts of land iz limited. Douglas Island deer winter range is in pnvate and mun1c1pal
ownership and may be developed for residences and a golf course.

(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Island deer habitat in Unit 1C is easily accessible from
the state’s third largast city by road system, trails, and hoat. Away from mainland roads and
trails access is more difficult.

(8) Other factors, if amy: If the Junean human population continues to grow, there will likely be

an increase int deer hunting effort. Given the easy access, deer in this area could be
susceptible to overharvest.

Department Recommended Objectives:

Population : 6240
Harvest 450
A B o e e e B e s o e e ol oo o SRl ek o o o e S e R e 6 9 0 e o A A A B L e o e e
Beard Action:
' . ¥
Objectives:

1. Population:
2. Harvest:
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Intensive Management Population Identification Worksheet

Species: Deer ‘ Population: Unit 2
Rrief deseription of the popniation:
This deer population inhabits Prince of Wales and adjacent istands. Densitics have fluctuated historically,
primarily in responge to winter westher conditions, although predation by wolves and biack bears
contributes to annual mortality. Deer are known to travel between islands, as are their predators,
Criterion #1 — Harvest:

3. Maximum average harvest for any 3 conzecutive years: 2,870 during 199311905,

b, Estimated aversge harvest for 1991-19946: 2,831
Criterion #2: - Acresgibility:
Muoat hunters access deer with highway and offiroad vehicles on the extensive road system found on central
to northern POW Island. A few hunters access alpine lakes early in the season with floatplanes, and some
travel to small offshore islands by boat.
Critepion #3: — Usa for meat:
Primarily Alaska residents regiding on Prince of Wales Island vse this desr population for meat and

recreation. Severa| Ketchilan residents travel to Unit 2 each season to hunt deer for meat and recreation as
well.

Criterion #4 — Hunter demand:

4. Estimated or reported hunter effor; During 1991 1995, hunters spent 3 szasonal average of
12,242 days hunting deer in Unit 2. Effort data was not coliected during 1996.

b, Wumber of applicants for penmit hunts, if applicable: NA
¢ Other indicators of detnand: None

Is this population impertant for providing high levels of human consumptive nse?
Department Recommendation: Board of Game Action:

Yes: __ X Yes _ X
No: No:
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Unit 2

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Diseases and
- parasites appear to have negligible impact on deer populations in Unit 2. Severe

winter weather causes periodic declines in the deer population, especially in areas
where clear-cut logging has removed old-growth forests. Among other deleterious
effects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accumulation on the
ground above “normal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations. Prince of Wales Island has seen some of the more
aggressive logging in Southeast Alaska, and within the next 2030 years we
anticipate deer habitat capacity to decrease substantially.

(2) Maintenance of viable predator populations: Wolf populations are healthy in Unit
2 and can effect deer populations at least imylocal areas, We believe that black bear
predation on deer is significart where bears occur in high densities. Aneedotal
evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by marten and baid
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for
maintaining these populations.Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in this unit.

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other species in the area: There
are no other ungulate populations in Unit 2 that deer compete with, although marten
exist in the unit and have been shown to be old-growth dependent,

(4) Effects on subsistence users: Subsistence use of deer in Unit 2 depends largely on
deer abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effori
increases proportionately, Deer meat provides a large propartion of the red meat for
consumption by Unit 2 residents, although there is significant use of sea)s and some
armount of use of black bears,

{3) Cost, feasibility, and potentiai effectiveness of possible management actions:
With the notable exception of ensuring maintenarce of existing old-growth forests,
little can be done to increase deer densitics in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&( needs
to continue working with the US Forest Service and private landowners in an effort to
maintain quality habitat. Where logging occurs it is imperative that proliferating
human access be minimized by strict attention to road placement, administrative
and/or mechanical road closures after logging, and regulations that ensure viable deer
Populations. Wolf control efforts in the 19805 in Southeast Alaska were found to be
‘expensive, time comsumptive, and ineffective. ‘

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: Most of the deer
habitat in Unit 2 is under federal jurisdiction of the Tongass National Forest, although
private corporations own a considerable amount of land in this Unit.
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(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accéssihﬂity by boat and hiphway vehicles is
very good throughout most of the area, Off road vehicle use is increasing by deer
hunters. '

(8) Other factors, if any: Since 1990 both state and federal subsistence hunting
regulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Ganie and applied to ali lands in Unit 2. In recent years there has been a federal
doe season in Unit 2 that i3 only open to federally qualified subsistence hunters (rural
residents of Units 1A, 2, and 3).

Department Recommended Objectives:

Population 71248
Harvest 2728 |

Current management objectives for Unit 2 deer are to: 1) maintain a population in excess
of 45 deer per mi® of winter range (1.4 pellct-groups per plot); and 2) monitor deer
densities using pellet-group surveys.

llllllllllli!lll'lllll-llllllllIhIlilllllilIllll.I-.-ﬁlllluhulnlluulpl]li..--|

Board Action:
Objectives: o
1. Population: 7” 1 3

2. Harvest: %-’ D)
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Intensive Management Objective Worksheet
Species: Deer Population: Tnit 3

(1) Effects of weather, habitat capability, diseases and parasites: Diseases and
parasites appear to have negligible impact on deer populations in Unit 3. Severs
winter weather causes periodic declines in the deer population, especially in arcas
where clear-cut logging has removed old-growth forests, Among other deleterious
effects, the removal of the old-growth canopy allows snow accumulation on the
ground above “normal” levels, limiting the value of critical habitat to support over-
wintering deer populations.

(2) Maintenance of viable predator populations: Wolf populations are healthy in Unit
3 and can effect deer populations at least in local areas, We believe that black bear
predation on deer is significant where hears occur in high densities. Anecdotal
evidence supports the idea that scavenging of deer carcasses by matten and bald
eagles may provide periodic food resources, but is probably not important for
maintaining these populations, Deer are the mainstay of the diet of wolves in this
it

(3) Maintenance of habitat conditions suitable for other specles in the area:
Evidence suggests that deer, moose, and elk may compete for limited food resources
in some situations, However, for current deer, moose, and elk population levels in
Unit 3, there appears to be no direct correlation in terms of population densities.

(4) Effects on subsistence users: Subsistence use of deer inn Unit 3 depends largely on
deer abundance. As deer numbers increase following mild winters, hunter effort
increases proportionately. Deer meat pravides a lazge proportion of the red meat for
consumption by Unit 3 residents, although there is significant use of moose and blaeck
bears.

(5} Cost, feasibility, and potential effectiveness of possible management actions:
Protecting old-growth forests and treating second growth clear cuts can maintain
existing deer densities in Southeast Alaska. The ADF&G needs to continue working
with the TUS Forest Service and private landowners in an effort to maintain quality
habitat, Where logging oceurs it is imperative that proliferating human access be
minimized by strict attention to road placement, administrative and/or mechanical
road closures after logging, and regulations that ensure viable deer populations. Wolf
control efforts in the 1980s in Southeast Alaska were found to be expensive, time . .
consumpiive, and ineffective. '

(6) Land ownership patterns within the range of the population: Most deer habitat in
Unit 3 is under federal jurisdiction of the Tongass National Forest, although a private
corporation awns a large section of north Kupreanof Island.
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(7) Degree of accessibility to harvest: Accessibility by boat is good throughout most of
the area. Highway vehicle access is good on islands with comrmunities,

(8) Other factors, if any: Since 1990 both state and federal subsistence bunting
regulations have been in effect. State regulations were adopted by the Alaska Board
of Game and applied to all lands in Unit 3, State and federal deer hunting regulations
remain identical in Unit 3. : '

Department Recommended Objectives:

Population 14868
Harvest 852

Current management objectives for Unit 3 deer are 10: Increase populations on deer
winter range (<1,500 ft elevation) to 32 deer/mi?, measured by a mean pellet density of
1.0 pellet group/20m* plot.

.II‘I...l.ﬂl...ll.lll-IIIlll.lllll"ll-IH-IIHIIIIIIIIIlII.II.h.I.’II.h.IIIlI

Board Action:
Objectives: .
1. Population: f y Gl

2. Harvest: —C;}‘»QE)

70
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Attachment - 2

Excerpt of comments
PC33, as corrected by
RC13, from the Jan.
Board of Game meeting

» Greater SE Alaska Conservation Community ¢ Alaska Wildlife Alliance «-

» Tongass Conservation Society » Greenpeace » Center for Biological Diversity »

Alaska Board of Game December 28, 2012
c/o ADF&G, Boards Support Section :
by FAX: 907-465-4094

Subj: Unit JA: Comments on “Feasibility Assessment ... Black-tailed deer *

ll. The Deer Objectives Are Outdated and Tharafore Do Not Support Wolf IM.

The current objectives for deer population and deer harvest in Unit-1A are outdated
because they are based on older deer modeling which produced over-estimates of the
carrying capacity of winter habitat.

A. The current deer objectives for Unit 1-A, and how they were determined.

The current deer population and harvest objectives for Unit-1A were adopted by the Board
of Game in 2000, setting them at 15,000 and 700 respectively. (Assessment at 7). They are
‘based in large part on the Forest Service’s 1997 deer model, which was used to estimate the
winter carrying capacity of the habitat for deer, and on harvest rates frorn 1994 to 1900
which were the peak years for the Unit. (Id.). The Assessment itself recognizes that these
objectives are "unrealistically high.” (Assessment at 7, 18). Over the past five years the Unit-
1A deer harvest ranged from 154 to 309 (Assessment at 7), but this does not include llegal
take which the department estimates to be around 50% of the harvest estimated from hunter
surveys. (Assessment at 30, 36). Thus, the actual total harvest over the past five vears likely
ranged from about 230 to 460, in comparison to the 700. This approaches two-thirds of the
objective.

B. Problems with the deer model results that the harvest objective was based upon.

The Board of Game. in its 2000 determination of Unit-1A deer population and harvest
objectives, relied upon deer carrying capacity data from the Forest Service’s 1997 deer model.
(Assessment at 7, 18). The Forest Service updated its model for the 2008 Tongass Forest
Plan, and the new model! makes significantly lower carrying capacity estimates.

! When we speak here of a “version” of the model, this encompasses the core of the model and the
vegetative data and directives for some external scttings that are used when carryitig capacity in deer
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Three corrections made to the model since 2000 were substantial:

(1) In its FY-2000 Monitorifig & Evaluation Report (published April 2001),2 the Forest
Service corrected the conversion factor (called the Deer Multiplier) used to change the model’s
non-dimensional output to carrying capacity in deer per square mile, from 125 to 100.% The
Deer Muttiplier is based on deer pellet transect data, and is the carrying capacity of best
quality habitat (of which very little exists). The older model results in over-estimated carrying
capacity by 25%. From the information in the Assessment we don’t know which multiplier
had been used when the Board of Game sef the Unit-1A abjectives.

Hawever; regarding the Deer Multiplier, Gravina Island is a special case as ADF&G itself
explained to the Forest Service in 2002 regarding the Gravina Island Timber Sale Project:+

“Daer model. Qur concerns for sustainability of deer harveste on Gravina stem in part
from the reported results of runs of the deer maodal for the DEIS, as well as analysis of
huntar demand. The coefficients used for these runs very likely underestimate the
effects of the project upon deer, leading to overly optiristic projections of true deet
numbers and futura availability. The model was run with a multiplier of 125 deer per
square mile, as directed by the 1897 Forest Plan, although a multiplier of 100 deer per
sguare mile has been recommended by both FS and ADF&G biologists.

In the September 13 mesting, Gene DelGayner indicated that the FS intends to use a
multiplier of 100 deer per square mile for habitat scores of 1.0 from this point forward,
unless project-level data suggest otherwise. In general, ADF&G recommends assuming
a maximum year-round carrying capacity of 25 to 40 deer per square mile in the best
habitat. After consultation with ADF&G research biologists Matt Kirchhoff and Dave
Farson, we recommend equating a multiplier of 35 deer per square mile to a score
of 1.0 for the Gravina project area, due to the lack of high-value alpina hahitat,
indicating a nan-migratory deer population that occupies the area all year, with little
seasonal variation. (See the Appendix for a more detailed discussion of application of
the deer model.)”

(ADF&G Habitat Div. letter to Alaska OMB, 12 Dec. 2002, at 3 to 4. QOrig. emph.). Thus, for
Gravina Island, reliance on Deer Multipliers of 125 or 100 would result in over-estimations of
carrying capacity of a factor of 3.57 (a 257% over-estimation) or 2.85 {(a 185% over- '
estimation).

(2) In 2008 the Forest Service made a further correction to use of the Deer Multiplier. ‘
From 1997 through 2007 the scale for the non-dimensional habitat value outputs was a
range “habitat suitability index (HSI)” of from zero to 1.3. The value 1.3 represents best

per square mile is calculated from the model’s non-dimensional cutput. The core of the model has not
changed over the years, only the other factors in its application.

2 USF3S R10-MB-431, at 2-155,

8 The multiplier represents the winter cartying capacity of the highest quality habitat type; however,
thie kind of habitat is scarce.

4 This timber sale project was not executed. As a result of an administrative appeal of the project
decigion (Greenpeace et al. 2004) to the next highest level of the Forest Service, the project decision
wag withdrawn. However, since that time a significant amount of logging in high quality deer habitat
has ocourred on Gravina Island, done under timber sales by Alaska DNR and the Alaska Mental
Health Trust.

§ 2008 Tongass Forest Plan (TLMF) FEIS, at 3-266: “HSI values were standardized to range from O to
1.0, by dividing all values by 1.3, because outputs from such models represent a range from 0 to 100
percent habitat suitability, with higher values indicating higher habitat capability.” Also at 3-284 in
footnote 2: “Habitat capability in terms of deer density calculated using a multiplier of 100 deer
perasguare mile equating to a habitat suitability index score of 1.0.7
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guality habitat. However, the way the Deer Multiplier was used during those years, it
corresponded to a value of 1.0 in that range, which is incorrect and results in a 30% over-
estimation of carrying capacity. If these and the previous error were both present in the data
the Board considered in setting the objectives, the total error was a 62,3% carrying capacity
over-estimation.

{3) The vegetative dataset used in the 1997 deer model was later found by a Forest Service
statistical study to be uncorrelated to habitat quality. (Caouette et al. 2000).¢ An adeqguate
dataset was not used until adoption of the 2008 Tongass Forest Plan. The new dataset
“results in an overall reduction in average HSI7 values because fewet stands would be
classified as high and medium volume strata and more stands would be classified as low
volume strata compared to the old volume strata mapping used in the 1997 Forest Plan
Revision Final EIS.” (2008 Forest Plan FEIS at 3-265 to 266). This change resulted in
significantly lower carrying capacity estimates by the new model, nearly everywhere in the
Tongass, but the changes were not the same everywhere because the previous dataset’s non-
correlation to habitat quality had made the amount of error erratic,

C. The Amount of Deer Modeling Error, As Incorporated in the Unit-1A Objectives.

The 2008 corrections made by the Forest Service to its 1997 modeling of deer winter
habitat carrying capacity indicate that the 1997 modeling made these over-estirations:

Fig. 1: Over-estimations of the earlier model.

Unit 1-A | 39% | Over-estimation

Gravina Island ‘ 319‘:"/:."*‘L Dver-estimatinn‘

Revillagigedo Island 60% Over-estimation
LQleveIand Peninsula 34% Over-estimation |

(See calculations in Fig. 2, next page.) But percentages don't tell the whole story. The
Tongass Forest Plan has a standard and guideline of providing a deer habitat carrying
capacity of at least 18 deer per square mile (where poszsible), in order to sustain both wolves
and deer hunters. ADF&G has advocated the use of this standard and guideline (S&G), and
the department played a major role in its adoption by the Forest Service. Note in Fig. 2 that
according to the 1997 modeling that two major historic hunting areas for Ketchilcan
residents, the Cleveland Peninsula and Revillagigedo Island, scored above the 8&G at 1.8.8
and 18.3 deer per square mile, respectively. However, according to the 2008 model for the
current (2006) condition they scored well below the S&G at 13.6 and 11.7 deer per square
mile. Moreaver, Gravina Island was already below the 8&G in 1995 at 13.0, but with the
revised modeling (and when using ADF&G’s recommended Gravina Island Deer Multiplier of
35) it was at 7.3 deer per square mile in 2006.

& Caouette, J.; Kramer, M.; & Nowacki, G. (2000). Deconstructing the Titnber Volume
Paradigm in Management of the Tongass National Forest USDA Forest Service, Pacific
Northwest Station. PNW-GTR-482. 20p. http://tongass-
fpadjust.net/Docuirents/Caguette_eta_%202000 GTR482 pdf

7 HEI is habitat suitability index, the non-dimensional output of the model that was mentioned in a
previoas footnote, '

# Corrected by our RC13, submitted at the board meeting,.
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Accordingly, after assessing the improved modeling results it is unsurprising that the
harvest of deer and the amount of hunter effort in Unit-1A have declined and that deer
nutnbers are low, particularly after recent hard witters.

It is important to note that not all of the difference between the modeling of the 1995 and
2006 current conditions is due to corrections to the model. In that 11-year interim, second
growth timber in clearcuts over about 25 years old entered the stem exclusion stage, which
dropped their contribution to carrying capacity to essentially zero. Furthermore, the future
stem exclusion condition of other second growth which was less than 25 years old in 2006
{or not yet created by clearcutting) is not reflected in Fig. 2.

The point here iz that the deer modeling basis for the current deer population and harvest
objectives that were set by the Board of Game in 2000 is no longer valid. An urgently needed
action by the Board is to update those objectives. It is not valid to initiate a program of wolf
intensive management on the basiz of the outdated objectives. Moreover, if the Board acts
contrary to wolves because prey is under-abundant for both wolves and meeting deer harvest
objectives, we believe that ig an indicator that listing the Alexander Archipelago wolf under
the Endangered Species Act is warranted.
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Attachment

-3

FINAL REPORT (RESEARCH)

State: Alaska

Cooparators: USDA Forest Servige

Project Ne.: W-22=4 Project Title: .Big Game Investigations

W=22=-9

W=22=-6 Job Title: Wolf-Dear=Habitat
Relationships in

Joh No.: 14.13R Southeasgt Al=coka

Period Covered: 1 July 1984-30 June 1987

SUMMARY

Although originally scheduled to continue for 5 years, field
work for this study was terminated after 2 years., Reascns for
termination include limited progress on study objectives due
to adverse weather; low densities of deer (Odocoilans hemionus

sitkengis) and wolf {Canis lupis) populationz; limited sight-
ability of deer and wolves due to dense vegetation; budget
shortfalle; and personnel reduction=z. Results presented here
are hased on relatively small sample sizes and should be
considered preliminary.

The wolf population of Revillagigedo Island appears to be
relatively stable, consisting of 35 to 50 wolves in 7 or 8
packs which cccupy distinct territories. Additional single
wolves or pairs that roam gver several packs' territories may
also cccur, Althoungh packs ocpagionally treapass on adjacant
wolves' ranges, all such movenments that were detected were
relativaly brief; at least 1 wolf was killed by other wolves
while trespaszing. One juvenile male dispersed from his natal
pack and moved extensively before apparently establishing a
hond with remnant memberz of another pack +that had heen
reduced through hunting and trapping, Our data imply that
vacant areas 4o not exist on the iesland and that food re-
Ssources are limiting wolf numbers. '

Although overall deer population densities are relatively low
on Ravillagigedo Island, wolves appear to he axtremely effic-~
ient at locating areas where dear ogour. While direct
evidence of hunting patterns 1ig limited, the distribution of

‘relocations and results of scat analyses confirm that deer are

the major food source for these wolves., Nevertheless, region-
al differences in diet ogocur on the island and other £food
gourceg such as beaver (Castor canadensis) and garbage are
important for some packs. 1n addition, most wolves on the
island appear to feed heavily on gpawning salmon {Oncorhynchus
5pp.) in late summer and fall,
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"he avallability of diverss food sources may enahls wolvas to
sustain their numbers at higher levela than could be supported
by deer alens. Ag a result, wolf predation on dJdeer mnay,
in turn, be increased. Nevertheless, any major reduction in
deer numbexs dune to catastrophic winter conditions, or due to
habitat alteration resulting from clear-cutting, could be
expected to reduce wolf numbers or productivity.

Key words: Canis lupus, deer, food habits, habitat relation-
ships, Odocoileus hemionus sitkensis, predator-prey, wolf,
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BACKGROUND

This study was initiated as a long~term investilgation of
interactions hetween wolves (Canis lupus}, deer (Odocoilens
hemionus sitkengis), and habitat in coastal Alaska, Of
particular concern was the eaffect of habitat alteration,
through forest management, on the spatial relationships of
deer and-welves, and the infivnenge of wolf predation on deer
numbers. & previous report completed under this study (Smith
et ai. 1986a) reviewed pertinent literature and identified the
mejor needs for accomplishing the study cobjective. Concurrent
work in the Petersburg area (Smith et al. 1986b, in press)
also contributed to our understanding of reilationshipe in this
study.

Unfortunately, present levels of both wolf and deer pop-
nlationse are +too low to facilitate efficient progress on
several key jeobs under this study. The nature of the veg-
etation and climate, combined with limited accessibility of
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most of the study area, severely hampered attempts to capture
wolvez for telemetry and limited our ability to obeerve wolves
or deer. Accordingly, it was decided to terminate this study
at the end of the ind vear.

SETUDY OBJECTIVE
To determine the spatial and trophic relatienships of wolves
and deer in natural and altered habitats in Southeast Alaska.

JOB OBJECTIFEE

1. To determine size, distribution, and stability of wolf
Fpacks,

2. Tc determine activity areas, hunting patterns, and
deer-killing rates for specific packs. ‘ Lo

3. . To determine f%ood habits of selected packs and of the
overall wolf population. -

4. To determine habitat composition of pack territories.’

.5, To determine relative abundance of major pray species
within selected pack territorisas,

6. To determine deer density relative to wolf pack terri—
torial borders and habitat characteristics.

7 To menitor deer population trends in various habitat
areas and wolf pack territories.

STULDYY AREA
The study area consisted of Revillagigedo Island and the

adjacent Cleveland Peninsula. Descriptions are provided in
Smith ot al. (1986a), : g ‘

METHODS

Cbjective 1 - Size, Distribution, and Stability of Wolf Packs

Radicotelemetry was used to monitor wolf packs. DPetalls af
. capture, handling, and monitoring technigues were presented in

l Due to the =arly termination of this project, no activities
were undertaken on Cbiectivas 4-7. . ‘
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Smith et al. (1286a). However, to reduce the frequency of
injury to captured wolves, foot traps were replaced with foot
snares durang the 1985~-86 field season.

Objective 2 -~ Activity Areas, Hunting Patterns, and Deer-Kill
Rateg

Radiolocatiens of aach collared wolf were plotted on the
territory-minimim convex polygon to identify activity areas
within the territory. Timing of relocations was used +o
interpret the glenificance of replicate reélocations within 1
general area (i.e., use of potential den sites from late April
through June) .

Objective 3 - Food Habits

Wolf scats were collected on a regular basis from logging
roads and trails within the range of the Town Pack and oppor-
tunistically along cther logging roadg, beaches, and trails on
Revillagigedo Island and the adjacent mainland. In.addition,
den and rendezvous sites used by radic-collared wolves were
visited in late summer and all scats present wers collected.
Scats were alse colleeted from rendezvous sites discovered by
T. Kogut, USDA Forest Service Biologist, on Printe of Wales
and Dall Islands..

Attempts were made to collect scats from all parts of
Reviliagigado Island. However, scats were not collected in
equal proportions Erom varicus pack territories or in differ-
ent seasons, and none of the collections are likely to
congtitute a true random sample of scats from any area.
Agcordingly, results of analyses should be considered as
indicative of general trends, and comparisons between sub-
samples should be interpreted with caution.

Collected scats were individually bagged in plastig, labeled
with location, date, and estimated date of daposition (for
iresh scats) and then frozen. Prior to analysis, scats were
oven-dried at 100 C for 24 hours te kill Echinococcus eggs.
Scats were then weighed to the nearest gram, broken apart in a
tray, and a visual estimate made of tha percentage of the scat
composed of varicus diet items (e.g., adult deer hair or
bornesg, fawn halr, bird feathars, etec.). Hair and bone frag-
ments were compared with a reference colleegtion and, if
necessary, hair-scale inprinte were used {(Adorjan and
Kolenosky 1%69). '

Scate less than 2 com in diameter, collected in summer, were
considered pup scats, Samples from den and/or rendezvous
sitea were traated separately to compare diets for specific
packs durinc early pup-rearing periods,
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Two statistice were caleulated for each scat subsample:

{1} Percant frequency of occurrence = number of times a diet
ltem  (e.g., deer hair) was found in the scat sample,
divided by the total number of diet items found in +he
scats: and :

(2) Mean diet items per acat = total number of diet items in
subsample divided by the number of scats,

The lst variable provides information on the relative impor-
tance of various prey types in the diet. The 2nd valus is an
index of variety in the diet (Kuyt 1972).

Scats were grouped inte subsamples {(minimum n = 20), based on
the location of  deposition, to provide e8timates of Qiet
composition for wvarious wolf packs. Seasonal comparisong of
summer (Apr-Sep) versus winter {Oct-Mar) dilet were based on

scats with known deposition dates.

RESULTS AND DISCUSEION

Objective 1 - Size, Distribution, and Stability of Wolf Packs

No additional wolves were captured and radio-collared during
the 1985-86 season. On 2 occcasionz wolves were caught in neck
snares, bui mapaged: to escape by chewing through the snare
cable before we returned: to check the snare. - Wolf Ho, 2, a
young male that was- first captured on 13 Fabruary 1985, was
recaptured and fitted with a new radio collar on 23 Mareh
1984, -3 ‘

Rasults of radic tracking and obgervations of tracks supported
the conclusion of Smith et al. (1986a) .that a minimum of 7
wolf packs oceur on Revillagigedo Island. The packs vary in
glze from 2 to at least 9 wolves and ware found to usa largaly
distinet territories (Fig. 1). Because pack movements were
only monitored for 15  to 18 montha, no firm cenclusions
regarding the pack's territorial stability ecculd "be - made.
However, some pack houndaries and ume areas appeared to differ
between 1985 and 1386, Desc¢riptionz of individual pack
histories follow. e

Town Paclk:

smith et al. (1986a) reported that this pack numbered 7 to 11
wolves in late 1984 and produced a litter of pups in 1985.
During the 1385-86 winter at least 1 pack member wae killed bry
other wolves in an apparent territorial dispute and 3 wolves
- were taken by a recreational trapper. At least 4-5 wolves
remained in this pack subsegnent to +these losses, so the
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minimum pack size in late 1985 had to have been B8-9 wolvas,
Although we observed 2 members of this pack breeding in
February 1986, we did not confirm the presence of pups in
Epring. At the end of the study this pack waz estimated to
congigt of at lazat & wolves,

Three members of the Town Pack were radio-eollared inm Fabruary
1985 ‘and subsequent relocations indicated this pack utilized 2
territory of approximately 150-200 km? ineluding the drainages
of the White River and Wardgd, Ketchikan, Mahoney, and S8ilvis
Creeks. Ip December 1985 this pack made a brief incursion
into the territory of the Naha River Pack near Clovar Passage,
During this time radic-collared wolf No., 3, a juvenile male,
was killed by othexr wolves (presumably members of the Naha
Fack). The lack of snow made it imposaible to determine if
other wolves were killed in this conflict. In January 1986,
radio-collared wolf Ne. 5, an adult female, made a brief
incursion inteo the territory of the East Chuck Pack. .

MNaha River Pack:

The Naha River Pack contained 6~8 wolves in late 1985. Twe
female pack members were taken by a local trapper in January
1286.

Reported sightings by local residents, ag well as our
cpservations, indicated this pack ranged over an area of
approximately 450 km?® incliuding the drainages inte Clover
Passage, Mosier, Margarita, and Naha Bays, Traltors Cove, and
Leask Creek (Fig, 1). No members of this pack were radip-
collared, however, so actual pack boundaries were not estab-
iished. The limited amount of sign observed along the beaches
in this pack's territory indicates it spent much of its time
inland aleng major lake and stream systenms.

Bast Chuck Pack:

Smith et al. (1986a) indicated that this pack consisted of 3
to 5 wolves in 19€4, including radio-collared wolf No. 2, a
juvenile male. It was suspected that the pack produced pups
in 1985. Wo direct observations of the Bazt Chuck Pack were
made prior to late November 1983; at that time, wolf No. 2
disperged, but tracks in the snow indicated the pack =still
numbered ahout 5 wolves. Following No. 2's dispareal, econtact
with thi® pack was lost; however, 2 other members were
subsequently caught by a local trapper in the vicinity of
George Inlet, and tracks of moxe wolves were seen, indicating
geveral pack members remained.

The Z wolves that were trapped wera an adult female and a male
PP, Both +frapped wolves were in extremely peor condition
when caught and neither had any body-fat deposits. Although
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these wolves may have lost some weight while in +the traps,
their poor bedy cOndltlon suggests that wolves Ln this pack
are fopd-stressed,

- Wolf Wo. 2 was observed alone within the pack's territory
several timez in November 1985; he then left the territory in
Decewmber. Initially, he moved to Rudyerd Island where he was

obgserved to have killed a deer. After 2 weeks there he
returned to his natal pack territory for 1 week, but was not
observed with other wolves. He then moved west to Carlanna

Lake in the Town Pack territery for 1 week, returned to his
natal pack area, and finally moved east across Carroll Inlet
and settl@d inta the terrltory aof the Carxoll Inlet Pack

Carroll Inlet Pack:

Smith et al. (l19B6a) reported that the Carrmll Inlet Pack had
been reduced through trapping and hunting 'in 1984 f£rom 10, to
12, to as few asz 2 wolves, Tracks observed on légging roads
west of Thorne Arm in November 1985 indicated only 2 or 3
walves were using the area at that time, Subsegquently, wolf
Wo., 2 moved inko this texritory and, based on tragks observed
at the time bhe was recdptured,  he joined up with 2 wolves;
presumably these were the remnants of the Carroll Inlet Pack.

Although these 3 wolves were running together prier to the
mating peried in 1986, it is not known whether either of the
Carroll Inlet Pack wolves were females which might have hred
with wolf Wo. 2, or 1f this pack produced pups in 1986, From
Fehruary through the end of June 1986, these wolves ranged
aver an ared of approaimaLely 160 km? (Flg. 2).

Alava Bay Pack:

Smith et al. {1986a) reparted that the Alava Bay Pack consis-
ted of 2-3 wolves, including radio-colliared wolf Neo, 7, an
adal: male, in late winter 1984-85, and that  there was
evidence that the pack had produced pups in spring 1985.
Several repeat observations of this pack jin November and
December 1985 confirmed +hat the pack had increased to =a
minimum of % wolves, Although the lack of snow at low eléva-
tions prevented tracking and hainpered direct observation in
1986, at least 7 wolves remained in this pack in late
February. It is net - known whether additional pups were
produCEd in spring 1886. o :

During late winter and spring 1985 Bmith et al, ({l986a)
reported that this pack rangad dver apprcximately 75-100 km?
(Fig. 1)}. Summer movaments of wolf Mo, 7 were &slso confined
to this area, but beginning in fall, the pack began to heavily
exzploit what previously had appeared to be a buffer  zone
between its territoryv and that of the Lake Grace Pack,
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In 1988, wolf No. 7 "disappeared™ for several weeks but wae
eventually relocated 5 km northwest of his previous extreme
movement, At that time he was apparently returning from an
geven londer extraterritorial excursion (Messier 1985}, From
late April until the end of the project he remained in the
southern portion of the territory within 5-10 km of the 1985
den site,

Lake Grace Pack:

Smith et al, (1986a) reported that prior. to bixth of pups,
thie pack had decTined from & or 7 in late 1984, to 3,
ineluding radio-collared wolf Ne. 6, an adult male, Obhsger-
vations in summer and early winter confirmed that at least 3
pups had been produced. WNo wolves from this pack were trapped
or shot during the 1985~86 season and the pack remained at 6
wolves through March 1986,

Movements of wolf No. 6 in spring 1986 indicated the pack was
uging 2 den and probably had pups. However, no observations
were Obtained -to confirm pack size at the end of the study.
This pack ranged over a total of approximately 400-450. km2
including Smeaton Island (Fig, 1). The pack moved onto
Smeaton Island at least 3 times during the pericd in whieh it
was molitored, including a 3-week stay in January and a 4-waek
gtay in Fehruary March 1986.

Northeast Pack:

smith et al. (1986a) estimated that a total of 8 wolves
occurred within this pack's territory in late 1984, although 2
of these were a distinect social group from the other 6. By

June 1985, 1 member of each group had been radic-collared but

geach died of starvation socn after marking. One additional
wolf may have been lost as a result of a trapping encounter
{smith et al. 1986a).

In September 1985, evidence was found that 4 to 6 wolves from
this pack were fepding on spaWnlnq gsalmon (Ongorhvnehus app.}
and beaver (Caster canadensig) in the vicinity of Portage
Cove, Throughout the remainder. of the 1985-86 field season,
however, only 2 sets of single wolf tracks were ohasrved along
beaches and trails in this pack's territeory. At pre=zent, the
size of this pack is unknown,

Although the total area identifiad az bheing within the terri-
tory of this pack is 350-400 Xkxm?, much of ‘the northeastern
half of +this area is virtually devold of deer, beaver, and
zalmon-spawning streams. We believe the area actually ysed by
this pagk is much zmaller and is centersd on the drainages of
Portage Cove, HNeets Bay, Shrimp Bay, Gedney Pass, and Behm
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Canal west of Claude Peint. The limited sign ohserved along
beaches in 1986 indicates this pack must spend much of its
time inland along major lake and stream systems,

Objective 2 - Activity Areas, Huntlng Patternz, and Deer-
Kill Rates

During late summer 18985, 2 of the 4 radico-collared packs
centered their activitiez on major salmon spawning saystems.
The Town Fack was repeatedly relocated in the lower White
River dralnaqe from mid-August through early Octoker. .During
that time, in ezcess of 120,000 salmon spawned and died in the
White. River (ADF&G, unpubl. data). Tha East Chuck Fack spent
the same time period in the vicinity of 2 creeks dralnlng inte
the salt .chuek 2t the head of George Inlet. . These streams
each contained more than 10,000 pink and coho sa lmon, '

On-the-ground cobservations in both areas ‘used by ‘these packs
confirmed that wolves were catching gpawning calmon and
feeding extensively on the fish. In. addition, figheries
personnel who were B interviewed after stream surveys were
completed reported evidence of wolves feeding on salmon along
virtually . every major spawning stream .in the Behm Canal
district., The Alava.Bay Pack also made frequent visits to
sdlmon spawning streams, but did.not remain in 1 area as much
‘as the Town or East Chuck Packs. This may reflect the
relatively large numper of small stream sgystems in the Alava
Bay Pack territory, az oppoged to the few large. gpawning
gtreams it the other packs' ranges.

The Lake Grace Pack was the only pack that did not appear to
uge spawning salmon - in o gummer, Howewver, it made more
extensive use of alpine and subalpine areas than other packs
and also uwsed a clear-cut valley that had been extensively
colonized by beaver. The pack's uge of high elevations was
apparently associated with deer on alpine summer . range.

The offivienscy with which wolves located deer within their
territories was demongtrated by the Lake Grace Pack. In
geveral summers' £lying. along alplne ridges, we only obpserved
deer in 2 locations within this pack's territory (Smlth 1984,
and unpubl. datal, one of which was west of Mirror Lake. Five
days after we first obgerved 13 deer on this ridge in early
September 1985, the Lake Grace Pack was located on an apparent
kill wheres thESE dear had been, The wolves remained in this
area for 2 weeks, during which tiwe we 4did not see deer again.

During the 1285-86 winter months, Tthe Town Fack again made
frequent usze .0f the Ketchikan landfill acs reported for the
winter of 1984-85 (Smith et al, 1986a). However, the pack
spent wmore time hunting other parts of its territory than in
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1984~85, In addition, Juvenile female wolf No. 4 wase more
frequently located apart from her mother, wolf Wo, 8, during
this Znd winter, :

The Alava Bay Pack moved extensively throughout its territory
in winter and did not concentrate its activitiss in any
particular location. However, relccations were frequently
made along stream courses where beaver dams and/or houses were
evident, as well as in beach fringe arcas or on pointe whera
deer dengities were relatively higher.

The Lake Grace Pack was generally found during early- and
mid-winter 1985-86 to be hunting relatively steep slopes along
the major lakee within ite range, near beaver colonjie& at the
inlets +to theee lakes, or on Smeatonr Island. In the lattar
area, the pack was apparently feeding on deer, as there is no
evidence that beaver occur on thiz island.

In late winter of 1986, the Lszke Grace Pack abandcned Smeaton
Island and returned to hunting near beaver colonies at the
head of Mirror Lake and along the Manzanita River., The pack
alao made several viasite +to low ridges in the gouthwest
portion of its territory where deer tracks were occasionally
observed in the snow,

In epring 1986 the Lake Grace Pack appeared to settle into a
den site in the lower Manzanita River drainage, The area was
similar to dits 1%35 den site, consisting of a stand of
mature sSpruce trees in the viecinity of a large complex of
- beaver dams.

The lack of show at most elevations used by wolves during the
majority of the winter of 198586, combined with dense veg-
etatlon, prevented our gathering further data on hunting
patterns or deer-killing rates, However, given an average
pack size of 5-7 wolves, and each wolf's ability to conzume
5-10 kg of deer following a kill (Mech 1970:118), the packs
studied here could easily ceonsume an entire deer (average live
weight: 35-45 kg (ADF&G unpubl. datal) within houre, Thus,
even under itdeal conditiong it ig unlikely that wolves would
often be found on a Kill.

Qblective 31 = Food Habits

A total of 511 zeats containing 594 diet items from 13 diff-
erent foed gsources was collected during this study (Table 1},
Depositlion date could accurately be determined for 271 of
thege scats, For the overall sample during summer, wolves fed
predominantly on deer, including a high proportion of fawns.
Beaver also constituted a major propeortion of the summer dlet
{Table 1). For the Revillagigede Island summer =zubgample
{n = 196) the same general pattern prevails {Table 2},
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Numeroua other studies report a similar high proportien of
deer fawns, or other young ungulates, in summer wolf scats
(Murie 1944, Mech 1966, Pimlott et al, 1969, Carbyn 1974,
Peterson 1974, Voight et al, 1976, Scott and Shackelton 1580,

Hatter 1984), In fact, Hatter (19%84) conecluded +that ean
Vancouver Island, black-tailed deer fawnes were the major prey
item. for wolves from June through August. The ratio of

fawn:adult remains in scats analyzed by Hatter was almost
identical to the ratios from Southeast Alaska and Revillagi-
gedo Island samples (Tables 1 & 2), so fawng may be more im-
portant than adunlts in the gummer diet here as well,

Although many other studies report the use of beaver by wolvas
(Murie 1944, Mech 1964, 1970; Peterson 1874, Carbyn 1974,
Theberge et al. 1978, Scott and Shackelton 1980,. Hatter 1684)
few have indicated use as high as found here. Those studies
that do indicate levels of use of -beaver, in'summer, of over
20% frequency of occurrenge (Pimlott et al. 1969, Frenzel
1974, voight et al. 1976) were generally conducted in areas
with very low deer populations, : .

As previously discussed, wolves were kinown to be feeding
extensively on salwmon during late summer, but this use wag not
reflected in scats. Two potential ascurces of bias may have
causad this, First, only scata that could pesitively be
identified as wolf scats were collected, so amorphous scats,
which were found along stream banks and composed entirely of
fish remains, were rejected, as they might possibly have baaen
from bears. Second, observations and telemetry indicated that
although the wolves came down, to the streams to catch and feed
on the salmon, they usually moved away from the stream to bed
down. This movement may have been designed to avold contact
with bears and would have resulted in the wolves! defecating
away Irom the stream banks where we Searched for scats,

The winter diet of wolves in Southeast. 3laska in general and
Revillagigedo Island in particular, was also dominated by deer
(Tables 1 and 2?), However, beaver continued to represent
approximately 20%, and other sources accounted for about 102
of the diet jtems. L

Throughout muech of +the range of wolves in North America
beavers are unavailable in winter (Mech 1970) and only Scott
and Shackelton (1980) reported significant use of beaver in
winter, The avallability of beavers vear-round in coastal
regions provides an impertant supplement. +o the wolf diet and
may increagfe wolves' ability to regulate deer populations (Van
Ballenberghe and Hanley 1982}, |

comparison of the diets of 5 wolf packe on Revillagiqedo

Island reflects regional variation (Table 3), Wolves in the
Alava Bay and EBast Chugk Packs consumed approximately 90%

1

10
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deer, whereas welves in the Maha and Neorthesst Packs consumed
only about 65% deer, and the Town Pack wolves, only 55% deer,
Beaver constituted one-third of the diet for 4he Waha and
Northeast Packs, and the Town Pack fed heavily on garbage from
the Ketchikan landfill. The variation in diet reflects deer
population density and availability of alternative food
sources, ' ‘

Similar patterns are reflected in scats collected from summer-
use sites on Revillagigedo, Prince of Wales, and Dall Islands
(Table 4). Scats from wolves on southern Revillagigedo (Alava
Bay Pack) as well as on Prince of Walez and Dall I=slands,
where deer densities ara relatively high, contalined 03-96%
deer, much of which was fawn halr. Seats from the Town and
Lake Grace Facks' areas revealed that deer constituted less
than half the diet in summer. The former pack used human
garbage, and the latter pack, beaver, in nsarly equal
propeortions to deer in the summer. Thase trends reflect the
fact that the Town Fack's den was located near the Ketchikan
landfill and that the Lake Grace Pack's den was nenr an areg
of extensive beaver colonies.

The mean number of prey items‘per acat ranged from 1.0 +o 1.5
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for various subsamples (Table 5). Comparisons betwsen summer

and winter diets of wolves on Revillagigedo Island indicate a
more varied diet in summer (Table 5). Tt would seem logical

~to find a more varied diet in summer, when fish, amall

mamnals, and birds arse more available, than in winter, and to
find a more varied diet where deer are less available.
Comparisons between the sampled packs’ diets revealed that the
Town Pack had a more varied diet tham any other group, both in
summer and overall (Table 3). This variation was largely due
to the availability of human garbage as a supplement to the
ugudl prey items.

Scott and Shackelton (1980) reported finding only 1 prey item
per secat in Vancouver Ieland wolf feces, but Murie (1944)
found more than 1 prey item per sc¢at in feces from wolves in
interior Alaska when wolves were preying on rodents in addi-
tion to ungulates., Kuyt (1972) reported highly varxied spring
and summer diets for tundra wolves, particularly during
periods when the primary prey speciss, caribhou (Rangifer
tarandug), was less available,

The significance, for wolves, of dietary variation, has not
been assessed, but the availability of alternative sources
such as beaver, salmon, and garbage should reduce this pred-
ator's dependence on deer. When other food resources are
available, wolves may be able to sgustain themselves with
relatively low deer-killing rates, despite the small size of
Sitka black-tailed deer,
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CONCLUSION

Although results of this study are limited, they generally
support the concepts and concerns advanced by Van Ballenberghe
and Ranley (1982). Specifically, we determined that while
wolves prey mainly on deer, other sources of food guch as
beaver, salmen, and human garbage supplement the diet and
enable wolves to persist in relatively stable numbers deaplte
low deer densities. Neverthelesa, a wolf pack's territory
gize and the number of pack members appeared to be related to
deer population density, so further declinez in deer numbers
ar productivity due to climate or habitaet alteration will
probably result in fewer wolves as well, ‘

Wolves were found to be efficlent at finding localized areas
with relatively nigh deer numbers, and packs could be expected
to take advantage of  artificial concentrations of deer in
habitat patches created through forest management, Accord-
ingly, tinker harvests should be designed . go a¢ to minimize
formation of small "islands™ of o614 growth and +to  assure
mobllity of deer between areas as suggested.by Harris (1984).
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Table 2. Percent frequency of occurrence of fitems in the diet from

summer (Apr-Sapt) and winter {Oet-Mar), and from total scata collected
from wolvea on Revillagigedo Island, Alagka, 1984-86,

Season
Diet item Summara Winnerb Total®
adult dear 42.5 71.2 55.6
Fawn deer 30.3 - 18.7
Total deer 72.8 71.2 74.3
Beaver 24.0 19.7 20.1
Bird 0.9 1.5 1.1
Wolf 0.4 1.6 0.8
Garbage 0.4 1.5 1,1
Fish 0.9 1.5 0.6
Toad 0.9 3.9 0.6
Tnidentifiad bones 0.4 0.9 0.8
Black bear 0.9 0.9 0.6
a

n = 196 peats, 221 dtems.

L 64 scate, 66 ltema.

p = 320 grate, 383 items.
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Fig. 1. location of known (solid lines) and suspected (dotted
lines) wolf pack territories on Revillagigedo Island, Alacska,
15B85-86. T¢ = Town Pack, EC = EBast Chuck Pack, CI = Carroll
Inlet Pack, AR = Alava Bay Pack, LG = Lake Grace Pack, NR =
Maha River Pack, and HE = Neortheast Pack.
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Taple 1. Percent frequency af occurranee for items in the diet from
summar (Apr-Sep) and winter (Det-Mar), and from total scats collected
from wolves in Southeast Alaska, 1084-86.

- Béaason
biet item Summar® Winterb Total®
Adult deer 42,1 - 68.5 50.2
Fawn deer 29.8 - 20.2
Total desr . 71,9 62.5 70,4
Baavart 23.7 17.8 13.5
Seal 0.0 0.0 0.2
Bird 1.3 4.1 2.5
Wolf 0.4 1.4 1.2
Garbage 0.9 1.4 8.2
Fercupine 0.0 1.4 1.3
Fish 0.9 1.4 1.3
Toad 0.9 2.7 0.3
Unidentified bones 0.4 0.9 1.2
Blagk bear 0.9 0.9 0.3
Mustelids 0.4 0.9 0.3

% 1 = 201 scats, 228 items.

b n = 70 scats, 73 1rams.

© g = 511 scats; 594 irems,
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Percent frequency of occurrence of items in the diet from scats
collacted from 3 wolf packs on Revillagigede Island, Alaska, 1964-86.

Wolf pack.

b Ll B2
Naha Alava Eaat
Diet item Tovm™ River Bay Northeastc Craeek
Adulr deer 50.9 65.1 Eg.B 57.9 90.9
Fawn deer 4.0 3.0 29.9 5.1 - 0,9
Total deer 55.8 65,1 88.6 63,2 90,9
Boaver 1.2 34.9 9,9 31.6 - 0.0
B:lrd 311. D.cl D-B- 2.6 D,D
Wolf 3.1 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0
Garbage 30.1 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0
Fish 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1
Todd 1.2 0.0 g.0 0.0 0.0
Inidentified bones 3.7 4,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Black beer 0.6 0,0 0.8 0.0 0.0
® n - 124 scats, 163 items.
b n = AQ scats, 43 items.
€ n = 124 scats, 131 items,
d_g = %6 gcats, 38 items.
8 n = 21 scats, 22 items.
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Table 4., Percent frequency of occurrence of diet items in scatz collect-
ad at den and summer rendezvous sites for 5 wolf packs on Revillagipedo,
Prince of Wales, and Dall Islands, Alaska, 1985.

‘Wolf pack

014 Tom's® Alava® Bob's®  Lake®

Diet item Tawn Lake Day Bay = Grace
adult deer 30.5 35.3 0.6 48.2 12.8
. Fawn dear 11.9 58.8 az2.0 48,2 ar.l
Total dear A2 4 84.1 92,5 96.4 49,9
Beaver 0.0 2.0 5.7 0.0 45,7
Fish 3.4 0.0 0.0 G.0 0.0
Garbage 39.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bird 1.7 2.0 0.8 0.0 1.4
Black bear 0.0 0.0 0.8 a,0 0.0
Unidentified bones 6.8 0.0 0.0 .0 1.4
Mustelid 0.0 2.0 a.0 0.0 0.0
Seal 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0

a

n = 32 scats, 39 items,

b n = 43 scats, 51 irvems,
€5 = 115 scats, 122 items.
d n = 26 secats, 26 itema.
E_E = 55 geats, 70 items.
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Table 5. Mesn number of diet 1ltems per scat Ip wolf faces collected in
Southeastr Alasks, 1984-86.

Source Ceason Mean (o)
Town Pack : Summer 1.51 39
0id Tom's Pack Summes 1.19 b3
Alava Bay Pack Summer 1.06 ! 115
Bob's Bay Pack : Summer 1,00 26
Lake Grace Pack Summer - 1.27 55
Revillagigedo Is. Summer - L.13 196
Revillagigaeds Is. Winter D L.0% Gh
Town Pack Tatal - 1.31 124
Maha River Pack Tetal 1.08 T&D
Alava Hay Fack . Tetal 1.06 124
Northazast Fack . Total 1.08 36
EBast Chuek Fack ‘ Total 1.058 21:
Southeaat Alaska Total” 1.16 511
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Board of Game
RE: Proposals 178A, 179A

Please consider the following comments of Cascadia Wildlands, a nonprofit conservation
organization dedicated to protecting the lands, waters and wildlife of the Cascadia bioregion.
Cascadia, the temperate raintorest that stretches along the Pacitic coast from northern California to
South-central Alaska, is a unique and valuable ecosystem.

Our primary interest in these proposals is that they threaten our ability to live sustainably with
wolves. Tt is critically important we learn to live with wolves. Our organization’s vision statement
includes “wolves howling in the back country,” not because they are photogenic and cute, but rather
because ecologically the presence of large predators 1s critical to a healthy Cascadia. We've devoted a
great deal of effort in recent years assisting with wolf reintroduction efforts in the Pacific Northwest.
Living through this experience, we are keen to avoid a replay in Southeast Alaska. Conservation is a
thousand times easier and less costly than restoration.

Cascadia strongly agrees with the underlying motivation of these proposals, given that deer hunting
has become a great deal more diflicult in recent years. We strongly believes that subsistence hunting
1s the highest and best “use’” of our wildlife. Nothing 1s more Important than subsistence. Subsistence
is always priority #1. Contained within that statement is recognition that subsistence is only
subsistence where it is sustainable. Ctherwise it’s not subsistence, but self-destruction.

We strongly disagree, however, that the proposed solution 1s the right one, for the following reasons.

Old-growth habitat loss is the root cause, not wolves

The underlying problem here is not wolves, but rather a shortage of appropriate habitat. That has
been the case in hoth of the proposed treatment areas. A legacy of clearcut logging has removed
thousands of acres of habitat. That causes several problems. With less high-quality winter habitat (big
trees, low elevation, south facing), deer become much more susceptible to population collapses after
deep snow winters, particularly when they come in succession. Also, when clearcut timber stands
enter the stem exclusion phase 20 or 30 years after harvest, the dense tree stands shade out
undergrowth and become functionally useless as summer or winter browse for deer. This stem
exclusion phase lasts for something on the order of 100 years. Additionally, habitat connectivity 1s
diminished when contiguous forest stands are slashed apart by clearcuts and roads, making winter
movement more difficult. Additionally, when they are limited to small stands of available habitat in a
patchworked landscape, and forced into narrow migration corridors, deer become more susceptible
to predation. All of these factors are established by a body of scientific work and reflected in the

Alaska Field Office - POB 853 Cordova AK 99574 — f ©07.491.0856 — gscott@cascwild.org
Main Office — POB 10455 Eugene OR 97440 — ph 541.434.1463 — info@cascwild.org
www.Cascyv i org
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Operational Plans prepared by ADIF&G. The deer/habitat relationships are much more well-
understood than are the predator-prey dynamics.

Given this context, predator control should not be considered before opportunities for habitat
restoration and conservation have been exhausted. In that vein, it is ironic that the State has
supported turther clearcutting, which would further diminish habitat. If we are serious about
sustaining good deer hunting opportunities (and we should bel), then habitat conservation needs to
be taken seriously.

It is doubttul that deer populations can be meaningfully enhanced with wolf control where adequate
deer habitat does not exist. In general, winter habitat is the limiting factor for deer populations.
Unfortunately, units 3 and la have both been extensively clearcut, and Forest Service timber sales
continue to erode the habitat base. There may be some level of the predator pit phenomenon, with
wolf predation holding deer populations down. But even still, if habitat continues to erode the
population can’t rebound even if every predator were removed. Worse, as pointed out in the
Operational Plan for Unit La, “if deer are proximal to winter [carrying capacity], releasing them
from top-down forcing (predation) could be disastrous in the long-term, i.e. they could cause long-
term damage to their habitat and the habitat carrying capacity.” GMU la Operational Plan at p.4.
Unfortunately, current data do not tell us how close deer are to the habitat capacity, although as the
Operational Plans point out preliminary results of one study on Gravina Island suggesting that could
he the case. Heavy deer losses in recent deep-snow winters strongly suggest winter habitat is a
current limiting factor.

Existing deer habitat capacity is lower than the current numbers

The Board-established carrying capacities, which were set in 2000, are incorrect as a matter of
science. The old deer habitat model, on which the population objective is based, greatly overstated
suitable habitat. We hereby adopt the comments of Larry Edwards, Greenpeace, explaining in more
detail how and why that model was flawed, and what the implications are for the targeted areas. The
best mformation clearly shows that the old model results were over-estimates. Given that the old
model was found invalid by the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals, and that corrected calculations have
been run, 1t would be exceedingly unwise for the Board to rely on that data in establishing this plan.

Changes in human demographics (ie. closure of the pulp mills, resulting i far lower
hunting/trapping effort) futher complicate the question. Also, the method of tracking harvest
changed in 2011, making trends hard to detect. Given these problems, we strongly urge the Board to
re-evaluate the harvest objectives and the determination of carrying capacity. It would be tragic
futility to try and force artificially large deer populations.

The high degree of scientific uncertainty should inspire a precautionary approach.
The current state of science regarding Alexander Archipelago Wolves and Sitka black tail deer is not
sufliciently developed to support an intensive management program. The list of things we do not
know 1s just too long. We don’t know how many wolves there are, We have little ability to track
population trends. We don’t entirely understand how wolf and deer populations interact, particularly
in the context of habitat changes. We are unsure what impact climate change will have on the
ecosystem.

The information we do have should inspire a conservative approach. Deer and wolt populations are
certainly directly related, and certainly that relationship is not directly linear. It is certain that tens of

2
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thousands of acres of the best deer habitat has been removed. It is certain that the deer population is
susceptible to fairly wild population fluctuations, particularly with the removal of winter habitat. It is
certain that the global climate is changing at a rapid pace, and that this has impacts on forests and
wildlife. Tt is certain that humans have exterminated wolves from other areas in the name of predator
control, only to later realize that these large predators are on balance beneficial.

The conclusion that consumptive use is the preferred use of deer must not be allowed
to swamp other factors.

In general, we are in strong agreement that consumptive hunting of deer is a preferred use, At the
same time, we urge the board to remember to consider additional factors as well. A thing can be the
most important thing, without being the only thing. All other factors shouldn’t be thrown to the
wayslde with a simplistic deer-hunting-good decision-rule.

A distinction should be made between subsistence and recreational hunting. Our #1 priority should
be that subsistence needs are consistently met, not that as many deer as possible can be hunted. It is
worth making a monumental effort and incurring some ecological risk to preserve subsistence
hunting opportunities, where those are threatened. But the cost-benefit ratio is radically different
where the only upside would be a simple increase in deer hunting success, where there are not actual
shortages.

The proposed methods are not feasible and not worth the expense.
As experiments, the value of the proposals should be evaluated in that context. The operational plan
for Unit 3 for instance lays out the objectives as:

to evaluate whether (a} wolf control in a small portion of GMU 3 can reallocate a
measurable proportion of deer mortality from wolves to humans and (b) whether
population estimation techniques for both predators and prey can be refined to
measure the effectiveness of the IM actions, and (¢} whether 1-2 hired wolf
trappers, operating during the established wolf trapping season and using
standard trapping techniques, can reduce woltf numbers sufficiently to bring about
an increase in the area’s deer population.

GMU 3 IM Operational Plan at L.

As an experiment the proposals beg the question. The logic is circular, "The proposal has conflicting
goals: to find out whether the project would work, and at the same time to find out whether we can
find out whether the project would work. How will we know if wolf control can reallocate deer
mortality, if we don’t know whether population estimation techniques can measure their
effectiveness? If the estimation techniques fail, how will we know? How would we know if the
estimation techniques are actually measuring program effectiveness, or if results reflect some other
factor? The proposal needs to be further developed to have scientific integrity as an experiment. If
we are going to do this, lets do it right.

The proposed method of hiring trappers is imprecise and messy at best. It may not be feasible to just
go out and trap a specilic number of wolves. This approach will be especially messy in the
experimental context, because the quality of information gathered would be questionable. We would
greatly prefer ADIF&G staff do actual implementation. Again, if we are going to do this, we’d better
cross all our Ts and do it by the book,
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Bear predation of deer works against feasibility of the proposal. Most obviously, wolf control may not
be effective in increasing deer populations if bear predation is the larger factor, or if bear predation
would increase to replace previous wolf predation. The bear issue also greatly undermines feasibility
of gathering reliable experimental data. Bear predation on deer is not very well understood, and is
not monitored in any detailed way, so whatever conclusions could be drawn from the proposed wolt-
killing experiment would be confounded by uncertainty on the bear factor. A better approach would
be to first gather more information on bear predation in these areas, so that this factor can be
addressed in a scientific way.

It it were feasible that one or two trappers could greatly increase the deer population, then there
should be other ways to gather than information. Trapping is a long tradition, as is deer hunting.
Have there been reported instances — even anecdotal ones — of trappers causing the deer
population to increase because of trapping effort? 1 have heard stories like that in the interior, but
never in Southeast. It would be much cheaper and more feasible to invest funds in monitoring deer
and wolf populations in areas that are known to have extensive trapping,

"The financial costs of this endeavor need to be carefully considered. T'hese proposals would obligate
the State to pay costs of killing wolves, monitoring results, and policing the endeavor. It is unclear
how much it will cost, either is absolute terms, or in terms of the cost per-wolf killed and per-deer
saved. Please also look at the long-term costs. If we start down this road, will we have to continue on
it? And if so, are the long-term benefits worth the costs? In our opinion, when

The proposal is not a “recognized” management technique. It is experimental. A program like this
has never been done here before, at least not in an experimental context. There are a multiplicity of
factors in play — habitat loss, climate change, changing human population patterns, and complex
predator-prey dynamics— all of which are integral, and few of which are very well understood. The
lack of experience and uncertainty regarding utility of the proposal should factor into the cost-benefit
analysis.

Please remember that the Alexander Archipelago Wolt'is a different critter from the Grey Wolf
tound in the interior, and on the mainland of the lower 48 and Canada. Physically and behaviorally
they are not the same. The landscape of Southeast Alaska, a coastal temperate rainforest, is also
radically different. The wolves’ prey, Sitka Blacktail deer, are a very different animal than the
caribou and moose found elsewhere in Alaska.

The small areas targeted are another concern with regard to feasibility. Wolves can be an extremely
mobile critter, so when removed from one area other wolves and wolf packs would be expected to
move in. It is hard to imagine how a one-time effort could succeed.

Unreported and illegal hunting/ trapping could confound the dataset generated by the proposed
experiment, making it difficult or impossible to draw conclusions whether the 1-2 hired trappers have
made a difference. Avalalble information suggests there are roughly equal amounts legal and illegal
wolf harvest in Southeast. Unless the Board also prohibits hunting and trapping in the project area,
there will be no way to control the experiment. To present one hypothetical, lets suppose the hired
trapper actually does take 80% of the wolf population, and that the deer population rebounds. But
also suppose some other hunter or trapper happened to take the remaining 20% as well. In that
situation, we would draw the erroneous conclusion that an 80% reduction caused the observed
effect, when in reality it was the consequence of 100% extirpation.
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Of even more concern, we would have inadvertently eliminated wolves from the area, which could
have extremely negative effects.

Wolf viability and sustained yield

For several different reasons, it is critical that the Board carefully consider the project’s impact on
wolf populations, in light of the need to assure they are viable and sustainable. The board has the
non-discretionary duty no manage wolves for sustainability. Article VIII, §4 of the Alaska
constitution requires that wolves be managed on a sustained yield basis, which necessary requires a
viable population be sustained. See West v. State, 248 P.3d 689, 701 {Alaska 2010} It is the Board's
constitutional and statutory duty to apply principles of sustained yield when it adopts predator
control plans; this is not a policy question subject to Board discretion.”).

Article VI aside there are good reasons to protect wolf populations, Wolves are an important
subsistence species in their own right (albeit not nearly so important as deer;, so fall under the
protection of both Federal (ie, ANILCA} and State subsistence law. Wolves are also protected by
federal environmental laws such as NI'MA, which requires land managers like USI'S to assure viahle
and well-distributed populations. See 36 CIR 219.19 (1982).! Petitions to list the Alexander
Archipelago wolf under the Endangered Species Act have been submitted several times, and these
petitions have merit. A petition in the late 1990s was dismissed only on the basis that the Tongass
land management plan’s “conservation strategy’” would protect wolves. Since that time the State and
Forest Service have relentlessly sought to weaken the conservation strategy, and this proposal calls
that earlier assumption even more into question. The conservation strategy certainly didn’t
anticipate wolf eradication efforts such as are proposed. To the contrary, as stated in the recent
Tonka FEIS (and as reflected in the LISs for the 1998 and 2008 IForest Plans), the Petershurg Salt
Chuck Wilderness is designated as a reserve area for wolves that is supposed to act as a source of
dispersing wolves. Obviously it could no longer fill that tunction if the Board targets those wolves for
predator control. Ironically, in an effort to reduce wolf numbers the Board inadvertently could cause
an ESA listing, which would make future wolf control (and even wolf hunting and trapping) illegal
under Federal law. Nobody wants that.

Reducing wolf populations by 80% (or more} in these areas would be a major blow to wolf viability.
Concern for wolves primarily relates to of long-term declines in deer populations, which
fundamentally result from logging. The problem in that context has been that land management has
been targeted to leave only enough deer for wolves, but not enough for deer and human hunters.
This proposal indicates that when push comes to shove, the State of Alaska will exterminate wolves
hefore it will stop degrading habitat or restrict hunting. Predator control could mask what is a long-
term problem, resulting in even more habitat loss and future declines in both deer and wolf
populations.

We are concerned that an attempt to harvest 80% of the area wolves could accidentally result in
100% harvest, Experience has shown that 1s certainly possible. Given the imprecision of population
numbers, it would not be possible to know how many wolves are 80% of them. That big problem
aside, all the incentives for the trapper who is hired would be to harvest as many wolves as possible,
even beyond a quota. Why not? Once you are there and trapping wolves, why not get as many pelts

' The 2008 Tongass Forest Plan was adopted under the 1982 regulations, and explicitly incorporates
the viability rule, so the 1982 NIMA regulations continue to apply on the Tongass.
5
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as you can? Would the trappers who are hired have to sacrifice their own Article VIII constitutional
right to trap and hunt? What of other trappers and hunters? With the project areas targeted by
timber sales, it 1s foreseeable that they will see increased trapping and hunting effort. These problems
aside, even with the best efforts of a hired trapper to get a certain number and no external factors, it
would be very easy to over-succeed.

The proposal only targets a select area, so obviously there is lots of other land for wolves to roam.
Yet many of these other places have degraded habitat and low deer numbers. Long-term, there is
concern, Ironically, the Wilderness area that is included in the proposed treatment is viewed as a
habitat refuge, which assures long-term wolf viability in this area. Because the assumption is that the
area will retain wolf packs and send out dispersing wolves, habitat is being even more severely
degraded with the Tonka timber sale, The proposed IM wolf kill program throws a wrench in the
gears of that conservation strategy.

Our concern for wolf sustainability is compounded by the observation that the Forest Service and
State have not been implementing the interagency wolf management program that is envisioned in
the Tongass I'orest Plan. Under the 2008 Tongass I'orest Plan the State is empowered to play an
active role in monitoring and managing wolf populations, but the State has neglected this role. The
State and Forest Service inevitably need to implement an integrated strategy to manage deer and
wolves. Currently however they are working at cross-purposes and without common understanding
or common strategy.

The Governor’s “One-Voice” policy undermines the scientific basis for the proposal.
We've gained a great deal of respect for ADF&G biologists over the years. A wonderful thing about
the agency is that it enables high-quality scientists to establish deep expertise in particular areas, over
periods of many years. Their physical presence in rural Alaska earns our respect, and their open-
door temperamert earns our trust. ADI&G employs the current foremost expert on the Alexander
Archipelago wollf, and other individuals who have done extensive research. From that perspective,
the State is well-positioned to do good work managing our wildlife.

Notwithstanding our great respect for and trust of field biologists, we are concerned that the
Governor’s one-voice policy has poisoned the well of scientific knowledge coming out of ADF&G. It
1s hard to know what to make of ADF&G recommendations where they are subject to censorship
and manipulation from political appointees. If they saw a concern for long-term sustainability, would
that opinion be freely shared with the Board (and the public}, or would the Governor’s office strike
that opinion because it would undermine the State’s position on the A.A. Wolf ESA petition? We
have seen this dynamic play out repeatedly in the last several years in the context of ADI'&G review
of USI'S timber sales. The recent Logjam and Tonka timber sales are good examples of political
interference with area biologist statements and conclusions. On the Tonka sale, for example, the
knowledgeable ADT&G biologist commented that the proposed clearcutting posed a concern tor the
long-term viability of wolf populations. Subsequently, after DNR and other Governor-appointed
stafl got involved, that scientific opinion was retracted, even while the biologist stated he stood by his
opinion. Worse, the State then actively prevented the Forest Service from publishing any statements
attributed to individual ADIF&G employees. Another example are the interagency (USES/ ADF&G)
wolf management plan meetings, where the most knowledgeable ADI'&G scientists were not
included because their scientific conclusions had not been adequately pre-cleared by the political
MAanagers.
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Given the Board’s limited power over this factor, it is important at this phase for the Board to
carefully inquire with ADI'&G stafl and experts to gain a correct understanding of the facts, and of
the range of scientific opinion. Because a decision like this requires full public disclosure and
involvement, if the Governor wants to pursue predator control then he should explicitly release his
employees to offer their scientific opinions to the Board, without fear of reprisal and without pre-
clearance by political appointees. The poacher Mr. Rossi is gone, at least, but the underlying attitude
and policies that resulted in that debacle remain in place.

Cascadia will never be Zappy to see a wolf killed in the name of predator control, but we are willing to
put emotions to the side where objective, ecological science points us in a different direction. Please
appreciate that is only possible for people on different emotional sides of the issue to accept scientific
conclusions where they are totally transparent and subject to peer review, In the interest of moving
beyond the pointless yelling-past-each-other predator control debates of the past, the Board should
demand from the Governor that he leave science to sclentists, and remove the political barriers to a
free marketplace of ideas.

Thank you for thoughtfully considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Galbriel Scott, Alaska TMield Director
Cascadia Wildlands

POB 853

Cordova AK 99574

(9077 491-0856

ascottid@casewild.org

~T
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P. O. Box 220047
Anchorage, AK 99522
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www.akbowhunters.com
akbowhunters@gci.net

ATTN: Board of Game Comments
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Board Support Section
PO Box 115526
Juneau, AK 99811-5526
Fax 907-465-6094

Please accept the following comments from the Alaskan
Bowhunters Association for the Southcentral Region Board of
(Game meetings scheduled for Kenai March 15-19, 2013

as an alternative to erther shortening the season or reducing
the bag limit. This is worth considering only if ADF&G
believes that harvest of black bear in unit 6 must be further
restricted. It can be difficult to tell a black bear boar from a
sow in the field. But it can be done most of the time. It would
be a valuable lesson to increase hunters paying attention to sex
of an animal before shooting. It might be difficult to enforce.
However ethical hunters would comply with the regulation. It
should reduce the take of sows and increase the take of boars,
which in the long run will enhance the bear population (since
boars may kill cubs).

Proposals # 136-139 regarding 14C sheep-Take NO

Action: There has been significant reduction in the sheep
population in unit 14C. There should be an area wide review
of sheep populations and management in this area. If there is
a need to reduce the harvest we would recommend giving
more archery permits and fewer firearms permits. This would
reduce the harvest while not restricting the opportunity to
hunt. There 1s a long history of archery hunting for sheep in

Dedicated To Fostering And Perpetnating Fair Chase Hunting With The Bow & Arrow
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The Alaskan Bowhunters Association, Inc.

P. O. Box 220047
Anchorage, AK 99522
907-929-3600 Fax 907-334-9691
www.akbowhunters.com
akbownuniersi@gcinet

unit 14C with a very low success rate for bowhunters. In spite
of this low harvest rate, these archery hunts are very popular
as indicated by the number of applicants for the archery
permits. In the past the Alaskan Bowhunters Association has
made proposals for increasing the number of archery permits
but restricting the archery take to full curl only. We have also
made proposals for an archery hunt before the regular fircarms
permit hunts. This would have a low harvest rate but would
alert the sheep before the rifle hunters came into the
mountains so the rifle success rate might also be reduced to
the benefit of the sheep population while not reducing hunter
opportunity. The point is that a thorough review of the sheep
management in unit 14C (and the rest of Alaska sheep areas as
well) would be appropriate. We recommend a sheep sub
committee with all stakeholders represented be established to
review the statewide sheep situation and take action next year.

Proposal 140 — Support with amendments: The
winter of 2011/2012 caused a very high mortality on much of
umt 8. This was verified but multiple reports of very low
sightings of deer and low hunter success rates. We would
recommend reducing the bag limit to two bucks only for both
residents and nonresidents. With the current very low deer
populations most hunters will hunt hard to take one buck.
However, It is a long way to travel for most hunters to go to
Kodiak. If they come from the lower 48 and have booked a
7day hunt, it would be nice if they could take a second buck if
a larger buck showed up. Eliminating harvest of does should
allow the deer population to rebound more rapidly and restore
good hunting for everyone. Secondly we recommend Season
dates from August 1 through November 30®. The harvest of
deer when they have been driven to the beaches by snow in
December has the potential to totally wipe out already low
populations. In the past ADF&G has argued that large
numbers of deer could not survive all winter on the beaches in
heavy snow years. Therefore they should be maximally
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907-929-3600 Fax 907-334-9691
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harvested when the winters are tough. That may be truc when
there are high numbers of deer on summer range. However
when you already have 90% loss of deer then the 10% that are
left would have less competition for the available food on the
beaches so they would be more likely to survive.

Proposal 142 — OPPOSE: This is a bad regulation that
serves no purpose except to make things more difficult for
ethical hunters. There has been no evidence that wounded
goats which are not recovered have ever been a biologic
problem. The very organization that in the previous proposal
recommended increasing the bag limit for goats to two is
making this proposal on “ethical” grounds, not on any
evidence of harm to a population by wounding loss. The
Board should request concrete evidence of any past
“emergency closures” caused specifically by wounded and
lost goats. The Alaskan Bowhunters Association would
support this regulation with the word “mortally” inserted in
front of wounded. This leaves the decision of the seriousness
of a wound up to the hunter. The ethical hunter will make the
right choice. Please do not promulgate the bad regulations
that already apply to bear to extend to goats or any other big
game animals.

Proposals 154, 155, 156 - Support: We agree that, in
areas where the Board determines that there needs to be an
increased harvest of brown bear, taking of brown bear at bait
sites is a reasonable thing to allow. The Board has already
approved this in several other areas of the state. The only
decision should be if the Board wishes to have an increased
harvest of brown bear.

most hunters, even if it has a poor summer coat. Incidental
take of wolves by sportsmen seeking other species has never
impacted the overall wolf population. The State receives
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significant income from selling wolf tags to nonresident
sportsmen. This is the same proposal by the same individual
that was rejected by the Board at Sitka (prop #20) and Wasilla
(prop# 121) earlier this year. It should be rejected at this
meeting for the same reasons.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments on these

proposals.

ice-president The Alaskan Bowhunters

Sincerely, -

Associatfon
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~ Atn:Board of Game Comments ~~~ ~ March 1,2013
- Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game S S
-~ Board Support Section
- 'PO Box115526 | .
~Juneau, AK99811-5526 ==
- Fax:907-465-6094

1 would like to submit the following personal comments to the Board of
~ Game for consideration at their Southcentral Meetmg in Kenal :
_ scheduled for March 15 19

o .Pronosal # 40 Strongly Support The winter of 2011/2012
- caused devastating mortality of deer on much of Kodiak Island. I was
~one of the first hunters to notice such a severe drop in population that I
- felt moved to write a letter calling for emergency reduction in the bag
- limit and shortening of the season. (See the attached letter dated
~ August 29,2012.) There have subsequently been many reports of poor
* hunting due to low deer populations over much of Unit 8. Until deer
populations rebound I believe that there should be a marked reduction _
in harvest of does and a shortening of the season. My recommendation |
. “would be a two bucks (only) season limit for both residents and non-
- residents. I would also recommend shortening the general hunting
- .season by closing it the 15t of December. December snowstorms can
push the few remaining deer to the beaches where they are
- concentrated and appear to be plentiful. High harvest rates in
- December can dramatically slow the regrowth of the deer population.
~ Note that these changes in the general hunting season would not affect
~the federal subsistence hunts (they should also markedly reduce
harvest levels as long term good management but probably won’t). Asa
result there will still be substantial winter harvest of deer 1nclud1ng
. does by sub51stence hunters | L |
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justification for this proposal. Many things may affect goat populations,
but wounding loss mortality has never been shown to have a
meaningful influence on goat populations. The goat population on
Kodiak is expanding (see proposal #41 by this same group). To my
knowledge, there has never been an “emergency closure” due to
wounding loss mortality. This is a “feel good” regulation promulgated
by guides and closet anti-hunters. It discriminates against ethical
hunters and does nothing to regulate the behavior of unethical hunters.
Itis the type of regulation in effect in Africa, Europe and high fence
hunting preserves where landowners “own” the individual game
animals as well. They wish to maximize their profit by in some cases
charging double or more for a “wounded” animal. This type of
regulation has never been part of the North American Model of Big
Game Conservation. There is no evidence that this type of regulation,
which has been applied to bear in six units of Alaska and Elk on
Afognak, has ever made any improvement in game populations.

This issue goes back many years and recently (at your Sitka meeting)
even the APHA who originally supported the regulation asked for it to
be rescinded in unit 4.

Itis important to emphasize that [ am not encouraging wounding of
animals. I support this regulation if it includes the word “mortally” in
front of wounded. For further information I have submitted an article
that I wrote and was published in Bow and Arrow Hunting Magazine ,
the June/July issue 2007 page 40.

Thank you for your consideration of nmy comments,

John D. “fack” Frost
R/ §
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August 29, 2012

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

From: John Frost MD, Legislative Vice President of Alaskan Bowhunters Association
Subject: Serious winter kill of Sitka Blacktail deer on at least part of Kodiak Island

“lam seriously concerned with the population of deer on Kodiak Isiand and believe that the Alaska

. Department of Fish and Game and the Board of Game should be looking very seriously at the situation

and strongly consider an emergency reduction of the bag limit and shortening of the season for deer on

“Kodiak 1sland. There was apparently a hzgh mortallty asa resuit of the deep shows and pro!onged cold
"-of this iast winter 2011/12 : - :

| have hunted deer on Kodiak Island essentially every year since 1986. 1 have spent a minimum of one
‘week but many years two or even three weeks in August and or September on Kodiak hunting deer by
" myself and with friends. tfly my own piper cub on floats and generally fly spotting deer at least some of
' the time and spend the rest of the time on the ground actually hunting. My hunting and area of
ebservation has generally been south and west of a Ime from the head of Uyak Bay to the head of Three
Samts Bay : : . . . L .

: I__have just returned from a five day hunt during which time | flew a total of five or six hours of actual
- scouting (deer survey) involving areas on Sitkinak Island, Afiulik Penninsula, Olga Bay region and Anvil

Lake/Grant's Lagoon. This was not a scientific grid survey. However, | specifically flew areas where |

_have routinely seen and hunted deer in the past. | tried very hard to find deer for my own selfish desire

to hunt them. this time of year the deer are red and in good light show up well against the green

~tundra, The areas that | hunt have very little brush I flew on days W|th gcod sunhght and at tlme of the .
day when | wouid have expected to see deer : : :

{ was shocked and saddened by how few deer | saw. | know that this last winter was a record for

~snowfallin Anchorage and that Kodiak had severe cold in late 2011 followed by heavy snows and a late
- cold spring. | expected to see some wmter mortallty Nevertheiess J saw so few deer that | have been
. prompted to write thls report. : : : :

Last year hunting on Sitkinak Island on one day | saw in excess of 70 deer. This year | flew the east part

~of Sitkinak Island and saw three deer in about thirty minutes with good light and on areas where there
-should have been lots of deer ViSIb|e from the air. | d|d not bother to Iand and hunt because of so few
deer. : '

-Most of the Aliulik Pennsuia has very few deer compared to prior years. There are a few deer here and
there and | did see two different does that had twin fawns as well as a few does with single fawns. That

was at least a little encouragement. | looked not only on the flats but also on the mountains where
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typically | ook for the more mature bucks. There just are not many deer in that area. The same was
true of the Olga lakes area and Grants Lagoon area.

I do not claim that my survey is scientific and | hope that | missed seeing some deer that were there.
However, | was looking hard for deer with a survey tool {Piper Super Cub) and 25+ years experience
hunting deer in the summer on Kodiak.

| believe that for the sake of protecting the remaining deer on Kodiak Island and enhancing the recovery
of the deer herd from this devastating winter that ADF&G and the Board of Game should be pro-active
and declare an emergency reduction in the bag limit and shorten the deer hunting season on Kodiak this
year. This should be done by emergency regulations effective immediately.

My suggestion would be a reduction in the bag limit to two deer and closure of the season November
30th instead of December 31st.

This reduction in bag limit and season length would show that ADF&G and the Board of Game are paying
attention and taking some action. It would allow hunting to continue and not totally disrupt hunters
who already have hunts scheduled, air taxis, charter boat operators, sporting goods businesses and
others whose livelihoods revolve around deer hunting. However it would let hunters know NOT to
expect great hunting this year. (I can promise that many hunters of deer on Kodiak will be very
disappointed with their hunts this year.) The restrictions that | have suggested will protect some deer
and allow a more rapid recovery of the deer herd for better hunting in the years to come. It would be
especially disastrous if there is a heavy snow fall in December this year and the few remaining deer are
driven to the beaches in December and are killed there by late season hunters. Because there are few
deer left, those that are still there have a better chance of survival because there will be less
competition for food on the beaches.

It may be that ADF&G in their wisdom knows that my concerns are only localized and do not reflect the
situation in ali of unit 8. | certainly hope that is true. | was sufficiently alarmed by what | witnessed to
take the time to write this report and bring the situation to the attention of ADF&G and the Board of
Game. | do know that when the King Salmon returns are markedly reduced the Board of Fish acts
quickly to modify their regulations. For the good of the Kodiak deer and future deer hunting | believe it
is critical that this situation be reviewed. Possibly even more severe restrictions are in order.

Thanks for your consideration,

John Frost MD

4100 Lake Otis Parkway
Anchorage, AK 99508
jdfrostmd@gci.net

cell phone 907-360-1301
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Join me on a few hunts |
that we all wish had

turned out differently.

i, cocmber, late archery

¥ season with 4 inches of

E snow on the ground; the

# 0ld doe slips cautiously
past your treestand. She
has hved through several archery and
_ﬁrcarms seasons and is constantly alert.
You draw as she walks behind an
evergieen tree. She stops, broadside,

- alert at 20 vards. At your shot, she

bounds off and you believe you clearly
se€ your arow go over her. Later,
when you get down to tetrieve your
arrow, you find some cut back hair in
her tracks and a smear of blood on the
fletching of your arrow. You follow her
tracks in the snow and over the first

100 yards, find about a dozen drops of

blood and then nothmg more. Aﬁer

03/01/2013 17:34

slightly toward you. Your arrow hits
solid boire on his shoulder with a loud
“whack!” and you sce very littde
penetration. The bear wheels and
crashes off through the alders. After
waiting several hours and gerting back-
up help, you and the guide cautiously
follow the fairly good blood trail for
nearly a mile. Then, after the second
bed, there is no more blood and no
indication of which way the bear went.

Alaska in October, and a billy goat -

is lying broadside on a ledge. He is 45
range-found yards away and your shot
is a perfect double-lung hit. He staggers
to his feet and, with the incredible
toughness for which goats are known,
staggers neariyl 00 yards before plung-
ingoffa precipice and falling 1,000 feer

- into a glacial fiver befow He is washed
‘ away and never seen agam

In Afrlca, you aresitting ina
hide at a water hole, when'a %4, 000
(trophy fee) sabie comes in'to c‘zrmk It

“Sugetficx&i clem euts &@m hmadheads
are especially likely to heal with no
 residual mpm‘mem of the ammal”

| followzng her wa!kmg tracks for

another 200 yards, you find that she
is feeding on acorns.

The peak of the rut is November -
and, during this time when it is just

" getting dark, a nice buck comes by.

Wialking slowly, he passes within

15 yards. You shoot and hear a dull,
hollow “thunk” instead of the dlick of
an arrow hitting ribs. He humps up
and walks off stowly. Wisely, you wait
until the next morning to rrack him,
but it rains during the night and you
find no trail in the morning, Extensive
‘ground search over the next few days
fails to find the deer:

" It's Alaska in September, and you
are hunting brown bear in thick brush
on a satmon stream. A nice bear comes
splashing up the stream and draws
broadside at abourt 25 yards. “Shoot!”
your guide urgently whispers. As you
come 1o full draw, the bear wurns just

is mcredlbfe how qmckly he whn'!s at
the sound of the bowstring. Your
arrow then skirts by his brisket. There
is only blood on one blade and a
smear on one of the fletching, Your
PH and the government game tracker
say the animal is essentially unharmed,

| but you still owe the trophy fee,

Unfortunately, as much as we
hate to admit it, there are various sce-
narios where an animal is struck with
an arrow and not recovered. In The
Fort Ripley Wounding study done
10 years ago there was a 13 percent
un-recovered wounded rare, This is
actually a far lower rate than has been
reported by anti-hunting groups’
propaganda. It is not certain chat
any of those deer died. Some were
prébably lightly wounded and
survived. There are numerous stories
of aniimals being harvested with
completely healed arrow wounds

From a previous season.

Indeed wild animals suffer many
narural injuries in the notmal course
of rutting activiries: ﬁghtmg for
dominance or getting poked by a
barbed wire fence or a'sharp stick
while running through the woods.
Animals can, and do recover from
injuries. Superficial clean cuts from
broadheads are especially likely to heal
with no residual impairment of the
animal.

The National Bowhunter
Education Foundation teaches thar
recovery of woutided ammals isa
bowhunter’s most impoftarit résponsi-
bility. All serious, ethical bowhunters
that I know agree widh this belicf.
When an animal has becn hit, you
must do evcrythmg in your power
to retrieve it, :

However, as'in the axamples above,
there are times when the animal
escapes in spite of éverything that we
can do. These ‘examples may run the .

| entire range—from animals so lighdly

wounded that they are not affected in
any way, to animals clearly mormlly
wounded and lost.

Depending on whete you are.
hunting, laws, landowner or guide
rules, local customs and general
hunting echics may vary. Obviously
it is your responsibility to know and
observe all laws. This is not always
easy in foreign countries and states .
and, to some extent, you must rely on
what your guide telis you. However,
you are ultimately responsible.

If the local rules of your guide or
the landowner say that any animal on
which there is any sign of blood muist
be considered taken, then you must
know and abide by those rules. This is
generally the case in most of Africa
and Europe. Often times in those
countries, if you hit an animal, your
hunt is over and you pay the trophy
fee, regardless of whether the dnimal
is recovered or not. It is also gererally
the rule anywhere the animals are
consideted to be privately owned. It is
just good business if you can charge
two ot more hunters wophy fees on
the same animal. Also guides with

more interest in the fees to be
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generated from the hunt than with
your success are happy to quit early
and not have the work of caring for a
wophy if you wound an animal, This
may be shortsighted, as they may not
get much return business.

This generally has not been the
policy in North America. Here, we
are ethically encouraged to diligendy
continue attempting to recover any
animal believed o have been mortally
wounded. Ethical hunters will leave no
stone unturned to try to find an
animal that they have hit solidly in the
body cavity. Hunters will continue to
hunt for thar specific animal and will
not try to shoot another animal, even
after they have essentially given up all
hope of recovery. Hunters will finish
their season or hunt looking for that
animal. If on a guided hunt, hunters
will insist that their guides use every
means at their disposal to help find
the animal.

However, a lightly wounded or
nicked animal in North America is
another consideration. A 2-inch cut,
1/2-inch deep across an animal’s back
or brisker is nothing more than a
valuable lesson to an animal to pay
more attention when walking past a
treestand. An animal will be mote alers
and less likely to be harvested than if it
had never been shot at. A superficial
cut does not remove an animal from
the population and has no biologic
effect. Therefore, a superficially
wounded animal should not be
counted against a person’s bag limir.

Bowhunters, compared 10 gun
hunters, arcata disadvantage when it
comes to rules that say a wounded
animal must be considered to be
raken, regardless of how lightly it is
wounded. This is because we shoot at
short ranges with projectiles that we
can see fly, and that we usually recover
and inspect after we have shot. We are
therefore more likely ro know that we
have superficially wounded an animal
than is a rifle hunter who shoots at
longer ranges with an invisible
projectile that he never retrieves.

I a rifle hunter and his or her
guide watch an animal that has been
shot at run away without flinching or
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falling down, they may agree that cthe
hunter missed and not even go and
inspect where the animal was standing
when shot, or follow the escape route
searching for blood. It is my belief that
gun hunters unknowingly wound more
game than bowhunters. So the gun
hunter who doesn realize that he or
she has caused a superficial wound is
rewarded by being allowed to continue
to hunt, while the bowhunter who is
aware of the superficial wound must
stop hunting if that is the law or rule
of the guide.

Several yeats ago in Alaska, one

of our regulations was interpreted as

meaning that if you even disturbed

an animal while hunting you must
consider it taken and count it as parr
of your bag limit. This would have
meant that if you shot at eight ducks
sitting on a pond, killed one and the
other seven were disturbed and flew
away that you had “taken” all of them
and were in fact over your bag limit.
This clearly ridiculous interpretation
has been changed. But the Alaska
Professional Hunters Association is
currently lobbying to have it made the
law that any animal wounded must be
counted as “taken,” regardless of how
lightly 1t has been wounded.

This raises many concerns. Will
guides encourage hunters to ke
marginal shots? Will hunters refuse to
take reasonable shots and wait for only
absolutely certain shots? Does this put
the guide and the hunrer in a conflicted
situarion? If an anima) is hit, will the
guide give up too easily and say the
hunt is over? Can a guide call off a
hunt say, of a brown bear on the second
day of a ($12,000 for 10 days in the
field) hunt because a bear was slighdy
wounded, or does the hunter have the
right to demand to stay and continue

" to hunt for the specific bear that he

wounded? Under the Alaskan Guide
Regulations, a guide must use every

means at his disposal to attempt 1o

recover a wounded animal. Does this
mean that he must pull other assistane
guides and their clients in to help you
hunt for your wounded animal? Whae
if 2 hunter wounds an animal in this
seasof, cOunts it against his bag limit
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and then the following season kills the
same animal? Does it not count against

- his bag limit in the second season be-

cause he already tagged and paid for it
in the first season?

There may be no absolute answers
to some of these questions. Reasonable
guides and reasonable hunters should
be able to agree on the proper ethical
decision to make in the vast tnajority
of circumstances. When hunting alone
you are honor bound to make the
appropriate ethical and legal decision.
1 believe that some room must be left
in the law for hunters to make some of
their own decisions. When laws try to
force ethics, no real good is served.
Ethical, law-abiding hunters may be
forced 1o quit hunting because they
have drawn a few drops of blood from
an animal. Meanwhile, unethical
hunters may continue to wound
animals and not bother to follow-up.
They may just continue to hunt
because, in reality, the chance of
enforcing these types of regulations is
very difficult.

Finally, it is imporrant to say that 1
am in no way advocating or endorsing
wounding animals. But, some animals
will inevitably be wounded and lost. If
they are mortally wounded they should
legally and ethically be counted against
your bag limit. If they are superficially
nicked they should dot be counted
against your bag limit, Yes; there will
atways be a gray arex: Biitis reatity,
that gray area is very Hatrow and it
should be left up to the conscience of
the hunter and his guide to determine
the right actions. You should discuss
these things with your guide before the
fact and hope that the above scenarios
never happen to you

Editor’s Note:

Without a doubs, Dr. Jack Frost is
one of the most experienced bowlhunters
living today. With a variety of
bowhunting accomplishmenss under his
belr, including taking the Jforst Grand
Stam on North American Wild Sheep
and the Noveh American Super Slam, be
is well respecied and renowned. We are
pleased o have bim report on this
important and controversial topie, ==
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THE STATE Department of Natural Resources

Of L Division of Parks & Owtdoor Recreation
Chugach State Park

X .\ - 18620 Seward Highway
GOVERNOR SEAN PARNELL Anchorage, AL 99516

Fhone: 207,345.5014

February, 28 2013

Attn: Board of Game

Alagka Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Secfion

P.O. Box 115526

Junean, AK 99811-5526

Dear Board of Game,

The following recommendations are respectfully provided for some of the proposed changes to
Southcentral Region hunting regulations currently under your consideration that may affect
Chugach State Park:

Proposals 133, 134 & 135 — The Park recommends adoption of all three of these
proposals that reauthorize the antlerless moose hunts in various areas within Chugach
State Park.

Proposal 137 — The Park opposes adoption of this proposal. The proposal would expand
Dall sheep hunting into areas of the park where the discharge of a firearm is specifically
prohibited by regulation (i.e., the South Fork Eagle River, Ram Valley and Suicide
Peaks). Within these proposed areas, a Special Park Use Permit would have to be applied
for, justified and then issued by Chugach State Park,

Proposal 138 — The Park opposes adoption of this proposal. The proposal would expand
Dall sheep hunting into areas of the park where the discharge of a firearm is specifically
prohibited by regulation (i.e., Rainbow Creek, McHugh Creek, Rabbit Creek, Campbell
Creeks and the South Fork Eagle River). Within these proposed areas, a Special Park
Use Permit would have to be applied for, justified and then issued by Chugach State
Park.

Proposal 139 — The Park opposes adoption of this proposal. The proposal would expand
Dall sheep hunting into an area of the park where the discharge of a firearm is
gpecifically prohibited by regulation (i.e., re-open Ram Valley as part of the DS123 Dall
sheep hunt). Within this proposed area, a Special Park Use Permit would have to be
applied for, justified and then issued by Chugach State Park.
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In each of the Proposals 137-138 there is a request that would involve hunting sheep in areas that
are currently closed by park regulation to the discharge of firearms. The areas closed to firearm
discharge are within the front range of Chugach State Park, where park visitation is greatest.
These areas are also more accessible to the public for sheep viewing. Presently, the only Special
Use Permits issued for the discharge of firearm by Chugach State Park are in support of ADF&G
Drawing Hunt DM666, which is the antlerless moose hunt that takes place within the Anchorage
Management Area of Unit 14(c). A justification for issuing these permits is due to Alaska
Department of Fish and Game’s (ADF&G) determination that the moose population is
responsible for habitat over-browsing and the desire to reduce human-wildlife conflicts as well
as the potential moose-vehicle collisions. Since this hunt is restricted to antlerfess moose, it does
not involve the taking of “trophy” animals which are highly valued for viewing, Through a
cooperative effort with ADF&G, several restrictions have been placed on the hunt to minimize
potential conflicts between hunting and non-hunting pursuits in higher use areas. These include
shotgun or muzzleloader only, the requirement of hunters to acquire hunter education and
muzzleloader certification, demonstration of shooting proficiency, the attendance of an
orientation class, daily notification requirement and limits to weekday hunting only.

Chugach State Park will continue to cooperatively work with ADF&G and the public, as has
been the case in the past, to evaluate specific hunt recommendations when they conflict with
park regulations in the statutory context of the legislation that established the parl.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

(\M@LQ

Tom Harrison
Superintendent
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February 28, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Section

P.0O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-907-465-6094

Dear Board Members:

| am strongly opposed Proposal 156 that would allow the killing of brown bears at
black bear bait stations in intensive management areas in Units 15A and 15C. |
urge you to vote “No” on this proposal.

Bear baiting is an archaic practice that habituates bears to human food and
garbage making them more likely to get into trouble around people. This is very
important especially in areas where we have high concentrations of people like
the Russian River ferry crossing, were food conditioned bears could pose a
threat to anglers and visitors and adjacent communities like Cooper Landing. It
is bad enough that the state allows black bears to be killed over bait. The
practice should not be extended to killing brown bears lured to bait stations.

Thirty-one other states have prohibited this unsporting method of killing
bears. Let's not make the practice even more unpalatable by allowing brown
bears to be killed over bai.

Thank you for considering my comments, please do not pass Proposal 156.
Sincerely,

Dave Bachrach

P.O. Box 2828
Homer, AK 99603
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February 28, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Secticon

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-207-465-6094

Dear Board Members:
| support and urge you to pass and adopt Proposal 172.

It is unethical and inhurmane to allow the Killing of wolves while the pups remain
dependent upon the pack. Also this has the potential to wipe out two or more
generations at once. Additionally, the loss of the pups is not counted in harvest
statistics, making accurate population estimates - and future management decisions -
problematic.

Allowing the take of wolves during pup season is not a sound scientific, biclogical,
ecological, or ethical method of managing this species.

Currently, hunting and trapping regulations in Southcentral are inconsistent. In some
areas wolves may be killed before November 1, while pups remain dependent on their
parents and the pack. In other areas hunting and trapping is legal after March 1, after
mating has occurred and females may be pregnant.

Allowing the hunting and trapping of wolves between March 1 and November 1 means
that two generations or more of a pack likely would be wiped out at once.

Dependent pups that do not survive are not counted, meaning that a
substantially greater number of wolves is lost than is reflected in harvest statistics. This
is unscientific and a very poor way to manage the wolf population.

Establishing a shorter, standardized season for wolves in Southcentral would have no
financial impact on hunters and trappers, because wolf pelts are usually not in prime
marketable condition before November.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Dave Bachrach

P.O. Box 2828
Homer, AK 99603



February 28, 2013

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Boards Support Secticon

P.O. Box 115526

Juneau, AK 99811-5526

Fax: 1-207-465-6094

Dear Board Members:

| strongly support and urge you to pass and adopt Proposals 173 and 174. Bear sharing
may be of some value to research scientists in a small controlled setting. However when
used by the general public it is indiscriminate, inhumane and should not be allowed
period.

Bear snaring is an extremely controversial method of Killing animals. The BOG tarnishes
Alaska's image for residents and non-residents alike by insisting on continuing its war on
predators. Bear snaring has never been allowed in Alaska since statehood until the BOG
approved an experimental program in 2008. Bear snharing should be banned in Alaska.

Because bear snharing is indiscriminate, females with dependent cubs and cubs
themselves are at risk. Bears have one of the lowest reproductive rates and it is for this
reason modern scientific management principles discourage the harvest of females.

Enforcement will be improbable, if not impossible for the Alaska State Troopers, who are
already stretched thin.

Bear sharing can pose dangers to other consumptive users, hikers and their pets who
may come upon a situation where one bear is caught while its siblings or mother remain
free in the area, creating the very real possibility of severe injuries or fatalities. The
baited traps also create food-conditioned bears, and animals which learn to associate
food with humans are a danger to our communities.

Bears have cultural, economic and biological importance to Alaskans.

Live bears have a very high value as a tourism draw and a source of revenue. They are
almost always cited as one of the "big three" species visitors come to Alaska to see.

Vote “Yes" on Proposals 173 and 174.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

Dave Bachrach

P.O. Box 2828
Homer, AK 99603
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| CHARTESR TOAT ASSOMATION
PO Box 2850, Valdez, Alaska 83686
WMembers of the Alaska Board of Game,

At a recent meeting of the Prince William Sound Charter Boat Assoaiaﬁon, members present voted
unanimously to suppert Proposal 130, a proposz| that promotes the harvesting of boar black bear in
Prince William Sound.

several of our members are Big Game Transporters and the concept, although untested, has the
potential to offer a minor restriction with a significant gain. We realize that identifying a boar versus a
sow is not easy, but we also feel it can be done a significant percentage of the time if hunters attempt to
hunt boars. Our members already encourage the harvest of boars and this regulation allows us to show
our clients that the State of Alaska alse supports this concept. We are optimistic that this regulation
would reduce the percentage the harvest of sow black bear by a measurable percentage and that over
time would improve the sow population thus providing more opportunity to hunters,

As you ate aware, black bear harvest in Unit 6D increased significantly with the opening of the road 10
Whittier - in the neighborhood of 100% increase. The jury is still out on whether this harvest ¢an be
sustained. We feel this is a perfect time to try this regulation and see if it will work. if it does, it may
prevent further restrictions on hunters in Unit 6D and will be an added tool in your boy of tools to
reduce/improve hunting oppottunities for all. We have watched the regulation changes you have made -
1o reduce bear populations in other units, why not try a regulation that has potential to improve hear
populations in a unit that has seen several restrictions to limit harvest. This proposal seems like a win,
Wwin to us.

Thank you for taking the time to read our letter and thank you for the service to all,

- Sincerely,
”T>“’?1/é> /Aégjzlffﬂ
Mel Grove
President
Prince William Sound Charter Boat Association

PO Box 2850
Valdez, AK 99686
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