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"An Act relating to hunting for mountain goat by nonresident hunters?
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PUBLISHDATE: 3/6/90 (a)

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Date: Agency Affected: Commerce & Economic Dav.
Title : An Act relating to hunting for 3RU . Occupational Licensing
mountain goat by nonresident hunters;

Sponsor: Senator Duncan Components :— <U1 .. -

Requestor: Senate Resource

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dol lars)
OPERATING FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 i o i
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

GENERAL FUND °

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL U 0 0 0 0 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS : (Attacha separate page ifnecessary)

The bill removes mountain goat from AS 16.05.407(a) thereby allowing non—
resident hunters to hunt mountain goat without being accompanied by a licensed
guide-outfitter. New funds are not required to implement this bill.

Preparedby * Jennifer Strickler. AdministrativeOf ficer phone: 465-2144
Division : Occupational Licensing _ \ | N /-
ti p!

Approved by Commissioner: Larry Merculieff lll Date: i i \
Agency: Commerce and Economic Developmen ft

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office ofManagement and Budget
Impacted Agerjcy(ies) PR, of
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STATE OF ALASKA "
1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:
Revision Dale:

Title; An act reTating to hunting

.,
M
BILLVERSION: _SB_
PUBLISHDATE: ~ 3/6/90 (b)

Agency£xCl: Fish anH r.al<»

BRUZWI -

for mountain goat by nonresidents

Lfe Conservation

Components--Wildlife Conservation

Sponsor: Senator Duncan------------
Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dol lars)
OPERATING FY 91 FY 92 FY 93

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0
REVENUE 65.0 65.0 70.0

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 0

FEDERAL FUNDS U

OTHER 0

TOTAL u 0 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0

PART-TIME 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 Q

ANALYSIS : (Attachasyarate page ifnecsssary)
No impact on FY 90.

Preparedby: w™* Bruce Dinneford
Division: Wildlife Conservation

Approved by Commissioner :
Agency: Departmpnt

Distributaion (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
mpacted Agency(iies)
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Introduced: 1/9/90 6-1879A )
Referred: Resources and Finance

BY SEN. DUNCAN

IN THE SENATE
SENATE BILL NO. 381
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to hunting for mountain goat by

nonresident hunters; and providing for an effective

date."
BE IT ENACTEDBY THE LEGISLATURE * < THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Sectionl. AS 16.05.407(a) isamended to read:

(a) It is unlawful for a nonresident to hunt, pursue, or take
brown bear, grizzly bear, [MOUNTAIN GOAT,] or sheep 1in this state,
unless personally accompanied by

(1) a person who is licensed as a guide-outfitter, class-A
assistant guide-outfitter, or assistant guide-outfitter by the Big
Game Commercial Services Board; or

(2) a resident over 19 years of age who 1is

(A) the spouse of the nonresident; or
(B) related to the nonresident, within and including
the second degree of kindred, by marriage or blood.

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect July 1, 1991.

SBO381a ul- B Bl
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BILL ANALYSIS Corrected Copy

OEPAKTMENT OtVISiON JHU. NUMBER SPONSOR

Fish and Game Wildlife Conservation SB 381 Senator Duncan
SCRT THLE OF 6ILL

An act relating to hunting for mountain goat by nonresident hunters
DEPARTMENT POSITION

Neutral A /) A
PREPARED BY
Bruce Dinneford “< .-.0 m S z m m L \Y
-' p— p—
SUMMARY
OTHER AGENCIES AFFECTED BY BILL CONSTITUENT QROUPISI AFFECTED BY B y .
Commerce and Economic Development Big Game Guide-outfitters
Tourism
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR BILL organizational opposition to bill
Opposed Alaska Professional Hunters

Association

FISCAL IMPACT: G NONE FISCAL NOTE ATTACHED
BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE INTENT

The requirement that all nonresident mountain goat hunters be accompanied by
a guide-outfitter (or relative within the second degree of kindred) was a
recommendation of the Task Force on Guiding and Game 1in January of 1989.
Additionally, it was an implication of HB 112/SB 140 during the 15th session
that mountain goat be added to Dali sheep and brown bear as species which
require guide-outfitters for nonresident hunters. (Cont. on pg 2)

ANALYSIS of biluprograu effects

In 1988, 320 nonresident goat tags were sold. Preliminary 1989 figures
indicate that 107 goat tags were sold. Thus, revenues to the state
associated with nonresident mountain goat hunting in 1988 was $79,625 for
tags and $19,056 for licenses, for a total of $93,681. By contrast, 1989

revenues were $26,750 (tags) and $6,420 (licenses), for a total of $33,170.
A loss®™ of $65,511 (64 percent) was experienced due to «ne reduction of
nonresident goat hunter effort in 1989. As this new requirement becomes more
accepted it is believed that the opposition to using a guide will diminish
and nonresident hunter effort will increase, but not to pre-1989 levels.

Whether or not mountain goat remain on the guide-outfitter required list will
net seriously affect the management of mountain goats in Alaska.

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED

NONE

niasz ATTACH A HSPAJIATE SMETT FO* ADOTTKWAL COgBS fn « A*ALYS5a
01=009 m— 12/83)



BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE INTENT CONT.

Mountain goat was recommended for inclusion to this
precipitous terrain they occupy and the danger associated

species.

list because of the
in hunting this
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Tide:  President of Juneau Archery Club, Inc.
Alaskan Bowhunters - Southeast Director
National FieldArchery Association (NFAA)- Advisor to the Bowhunter and Conservation

Committee
Pass out ABA Magazine ( inside cover back page) Membership application

The Alaskan Bowhunters Association is an organization which was established to foster ana
perpetuate fair chase hunting with bow and arrow in the state of Alaska. Members in that
organization have a responsibility to maintain a sportsmanlike image of the highest order. The
ABA and other concerned citizen would like to present this petition with a list of signatures. Their
signatures represent a statement of concem: 413 Signatures

The ABA have the followving concems:

1 Legislation in 1989, which ended with putting Goats on the Guides list did not receive proper
public comment.

2. CGoats were added to the Guides list in order t help protect the Guide Industry in case of
possible unconstitulational cnallenges in court.

3. Because of pressure bv the Guide Industry toadd the species for momtary reasons.

I have a strong interest in supporting SB 361 for a number of reasons”

D) Xt believe the process followed in the passage of Goat legislation in 1989 was a wrongful
act Coatswere added toH B 112 at th end of the 1989 session after most of the public testimony
had already taken place  The Alaska Outdoor Counsel stated they testified in favor of the Bill prior
o the addition of the Goat addendum The major testimony took place in Fairbanks The Goat
addendum was added in Resources in the Senate later in the session.

Iam not a person who has a history of being concerned with the passage of legislation e
always beiieveo the best interest of the public will be represented Ibelieve in this case a selfish
and financial interest has prevailed. Guides have an opportunity for financial gain at the expense
of public input and due process and that is not right 1am aware of no public input at the local
level inJuneau or for that matter around the state, other than on the part of the Guides, who
included proposal The Local Fish and Game Advisory Board made no recommendation as to 3ny
proposal placing Goats on the Guide st

I) Our research uf reconmendations by the Attorney Generals office indicated a major concern
for the Guide Industry in Alaska on constitutional grounds We share the opinions of Norm
Gorsuch in 1983 and Steve White on the topic.

We believe Alaska™s actions are unconstitutional in requiring a Guide t hunt on Alaska Land.  Mr.
Gorsuch pointed out several reasons for his opinion. ( Distribute a copy)

Why Sheep and Not Goats™?

Why Relatives and Not Friends?

Why Nut all Big Game Animals ( Same Bear Dangers- Same Weather)?



ill. We believe the placement of Goats on the list was an effort to make the total program more
defensible in court at the expense of residence and non-residence and infavor of a Monitary

Modivated Guide Industry.

We have some other questions:
** "t the hunting land in Alaska mostly Federal Supported Land- Many Non resident tax

dollars are used for management Aren Tthey being asked to pay twice.

** Aren"t several of the Guides in Alaska Non-residence part of the year or even most of
theyear. Where are they spending the Alasxa monies being lost because of tis hill.

** How many Guides are going to be ahle toclimb the Goat resident mountains inAlaska or
3re they going to hire inexperienced resident at d non-resident apprentice guides.

** Issafety really ar issue0 Has it ever been an issue0 What data is available 1
support such a statement. How many Goat hunters have fallen from a Mountain to their death
since Statehood.  How many Photograpers have , Hikers, etc.. Could a Guide stop a person
from falling anyway?

We believe hiring a Guide should be a matter of choice and not a requirement!  The Department of
Fish and Game can regulate harvest quotas, through their management programs.

Page 4 in the Springo f!1989 /wascontactedby fir. Jerry Kersky, Bowhunter end Foundere f
the MontanaBowhunters Association. He wanted to Hunt Boats in the Juneau area.  /huntedE kk
w ith him in Montanain 1988. Weplannedan exchange hunt. M r Karskyhas a Il the Sowhunting
s k illandexperience ofanv Bowhunter or guide in this country. /informedM r Karsky o f the
new legislation. Hemadeseveralphonearoundthe state Hotone pish andGameperson contacted,
knew o fthe legislation, even after it was signedby the Governor id like to make three points
from this story

A) The Public and a key Division in this State was not involved or informed.

5) Mr. Karsky dio not hunt Goats inAlaska, because he would not pay for guide fees.
This was lost revenue toAlaska businesses.

C) There are hunters ali over the country with contacts inAlaska and the skill necessary
to accomplish a safe and cost effective hunt without the need for quides.

s been my experience after 10 yec"s of hunting in Southeast Alaska, the most dangerous aspect
of hunting isnot climbing the mountain, 'sgoing and returning on the water or by air.  There
are far more Coast Guard reports of humters®™ inwvolved iIn dangerous and fatal water/ air
encounters, than from falling off a mountain. Climbing a mountain is dangerous, but it is
usual ly predictable and danger is usual ly resolved without public notice.

Iif the number of Goats in Alaska is a concern or a point of arguement than I strongly recommend
the closing of Goat Hunting during the year, when snow has caused the Goat population to move
within rifledistance of waterways inAlaska. Ihave knowledge of many Goats killed each year by
hunters being able to reach their Goat without leaving their Boats or by climbing only a short
distance. Snow brings Goats owater lewel each year and accounts for many of the easy Goat kills

I appreciate the opportunity to speak and |1 request the support of S.B 381
and future use of wide local F"sh and Game Advisory groups.
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March 24, 1988

SUBJECT; Constitutionality of statutes requiring guides
for nonresident hunters and requiring guides
to be residents

TO; Representative Adelheid Herrmann
Co-Chair, House Resources Committee

FROM: Edward H. Hein
Legislative Counsel

You have asked whether state statutes that require non-
resident big game hunters to be accompanied by a guide and
that require guides to be residents are constitutional.

Under AS 16.05.407, a nonresident who wishes to hunt brown
bear, grizzly bear, or sheep must be accompanied by a Ii-
censed guide or by a resident relative. The question is
whether this statute violates the Equal Protection Clause of
the Alaska Constitution, Article 1, section 1. That section
provides, in part, that "all persons are equal and entitled
to equal rights, opportunities, and protection under the
law ."

The test of constitutionality under this section is whether
the discrimination against nonresidents substantially fur-
thers a legitimate goal of the state, which then must be
balanced against the nature of the nonresident's interest or
right involved. State v. Erickson, 574 P.2d 1, 12 (Alaska
1978). The goals of the state in requiring guides for non-
residents are not stated in the statute, but arguably are
hunter safety and enforcement oj game laws. These are
legitimate state objectives.

The next question is whether the discrimination against most
nonresidents substantially furthers these objectives. It is
reasonable to conclude that nonresident hunters, on the
whole, are less familiar with Alaska's terrain and weather
conditions than residents are. Nonresidents may also be
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unfamiliar with specific hunting techniques for hunting
Alaskan animals, such as the brown bear and dall sheep.
Therefore, requiring nonresident hunters to be accompanied
by licensed guides is a rational means of protecting their
safety. Requiring guides also helps ensure that
nonresidents comply with state game laws, particularly since
guides are required by law to report violations committed by
their clients. But the statutory scheme is flawed, from a
constitutional standpoint, in at least two ways.

First, the statute makes an exception for nonresident
hunters who are accompanied by a resident who is 20 years of
age or older and related within the second degree of kin-
ship. Substituting a resident in place of a licensed guide
is not even rationally related to the goal of protecting the
nonresident hunter's safety. As one court has stated, this
kind of exception is "impossible to reconcile with the
theory of safety unless one indulges in the violent pre-
sumption that mere residence in this State makes a com-
petent, knowing guide."” Schakel v. State, 513 P .2d 412
(Wyoming 1973). It may be that a close relative will be
more concerned than another resident for protecting the non-
resident, but this does not make the resident relative any
more qualified to accompany big game hunters than other
residents who are not licensed guides. Second, the list of
big game animals for which the nonresident must be
accompanied is not complete. Although it covers bears and
sheep, it omits goats, moose, and caribou — animals
frequently hunted by nonresidents.

These two flaws in the statute make it vulnerable to

constitutional challenge. In particular, the exception for
resident relatives is probably unconstitixtional. Amending
these aspects of the statute would make it more defensible.

The second statute is AS 08.54.210(a)(3) and (6), which make
it unlawful for a person to guide without a guide license
and a resident hunting license. The effect is to exclude
nonresidents from engaging in the business of guiding in the
state. This residency requirement is in violation of the
Privileges and Immunities Clause of the United States
Constitution. The Attorney General has so advised the
Department of Commerce and Economic Development and has
directed that the requirement not be enforced. The
requirement has been removed in various versions of SB 191.
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Article IV, section 2 of the United States Constitution pro-
vides, in relevant part, that "The citizens cf each state
should be entitled to all privileges and immunities of
citizens in the several states.” In line with this purpose,
the Court has said that the clause protects fundamental
interests -- "those that bear on the vitality of the Nation
as a single entity." Baldwin v. Montana Fish and Game Com-
mission, 56 L.Ed.2d 354, 365 (1978). One of the most funda-
mental interests protected by the Privileges and Immunities
Clause is the right to pursue a common calling, ply a trade,
or do business in another state. Supreme Court of New
Hampshire v. Piper, 84 L.Ed.2d 205 (1985); Toomer v.

W itsell, 92 L.Ea. 1460, 1471 (1948). A nonresident's
interest in engaging in the business of big game guiding in
Alaska is such a fundamental interest and, therefore, is
protected by the Privileges and Immunities Clause.

To discriminate against nonresidents, the state must have a
substantial reason beyond the mere fact that they are
citizens of other states. Toomer at 1471. The state
cannot, for example, discriminate solely for the purpose of
giving residents an economic advantage over nonresidents.
Lynden Transport, Inc. v. State, 532 P.2d 700, 710 (Alaska
1975). The statute identifies no evil caused by
nonresidents that requires that they be excluded from
guiding in the state. There is no showing that a
nonresident is inherently less qualified to be a guide than
a resident. A nonresident would have to meet the same
qualifications as a resident to obtain a guide license. As
one court has stated, "mere residence in this state does not
make a competent guide." Powell v. Daily, 712 P .2d 356
(Wyoming 1986). There is no showing that excluding
nonresidents from guiding in the state in any way protects
the state's game resources. The United States Supreme Court
has stated that a "state's interest in its wildlife and
other resources must yield when, without reason, it
interferes with a nonresident's right to pursue a livelihood
in a State other than his own." Baldwin.

The residency requirement for licensed guides is in
violation of the Privileges and Immunities Clause of the
United States Constitution and is unenforceable.

EHH:bb
b4/050



January 11, 1988

Representative Sam Cotten
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Big game guide requirements
Our file no. 661-88-0255

Dear Representative Cotten:

Your December 22, 1987, letter requested our opinion
regarding two questions relating to guiding:

1. Would it be legal to require nonresident hunters
to use registered guides for all hunting of big game
(including moose, caribou, and goats)?

2. Would it be legal to require nonresidenthunters to use
registered guides whenever they contract- for commercial
help in the field, other than for transportation?

Our summary answer to your first question is yes. Our
summary response to your second question is yes, the legislature
can define "guiding" broadly to encompass activities such as
packing, skinning, etc. if there is a rational basis for doing
so. Our analysis follows.

1. Requiring a guide for hunting all species of big
game.

As to your first inquiry, thi3 office has on several
previous occasions addressed the question of what species could
or should be included under a mandatory guide law. See citation

below.We .have consistently pointed out that a law requiring
hunters to hire guides would be more defensible iif all similar
3pecies were covered by the Ilaw. To require a nonresident to

hire a guide when hunting one species, such as Dali sheep, but
not when hunting another species, such as mountain goat which
requires similar hunting skills and poses similar hazards,
undermines the legal basis for having a guide requirement in the

first place. See, e.g., Shekel v. State, 513 P.2d 412. 415 (Wvn
1973). - —



B § pr%@f_@é%%@m Cotten January 11pa&88§

Rather than reiterate the analysis here, | am enclosing
for your review 1982 Inf. Op. Att'y Gen. (Feb. Ilj J66-435-82)
and a March 15, 1983, letter from this office to the legislation
coordinator in the Governor's office. Both memoranda discuss the
question of whether there i3 any justification for requiring a
hunting guide for one but not for another species. The cases
cited in those memoranda are still valid law and in updating the
research involved in those memoranda we have found no contrary
authority.

In short, to the extent that it is legal to require
nonresidents to hire licensed guides, it would make the law far
more defensible in court if the law covered all species that pose
similar risks to the hunter and that raise similar 3tate concerns
regarding compliance with hunting laws.

2. Requiring hire of a guide for all "commercial help in the
TieTJT 2~

As to your second question, we assume that by referring
to "commercial help in the field" you mean services performed for
compensation by a person while in the hunting area that relate to
the hunting of big game animals (such as packing, skinning,
tracking, scouting for game, etc.). With this understanding in
mind, we believe that so long at there is a permissible state
purpose for requiring nonresidents to be accompanied by a
licensed guide for these purposes, the legislature may do so.

As explained in the attached memoranda, the kinds of
reasons courts have recognized as valid justifications for
requiring nonresidents to hire hunting gulcles include the need to
ensure that the hunter has knowledge of local game laws, the need
for better law enforcement, and the need to promote public safety
(i.e ., guides are expected to be more familiar with and trained
in outdoor survival, first aid, t?tc.). Guiding could be defined
narrowly to cover, for example, only assisting in the actual
tracking and shooting of game, or it could be broadly defined to
include related activities such as packing, skinning, scouting
for game, and trophy handling, depending upon the legislature’s
purposes and goals.

The requirements of due process place some outer lim it
on the activities or services that could be described as guiding.
For example, it would probably be irrational and therefore
subject to successful <court challenge to define guiding to
include the activity of renting an ATV’ in Anchorage to a hunter
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who is planning to use the equipment in the field some distance
away. See generally Shakel v. State, 513 P.2d 412, 415 (Wyo.

1973). However, so long as Ehi activity has some reasonable
relationship to the actual hunting process, a broad definition of
guiding is permissible wunder the state's police powers. A

nonresident could be required, for example, to hire a licensed
guide even if the services performed by the guide were restricted
to packing, skinning, or scouting if this served the permissible
state purpose of conserving and managing the state's resources-

The way your question was phrased, however, suggests
one possible legal problem. Your question suggests a situation
in which a nonresident could hunt (presumably big game or small
game) without the services of a guide but if the nonresident
wished to engage "commercial help in the rield"” then (and only
then) the* hunter would be required to hire a person licensed as a
guide. In order to be defensible, such a law would have to serve
some rational and permissible state purpose. See Shakel, id.

It is difficult in the abstract to think of reasons
that would justify a law- that only required a hunter to hire a
guide if the hunter wanted to hire help in the field. If the
legislature concludes that there is no reason to require a
nonresident to hire a guide if the nonresident hunts alone, we
can think of no reason why it would suddenly become necessary for
the hunter to hire a licensed guide simply because the hunter
desired to hire a person to pack out his game or perform some
similar task. A guide requirement either is or is not justified

as an exercise of the state's police powers. If there is a
reason for requiring a nonresident to hire a guide, that
requirement should apply to all similarly situated nonresident
hunters.

In summary, the state could define guiding broadly to
include many activities in the field so long as there is a
rational connection to state police power purposes, such as
conserving and managing wildlife resources. The guide law would,
however, have to apply to all similarly situated hunters in order
to withstand equal protection analysis.
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| hope thi3 memorandum has answered your questions. | f
you have further inquiries, please contact us.

Yours sincerely,

GRACE BERG SCHAIBLE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:
Sarah E. McCracken
Assistant Attorney General

SEM/jmo
Enel:

cc. Beverly Haywood
AGO - Juneau



llarch 15, 1933

Susan Rogers
Legislation Coordinator
O ffice of the Governor
Pouch A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: AG #065-83 (I11.3. 188:. Big game
hunting by nonresidents)

Dear Ms. Rogers:

Ron Lorensen, through Arthur H. Peterson, has asked me
to respond to your request for an analysis of HB 188 (big game
hunting by nonresidents). In this letter | offer some
suggestions for technical amendments, and also raise some larger
questions regarding the constitutionality of portions of the
bill.

First as to the minor technical changes:

1. In line 11, the term "take" is already defined in
AS 16.05.940(18), to include, inter alia, the
terms "hunt" and "pursue"; therefore the repetition
of the phrase "hunt, pursue or take" io redundant.

2. In line 14, various classes of guides are listed,
but the list omits Class-A guides; this appears to
be an oversight. Also, the b ill does not make

allowance for other categories of guides created
by the guide board. For example, the board has
already created two additional classes of guides -
marine mammal and assistant marine mammal. 12 AAC
38.155 and 12 AAC 38.156.

3. In line 28, the bill again omits the category of
Class-A guide, as c.escribed in #2 above. Although
arguably the class 'A guide is covered by the term
"assistant £fuide", it would be better either to

spoil out the categories or say "a guide lawfully
licensed by the state.”

More significant concerns over this b ill (and ;i3
16.05.407, which the b ill would amend) are those alluded to in
my memorandum to Tom Koester: the species covered, and the next-
of-kin exception. Both these aspects of the law (and this
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bill) raise serious equal protection problems under the U.S. and
Alaska constitutions.

Initially, the requirement that non-residents must hunt
with a guide creates at least two distinct classifications of
people, based on residency: those who must hire a guide
(non-residents hunting bear or sheep) and those who need not hire
a guide (residents). In this regard, the State has broad
authority to take reasonable steps to protect its natural
resources, even where this results in treating some classes of
people, such as non-residents, differently from otherr. Baldwin
v. Montana Fish and Game Commission, 436 U.S. 371 (1978);, State
v. Kemp, 44 N.W.2d 214 (S.D. 195(T), appeal dismissed, 340 U.S.
923 (1951); Alaska Board of Game v. Thomas, 635 P .2d 1191 (Alaska
1981). Nevertheless, the State’s disparate treatment of
classifications of people cannot be arbitrary. Where fundamental
rights or suspect classifications are not involved (as in the
sport hunting area), the classification must be a reasonable
means to accomplish a legitimate state purpose, i.e. the
statutory scheme must bear a "fair and substantial” relationship
to the purpose of protecting the State's resources. Rose v.

Commercial Fisheries Entrv Commission, 647 P .2d 154 (Alaska
i"gp."M . T- " . v my AD A~ w5 TTo 107 M

The obvious justifications for requiring a guide for
non-residents are: public safety (non-residents are less fam iliar
with weather and terrain, etc.); protection of the resource
(non-residents are not as able to judge the sice of animals and
are not familiar with hunting large Alaska species, etc.); and
law enforcement (non-residents are less familiar with state game
laws). However, if these are the justifications, there is no
rational reason for requiring a guide for hunting sheep and riot
goats, for hunting brown bear and not black bear7 moose and other
species.

The Wyoming supreme court, for example, struck down a
guide requirement statute in that state, which required a guide
for hunting deer but not antelope on national forest lands,
stating:

The State asserts another proposition to sustain
this statute, which is the safety of the hunter.
An examination of the statute demonstrates than it
can hive little if any relationship to such
objective. The dangers to a hunter ec antelope
would seem as great as to a hunter of deer. tle
can see no manner in which it would be any lass
dangerous for an antelope hunter than a deer
hunter in the same area at the same time.
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Schakel v. State, 513 P.2d 412, 415 (Wyo. 1973).

Similarly the supreme court of Montana struck down a
guide requirement statute that required non-resident hunters to
be accompanied by a resident guide, authorized any landowner to
guide on his own land or land leased to him without a guide
license, and allowed a waiver of the guide requirement for
certain special deer and antelope hunts. The court remarked:

The statute was allegedly designed to promote
safety for hunters, yet it is an established fact
that the requirements of the law have been waived
as to deer and antelope, in those hunting
districts comprising the eastern one third of the
state. Uhile there may be a marked difference in
the terrain in the two general areas, we find no
reason to assume that one area is less dangerous
than the other. Further, the dangers inherent in
hunting antelope or deer would certainly not
decrease as to those who might hunt elk or moose.

State v. Jack. 539 P.2d 726, 729 (Mont. 1975).

In Alaska, it is similarly difficult to find any justi-
fication for distinguishing between brown bear and sheep hunting,
and hunting for other species. It is noteworthy that after the
Schakel decision discussed above, the Wyoming legislature amended
its guide law to cover all big game species.

As to the next-of-kin exemption, there is again little

or no evidence to justify it. Obviously, Alaskan voters want to
be able to take their, non-resident relatives hunting with them
when the relatives visit. However, the practical result is that

a person, merely by virtue of having established residency in the
State, is automatically deemed competent to guide non-resident
relatives safely, but not to guide other non-residents. If mere
residency in the state qualifies one to be a guide, then why
should the State specially license guides at all? Conversely, if
a resident is qualified to guide a non-resident relative, whv is
he not qualified to guide other non-residents? The next-of-kin
exception to the guide law shoots a hole' in the public safety
justification for the guide requirement.

In Schakel v. State, 513 P .2d at 415, the Wyoming
supreme court addressed a provision similar in many ways to the
next-of-kin exception. The Wyoming law required non-residents to
hire a licensed guide for hunting on national forest, oark, or
refuge lands, but authorized any resident hunter to obtain
without charge or bond or other qualifications, a resident
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guiding permit to guide up to two nor.-residents if done without
compensation. The court held:

The addition -of the provision that any resident
owner of a big game license may receive a guide
license and guide two non-resident hunters without
bond or without any qualifications whatsoever
without remuneration therefor is impossible to
reconcile with the theory of safety unless one
indulges in the violent presumption that mere
residence in this State makes a competent, knowing
guide whether he be acquainted with the area or
not.

Schakel v. State, 513 P .2d at 415.

To protect Alaska's guide law from the pitfalls
addressed in the Wyoming and Montana cases, it would be safest to
require guides for all non-residents for all species (or at least
all big game species), and to eliminate the next of kin
exemption. Since this latter step could be quite unpopular, one
possible compromise might be to issue a special, limited guide
permit for a resident relative, after that person demonstrates
certain guiding skills.

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know.
Yours sincerely,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Sarah Elizabeth McCracken
Assistant Attorney General

By:

SEH/jmo

cc: Arthur H. Peterson
Kathleen McGuire
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Honorable Kenneth J. Fanning o,
Honorable Eric G. Sutcliffe
Co-Chairmen » « P/ Yladieroi
Resources Committee —-.idor  iDiincii
Alaska House of Representatives i Alaska
Twelfth Legislature, Second Session
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99-811

Re: SSHB 409, "An Act relating to guiding; and
providing for an effective date.” Our file
J66-485-82

Dear Representatives Fanning and Sutcliffe:

At your direction, | have researched a number of the
questions which were raised at the Resources Committee
hearing on SSHB 409, "An Act relating to guiding; and provid-
ing for an effective date.” There- have been two cases in
other states construing statutes similar to AS 16.05.407(a).
Those cases are discussed in some detail below. However, the
conclusions which we draw from them can be summarized as
follows:

1. The statute would b< more.. defensible if it
applied to Trig all species of game, not a
soTecTtve~list of species, If selected species are listed,
the statute probably would be found unconstitutional if it
treats similar species differently (for eexample, if the

statute applies to the hunting of moose and caribou put not
deer and e lk). —

2. The exception for nonresidents hunting in the
company of a resident relative would make ‘the statute less
defensible as a proper exercise of the state's police power.

3. Giving the Board of Game the authori to
designate areas where nonresident citizens of the uw.ited
States must be accompanied by a guide (or a resident rela-
tive) would make the statute less defensible as a proper
exercise of the state's police power.
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In addition,as set out in greater detail below, you
should be aware that the courts have expressed rather strong
disapproval of distinctions based on alienage (i.e ., whether
one isa citizen of a foreign country). Accordingly, if it
is the committee's desire to treat nonresident aliens
differently than nonresident citizens of the United States,
the courts will require that there be very good reasons for
such a difference in treatment.

Discussion

In Schakel v. State, 513 P.2d 412 (Wyoming 1973), a
Wyoming statute requiring nonresident hunters to be accompan-
ied by a licensed guide or a Wyoming resident-while hunting
elk, deer, bear, moose or mountain sheep on national forest,
national park or national game refuge lands was challenged.
The statute did not require the nonresident to be accompanied
by a licensed guide or a resident when hunting on other
public lands or on privately-owned lands. The evidence
showed that this resulted in an overharvest of the Ilisted
species on lands adjoining the national forests, national
parks and national game refuges. The court therefore
concluded that the statute was not reasonably designed to
accomplish the purpose of protecting game. The court also
found that the statute was not reasonably designed to ensure
greater nonresident hunter safety because antelope were not
included in the 1list of species although the danger to a
nonresident hunter from hunting antelope was just as great as
it was hunting elk. Moreover, the court found that a wilder-
ness area was inherently dangerous to one not familiar with
it regardless of the species being hunted. In addition, the
court noted that state lands within national forests (town-
ships 16 and 36) should have been included if safety was the
prime factor. Regarding nonresident hunters being accompan-
ied by residents, the court stated:

The addition of the provision that any
resident owner of a big game license may

receive a guide license and guide two
nonresident hunters without bond or without
any qualifications -whatsoever without
remuneration therefore is impossible to

reconcile with the theory of .safety wunless
one indulges in the violent presumption that
mere residence in this State makes a compe-
tent, knowing guide whether he be acquainted
with the area or not.

513 P.24d at 415,
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/ In State v. Jack, 539 P.2d 726 (Montana 1975), a
Montana statute requiring nonresidents hunting game animals
in national forests, national wilderness areas, national game
refuges or state game ranges was challenged. The statute
permitted private land owners to authorize hunts on their
lands, and the fish and game commissioner was given the power
to waive the guide requirement for nonresidents hunting deer
and antelope in areas’ designated by the commissioner. The
state attempted to justify the statute on four grounds: (1)
that it was designed to ensure the safety of nonresident
hunters wunfamiliar with the weather and terrain; (2) that
state fish and game regulations were more likely to be obeyed
because residents were more familiar with them and also were
more interested in preserving game; (3) that the”requirement
protected landowners against improper use of- their_land; and
(4) that the requirement afforded law enforcement officers
better control of nonresident hunters. The court found that
the safety rationale was undercut because the statute could
be waived for deer and antelope even though the terrain was
just as dangerous for deer and antelope hunters as it was for
the hunters of other species and because deer and antelope
are no less dangerous than elk or moose. The court found
that the state had not demonstrated any true connection
between residency and respect for game regulations and the
environment and, even if such a connection existed, the
relationship was remote when former residents and nonresident
landowners were"subject to the guide requirement. The court
found that the state had not demonstrated that the
requirement protected land owners and afforded law
enforcement officers better control and, if such a connection
had been shown, then there would have been no basis for the
practice of the commissioner in waiving the requirement for
deer and antelope in the eastern part of the state but not
the western part which he apparently had done.

Applying the holdings of these two cases to SSHB 409
leads to the following conclusions.

First, the |listing of individual species where the
requirement applies (and, by omitting certain species, making
the requirement inapplicable) eliminates the wuse of a non-
resident hunter safety rationale to support the statute.
Schakel, supra; Jack, supra. Second, the exception for
nonresident hunters accompanied by a relative also makes it
difficut to wuse a nonresident hunter safety rationale.

Schakel, supra. (In Schakel, the court found that the
exception for a nonresident accompanied by a resident
defeated the nonresident hunter safety rationale; the

connection is even more tenuous where the exception is only
for a nonresident hunter accompanied by a relative.) Third,
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if the statute otherwise is permissible, the statute should
be uniformly applied statewide and not vary in application on
an area-by-area basis determined either by the legislature,
Schakel, supra, or by the executive. Jack, supra.

It also should be noted that neither of these cases

stand for the propos'ition tbrt it is constitutionally
permissible to require that nonresidents be accompanied by a
guide. However, if such a requirement is to have some chance

of being sustained, the statute should not include those
elements found <constitutionally impermissible in Schakel.
supra, and Jack, supra

Finally, "classifications based on—alienage [i.e .,
whether one is- a citizen of a foreign country] are subject to
close judicial scrutiny."” Park v. State, 528 P.2d 785, 787
(Alaska 1974), citing Sugarman V. Dougall, 413 -U.S. 634
(1973). For this reason, | would reiterate my comment at the

committee hearing that.there-must be a legitimate legislative
justification for treating nonresident aliens differently

than nonresident citizens of the United States if the
legislature determines that it is going to make such a
distinction. Mr. Hinman, Deputy Director of the Division of
Game, alluded to some possible reasons for such a
distinction. We believe at least two of those he suggested
have some merit: (1) the fact that nonresident aliens as a
class may be expected to have greater difficulty in
understanding game regulations written in English than

nonresident citizens of the United States; and (2) that
hunting traditions and customs in foreign countries in many
cases are significantly different from such customs in Alaska
and the other United States.

As a final comment, | recall your request that [
draft a letter of.,,intent forthe committee outlining these
justifications. However, in the event of a challenge to the
statute, the. court will be interested in what the committee
actually intended, not what the Department of Law believes
the committee might want to intend. Accordingly, while I

would be happy to work withthe committee and attempt to
answer the committee's questions whether a given purpose for
establishing* classifications between residents, nonresidents

and nonresident aliens is permissible,! ultimately any
letter of intent should be the product of the committee’'s
deliberations. (Of course, a necessary predicate is that the

committee determine precisely what <classifications between

The committee should be aware the Alaska Supreme
Court has, on previous occasions, expressed serious reserva-
tions regarding classifications based on residency, particu-
larly durational residency. See, e.g., Williams v. Zobel, 619
P.2d 422 (Alaska 1980), and Williams *v. Zobel, 619 P .2d 448

I *1lacVa 1980).
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i?§nts arid nonresident aliens it wishes to

If | can be

I hope you find these comments helpful.
convenience.

of further assistance, please contact me at your
Sincerely,

WILSON L. CONDON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

- /fc .

By
G. Thomas Koester

Assistant Attorney General

GTK:dim

cc: Committee Members
Bill Sponsors
Keith Specking
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GOAT HINTER ESONCMC EXPENDITLRE AND LBE SLRVEY, SOUTHEAST ALAKA

Introduction

The 1984 mountain goat hunter survey was a joint project of the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game®"s (ADF&G) Divisions of Habitat, Game, and
Subsistence. The primary purpose of the survey was to obtain resource
use information for area planning efforts for the Tongass National
Forest Land Management Plan revision scheduled for completion in 1990.
The survey asked hunters how hunt area characteristics affected their
selection of hunt areas. It also asked questions regarding hunters”
age, household size, and income level, hunter travel modes and tirre,
other activities done while hunting, and hunting trip expenditures.

Background

In Southeast Alaska (map 1), mountain goats are indigenous to the
mainland (Klein 1965). Goats occur on most major ridge complexes of the
mainland and are common throughout the region. Eighteen mountain goats
were introduced to Baranof Island in 1923 (Burris and McKnight 1973) and
the current population numbers over 500 individuals (L. Johnson, pers.
ccmm.). Goats were also introduced to Chichagof Island in the early
1950s but failed to become established (Ballard 1977). |In 1983, 14
goats were introduced to Revillagigedo Island (Smith and Nichols 1984),
and appear to be establishing a permanent population. The mountain goat
population in Alaska has been estimated at 15,000-25,000 (Ballard 1977),
at least a third of which occurs in Southeast Alaska (Fox et al. 1985).

The mountain goat is highly regarded by hunters but is not a major
Alaska big-game species in terms of numbers harvested. Mountain goat
harvest in Alaska, which averages about 800 animals annually, is one of
the largest of any state or province, but is small relative to the total
goat population size and when compared to other big-game species. At
present, travel constraints, in terms of few roaded areas, restrict
hunter access to only a small fraction of the overall goat population
(ibid.). Since 1980, goat hunting in Southeast Alaska (and the rest of
the state) has been by registration permit hunts only. For more
complete information on mountain goat hunting regulations and harvests,
see the ADF&G, Division of Game, survey and invent ory reports and Alaska
game regulations.

Recognition of the mountain goat®s nonconsumptive values is increasing
(Ballard 1977, Fox et al. 1985). The management policies for Misty
Fjords National Monument and Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve both
promote opportunities for viewing mountain goats. Several areas within
the Tongass National Forest have been closed to hunting in order to
increase public viewing opportunities (Fox et al. 1985).

Two basic benefits result from the use of wildlife resources — economic
impact and economic value. An economic impact is the answer to the



question: "What is the economic activity generated by the use of the
resource?” Economic value is the answer to the question: "How much
value do people place on the resource?'" These two benefits are distinct
but they are not entirely separable. Neither type of benefit is more
significant than the other but they answer two distinctly different
questions (Rockland 1985).

Each question is important for different reasons. Public policy
decisions are often based on economic inpacts to cannunities and regions
which translate into jobs, income, and tax receipts. In contrast,
economic value is the value that people place on the resource. This
concept is especially important to people who value the hunting
experience and/or who value wildlife populations as a component of
hunting or other outdoor experiences. Economic value, however, is more
difficult to measure than economic impacts.

Values attributable to the mountain goat resource occur to both users
and nonusers of the resource. Users derive value from consumptive or
nonconsunptive use of the resource, vicarious use (reading or watching
films about the resource), and indirectly as a result of scientific
studies or the preservation of ecological balance. Nonusers can benefit
both fran option and existence values. Option values include the
opportunity to use the resource at seme other time (eg. going hunting
next year). Existence values include deriving pleasure from knowing
that mountain goats exist and are not extinct, bequest value (leaving
mountain goats for the enjoyment of future generations), and cultural
values (the importance of goats in myth, legend, ceremony, religion or
other aspects of culture). Cultural values can be associated with user
benefits as well as non-users®™ benefits. Figure one shows the
relationship between different components of economic benefits and
wildlife resources.

Because the information in this report comes exclusively from a portion
of hunters who obtained permits and reported hunting mountain goats in
Southeast Alaska during the 1984 season, only values derived from
reported consumptive use are included in this report. This survey did
not address the economic impacts and values of nonconsumptive
recreational and tourism values, option, bequest, and existence values,
ecological and scientific values, or cultural values. Unlike economic
assessments of market commodities which provide information on the
potential economic impact and value of priced goods (this is more
readily possible because an actual market exists), this project did not
attempt to determine the value of goat hunting to potential users nor
did it attempt to compute the economic value of an individual goat or
its income-generating potential to the Southeast Region. To analyze the
economic tradeoffs regarding mountain goat use and habitat for land use
planning and cost-benefit analyses, these other components of economic
benefits must also be considered.

The questionnaire obtained data on the direct economic impacts of
consumptive use of goats in the region. Direct economic impacts are the
initial purchases (or expenditures) by the users of the resource.

Direct impacts result in both indirect and induced impacts which further
affect the economy. The survey also obtained a considerable amount of



information regarding hunter demographics, hunting patterns, hunt area
characteristics, and transportation modes. The latter three categories

of information are directly pertinent for land use planning. These
results answer questions as to hunters® demand for facilities such as
developed anchorages, trails, and roads. The information on hunt area

characteristics and hunter demographics is also useful for determining
the type of hunts being demanded and by wham. This is significant
because hunters spend what they are able (subject to their incomes) and
what 1is required (influenced by available access and transportation
modes) to hunt a particular type of hunt (indicated by their response to
hunt area characteristics). |If hunt area characteristics in the region
change considerably, it can be expected that demand for certain areas
and expenditures to hunt in these areas would also change.

Results of this project must be viewed in light of the biological status
of goat populations, access to hunting®™ areas, and the hunting
regulations which prevailed at the time of the survey because these
temporal conditions can significantly alter use patterns and influence
the economic data regarding resource use. For example, area closures or
use regulations, access restrictions, and bag limits can all affect the
measurable expenditures and values of hunting activities. Hunting
regulations can also affect the size and characteristics of the
population of hunters in a given area which can significantly alter the
measurable economic results. Examples of this are area closures that
limit the number of users (and thus, expenditures and measurable
economic values) 1in specific areas or access restrictions that affect
the cost (in terms of time or dollars) of hunting in specific areas and
thus the numbers and income levels of resulting hunters in the area.
The allocation of permits between resident and nonresident hunters (as
in seme brown bear hunts) is another example of how management policies
and regulations can directly affect the results of economic studies.



Table 45 surrmarizes the average hunter expenditures per hunt area, per
hunter day, per trip, and for the Southeast Region. Generally speaking,
hunter costs tended to increase with the decrease in accessibility of
hunt areas. As cost increased, fewer trips were taken and trips were
more days in length. The number of hunters hunting in an area, however,
does not appear to be completely based on the costs of the hunt. The
average responding hunger in the region spent $1,113.82 to hunt goat in
1984. Cost for individual hunt areas ranged from $363.57 in hunt number
805 to $2,387.17 in hvnt number 817. The average cost: per hunter day
was $354.72. Mountain goat hunters in the Southeast Region who
responded to the expenditure question on the survey spent an estimated
$393,180 in direct expenses to hunt goat in 1984 (table 47). When this
value is expanded from sampled hunters to the total population of 1984
hunters who obtained permits and hunted, the direct hunter expenditures
total $677,897.

In order to evaluate the effects of these expenditures, it is helpful to
look at the Southeast Alaska regional economy. Rogers (1985) described
the economy of the region as a colony of the continental United States
and Japan. Most of its landis under public ownership (the U.S. Forest
Service and the State of Alaska) and its land and marine resources under
public management. Its economic system produces raw or semi-processed
materials from its natural resources for export, provides state
government services for the rest of the State of Alaska, and offers
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tourists. It is far from self-sufficient. Virtually all of the goods
required by its residents and the supplies and equipment and most of the
capital required by its industries must be imported from outside the
region. Given the simplicity of the system being represented, overly
elaborate models (e.g., input/output) are not appropriate (Rogers 1985).

A simple and useful model to describe this type of regional economy is
an "export-base" model. This model was used in studies for the Tongass
Land Management Plan (Rogers 1978) and the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act section .706b review (Rogers 1985). Using this
traditional export-base model, total employment (i.e., economic market
activity) 1is divided into three categories- the basic, support, and
local/state government sectors (the federal government is assumed to be
part of the basic sector) (ibid.). Non-market or mixed-cash components
of the regional economy introduce further considerations which were not
considered by this survey. For more information on these aspects of
local economies see WOlfe and Walker 1986.

The basic sector of the regional economy is comprised primarily of
cormodity-producing industries. In Southeast Alaska this includes Tfish
harvesting and processing, logging and forest products, mineral
extraction, and tourism. Other manufacturing for regional consumption,
however, would be considered part of the support secrtor (a bakery
producing bread, for example). Employment in the support sector (which
is retail and wholesale trade, transportation, ccnmunication, utilities,
finance, insurance, real estate, and services) is directly a function of
total employment in the basic, government, and support sectors. The
degree to which changes in. one sector result in growth or expansion in
other sectors in the econcmy depends on '"leakages"™ in the economy; the
effect of growth or decline is called the multiplier effect. The size
of the multiplier is dependent on the amount of leakage of dollars out
of the regional econcmy.

Because the Southeast Alaska regional econcmy 1is primarily an
import-export econcny, these leakages tend to be Tfairly large and
dollars leave the region after relatively few rounds of spending. For
example, if a pay raise results in out-of-state vacation using an
out-of-state transportation means, the region receives little benefit

frcm this additional inccme. In contrast, if the person buys a boat and
goes fishing in the region, a larger portion of the dollars remains
within the regional econcmy. The boat, however, if manufactured

elsewhere and imported to the region creates a partial leakage because
its wholesale value was paid out of the region. The profits received
and wages paid by the local business which sold the boat, however, can
result in further rounds of local spending.

Mountain goat hunting in the Southeast Region is part of the basic
tourism industry. However, no reliable or useable hard data exist for
making accurate estimates of tourism employment (Roger 1985) and the
multiplier effects of mountain goat hunting to the regional econcmy.
The total econcmic effects of goat hunter expenditures on the regional
econcmy may exceed direct expenditures because hunter purchases result
in Ffurther expenditures by businesses. The extent to which this



subsequent indirect and induced economic activity remains in Southeas
Alaska as opposed to "leaking out”™ of the region or state is uncertain.

Because goat hunting attracts people to the region, especial!
nonresident hunters, a portion of the dollars spent on goat hunting is .
direct influx of receipts into the regional econcmy. It can be argues
that goat hunting expenditures by residents of the region inject nc
new"” dollars and their expenditures would be funnelled into substitute
goods or activities given changes in the opportunity to goat hunt. Thi:
would especially be true for expenditure categories such as groceries
because people buy food and eat regardless of their activities.

Expenditures by resident hunters would only be insignificant to the
regional economy, however if, within the region, there existed perfect
substitutes for goat hunting to which hunters v/ould shift theix
expenditures. It is possible that substitutes for goat hunting do not
exist or that substitutes would result in a net flow of dollars out of
the region (hunting in other parts of Alaska or Canada or purchase of
meat inported fron out-of-state, for example). |If the substitutes for
resident goat hunting in the region result in the export of dollars frcm
the region, then spending by resident hunters would not be an
insignificant recycling of dollars butsignificant inputs to the
regional econcmy. This project did not determine substitutes for goat
hunting in the region. In this regard, the economic effects (or impact)
of changes in the opportunity to hunt goats in Southeast Alaska is
uncertain.

It is important to note that hunter expenditures do not equal the value

hunters place on the resource. Expenditure data underestimate value
because it is assumed that people will buy a good or service if the
benefits exceed the costs. Expenditures provide information on the

input into the econcmy made by hunting activities but are less than the
value and the benefits to hunters of hunting goat.

For land use planning and cost-benefit analysis for alternative uses of
lands and waters, the economic expenditure information in this report
accounts for a portion of the benefits to the Southeast Regional econcmy
and to consumptive users of mountain goat populations in the Southeast
Region. Therefore, to fully assess trade-offs involved with enhancement
or loss of goat hunting opportunities in the region, other benefits of
the use of the mountain goat resource not included in this report also
need to be analyzed and considered.



Table 45. Estimated Goat Hunter (Respondents) Total and Average Expenditures ($) for Hunt
Areas 1in Southeast Alaska

Average Average Average

Hunt Area Per Day Per Trip Per Hunter Total
801 (Southern Southeast)

n=162 373.65 1,144.80 1,245.85 201,828
802 (Antler/Taku Rivers)

n=11 502.61 954.64 1,104.18 12,146
803 (Juneau/GMS 1C)

n=35 435.00 1,235.10 1,340.09 46,903
805 (Skagway/Haines Area)

n=30 203.59 336.37 363.57 10,907
806 (Skagway/Haines Area)

n=7 161.56 383.57 435.29 3,047
815 (Baranof Island)

n=93 255.68 757.66 901.56 83,845
817 (Yakutat Area)

n=12 799.03 2,263.00 2,387.17 28,646
Region

n=353 354.72 1,006.91 1,113.82 393,180
Total* - -—= -—= 677,897*

* Expanded based on nonrespondents and undersampling of multiple permit hunters.
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Abstract

Surveys of big game hunting in southeast Alaska provided data to
estimate willingness to pay dollar values that complement earlier
expenditure values based on the same data set. Big game species
included Sitka black-tailed deer, mountain goat, and moose. Expend—
itures ranged from $529 for resident deer hunting to $2,557 for non —
resident mountain goat hunting. Net willingness to pay was highest
for resident deer hunting ($331) and lowest for nonresident moose
hunting ($55). The appropriate use of. and relationship between,
expenditures and net willingness topay values are discussed. Manage —
ment applications are given. (Dollar values are rounded to the nearest
dollar.)

uarters is in Fori @llirs, in cooperation with Colorado Stale Lhiversity. Swanson isnow
with the Northermn Flegion (RL) ot the USDA Forest Service, located in Missoula, Montana.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Expenditures

Table 3 reports per hunter and per trip hunting
expenditures by species for residents and nonresidents.
Expenditures within these categories are divided into
transportation/on-site costs and equipment costs. Trans —
portation and on-site costs include boat, airplane, ferrv.
automobile, restaurant, lodging, license fee. and other
site costs. Commercial airline lares may be an exception,
particularly for nonresidents. Equipment costs include
firearms, camping gear. maps, and other "prehunt"”
expenditures that usually are made at the individual®s
resilience or origin. These two categories provide a
rough indication of where expenses occur and. there—
fore. how much money isgenerated at both the hunt site

and the hunter®s origin location. Enr nonresidents, this
information is particularly important to see how much
new money isheing brought into the southeast Alaskan
economy.

On both a per hunter and a per trip basis, residents”
expenditures were lairlyevenly divided between trails-
portaliomon-site costs and equipment costs: tor trans—
portation on-site costs, (it highest average expenditure.



Table 3—Average par hunter seasonal hunting values lor 1984-1985 seasons.3

Deer Mourttain goat Moose
Iten Resident  Nonresident Residerit  Nonresident Residerit  Nonresident
Bxperditures/nunter@0 . 530 Silcol S763 52.567 60 .40
Round-trip trangoo—rtation and ansie
qerditures 259 1.080 577 1. %7 376 1.9%6
Eouipment exqpenditures 279 psil 378 07 563
Net willingess o pay/hunter 3L 16 al 1(13 5% %
Total value/runter &l 1406 377} 2.680 746 2,545
Bqperditures/trip ) ) 239 1,249 43 294 609 2.3l
Rourd-trip trargortation and ansiite
itures 12 1.010 520 176 338 1817
Equipment eqenditures ic 241 AHAl 276 531
Net WI"Irg'ES o py/trip 15d 101C = 90 SO 5%
Total \ale/trip 34 1.30 716 2.4 660 2.48

3ror a complete breakdown of expenditures by hunt unit see Fay and Thomas (1986a. 1986b. 193%c).
transportation and an-site plus equipment expenses do not necessarily sum 1o total experdiwres as breakdown sbased on huters who had

expenditures inthat . Total expenditures isover allhunters. T

site itures (e, reStaurants, locoi

(or those who purchased such goods and services.
dray and Thomas do not report residant-on

1 resicants._These were assumed o be 98%.
a95% intenal: S149 o S163.
€95% sasitivity intenal: S92 o S110.
"95% srsitivity interal: S68 to S77.
35% srsitivity intervel: S78 1 S110.
H95% intenal: S45 o S%.
"95% srsitivity intenal: S50 t Sb.

S577. was by mountain goat hunters and the lowest.
S259. was by deer hunters. Nonresidents spent signifi—
cantly more money on transportation/on-site costs than
they spent on equipment costs. Even allowing for fares
paid to non-Alaskan commercial airlines, these on-site
expenses suggest nonresidents are bringing outside
money into the southeast Alaskan economy. The highest
on-site average expenditure. Si.92(3, was by nonresident
moose hunters. The lowest nonresident average
expenses. S251, were for deer hunting equipment likely
purchased in the hunter®s community of origin.

Net Willingness To Pay

As shown, expenditures represent the cost to hunters
ot a hunting experience, and measure money spent in
the hunt site location and money expended in the place
of residence. While important to the local chamber of
commerce, expenditure data give no indication of the
efficient use of resources. In order to consider the effi—
cient lrade-otf of several resources, one must look at net
WTP values. These values are reported in table 3 and
indicate how much more than their expenditures hun —
ters are willing to pay fora hunting opportunity or hunt—
ing trip. As shown in the Applications section, if
management had to decide between various uses of a
parcel of land, net WTP (consumer surplus) values
would be necessarv lor the analysis of economic effi—

ransportation expenditures (e
, lionses, quides, ec), and equipment expenditures (ie. hrearms. canping, maps, boats, efc.) are

itures. These values are dbtained by determining me percernt o! expenditures attrituteble
69%. and 92% lordeer, mountain goet, , regectiely.

2. boat, plare, tay. - automobile asts), on—

.1d moose

ciency. Jet WTP was highest for resident deer hunters
with an average value of S331 per hunter per season.
This isnot as surprising as a firstglance might indicate
since resident deer hunters have the lowest average
expenditures— $530. The lowest consumer surplus was
for nonresident moose hunters. The S55 average value
represents WT P over and above their current average
expenditures of $2,490. Put another way. moose hun—
ters expend a large portion of their totai WT P in their
home and local Alaskan economies and. therefore, have
little "left over" consumer surplus.

Table 3 also reports 95% sensitivity intervals for the
net WT P trip values. These intervals give an indication
of the sensitivity of consumer surplus values to varia—
tion within the travel cost data. The sensitivity intervals
were derived in the following manner: benefitsarecom —
puted three times--once with the distance (“‘price")
coefficient at its best unbiased level, once with itat the
lower level of is95% confidence interval, and once with
the distance coefficient at the upper level of its95% con—
fidence interval. This procedure shows how consumer
surplus varies with respect to statistical variation in dis—
tance. Distance was chosen as the sensitivity variable
because perturba.ions of this variable directly measure
perturbations in hypothetical costs incurred by hunters.
Sensitivity intervals had ranges of approximately $20.
The narrowest interval was for nonresident moose hun —
terswhose WTP per tripwas S52 with a sensitivity inter—
val of $50 to $55.



Total Use Value

Table 3 reports total hunting value for deer, mountain
goat, and moose hunting for both residents and nonresi—
dents on a per hunter and per trip basis. Nonresident
mountain goat hunters had the highest average total
value 0fS2.660 per hunter. The lowest average per hun —
ter value was S746 for resident moose hunters. Figure
3 compares total hunting value for residents and non—
residents by species. The bar graph allows an easy visual
distinction between expenditures, net WTP, and total
value.

Figure 3 looks at total hunting value from the perspec—

tive of an average hunter. Figure 4 compares resident
and nonresident hunting by species for all active
hunters. For example, there are 525 active resident goaf
hunters (table 1). Assuming the average hunter Iis

representative of all hunters, the number ofactive hun —

ters ismultiplied by the average resident goat hunter 3
expenditure and net WTP (table 3) to obtain average

values of S400.575 and S42.525, respectively. This sug—

gests an average total value across all active mountain
goat hunters of S443.100.

Under current conditions, resident deer hunters are
the largest group of active hunters. These 8,400 plus
hunters, activewhen the 1984-85 economic survey was
done, account for the greatest expenditures, net WTP,
and total hunting value, $4,465,780, $2,789,006, and
S7,254.786. respectively. These dollar value magnitudes
may lead to the conclusion that resident deer hunting
is the most economically viable hunting activity in
southeast Alaska. However, several assumptions about
the purpose of these values should be kept in mind.

From an expenditure standpoint, residents do not
bring new money to southeast Alaska. They are recir—
culating money already existing in the state. Nonresi —
dent moose hunters bring in the most outside money
(estimated at Si,926 per hunter for transportation and
on-site expenditures). Also, less than 50% of potential
resident mountain goat hunters are active; thus, current
values do not accurately reflect potential values.

From an efficiency standpoint, resident deer hunting
again appears the most valuable hunting resource (esti—
mated at S331 per hunter). However, it is minimally

nJa
Figure 3.—Total hunting value per hunler.
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Figure 4~ Total use value for dl active hunters.

valuable from a nonresident standpoint, especially con—
sidering the low number of nonresident hunters. The

cost to the state of providing these hunting activities has

not been considered. If more active management is

needed to supply deer hunting, then these total values

are misleading.

Finally, only hunting values have been discussed. No
consideration of nonconsumptive, option, or existence
values has been made. Since deer hunting exists in most
of the 50 states, it is probably safe to assume for deer
hunting that these other components of total value are
small and, thus, contribute little to the overall sum.
Moose hunting and, even more so, mountain goat hunt—
ing, are not readily available in all 50 states. Therefore,
the ability to view these species in their natural Alaskan
habitat, the ability to retain an option for future use. and
the desire to maintain the resource for future generations
may make total value for moose and mountain goat much
larger than that of deer. For a unique area such as
southeast Alaska, these other values may greatly exceed
deer hunting values.

The purpose of the above discussion is to point out
the difficulties and subtleties of reported values. When
asking questions regarding the value of wildlife, one
must be specific about the context of the question and
how the value derived is going to be used. Hopefully,
this section helped point out the alternative issues that
can be addressed in valuing wildlife.



CONCLUSIONS

Data collected in 1984 and 1985 by Alaska Department
of Fish and Came were analyzed to derive expenditure
and net WT P values for resident and nonresident deer,
moose, and mountain goat hunters. Data were separated
for analysis by resident and nonresident because the defi—
nition of a hunting trip is different for the two groups.
Resident hunters are assumed to have made a trip
primarily for hunting the species in question. In con—
trast. nonresident hunters are purchasing a more exten—
sive hunting experience, which includes, .is part of its
value, an ““Alaskan experience."

The results indicate that total expenditures per hunter
are greatest for nonresident mountain goat hunters
($2,556). The greatest net WT P value per hunter ot SJ31
is realized by resident deer hunters.



Travel Cost regression analysis suggests that site qual —
ityand hunt site substitutes are important factors in the
choice of hunt site. This information isuseful to the anal —
ysis of potential management alternatives. Additional
significant variables in the regression included income
and distance.

An additional and important objective of this report
was to highlight the appropriate use of expenditure and
net WT P value informs*ion. Expenditures show the flow
of money between locations and indicate how much new
money isbrought into southeast Alaska as a result of big
game hunting. Net U"TP values are appropriate when
issues ofeconomic efficiency are being addressed. Care
must be taken to use values correctly for a specific
management scenario.
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T0: SENATOR BETTY PAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCERNED ALASKAN CITIZENS

SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 381

DATE 2/26/90

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OP THE
GUIDE TASK fORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
THAT THE ISSUE OP ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE

LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPER PUBLIC COMMENT. WE ALSO

BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS [1SSUE

AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON-—

CERNS .

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 381 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED PROM THE GUIDE
LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.

NAME ADDRESS PHONE #
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)

FrRoM:  CONCERNBD ALASKAN CITIZENS

SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 381
DATE: 2/26/90

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF THE
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
THAT THE ISSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN G%AT TO _THE GUIDE

LiIsT DID NoT Recelve PROPER PUBLIC COMMENT. we ALsO

BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS ISSUE

AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON-

CERNS .

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 381 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE
LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE

COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCERNED ALASKAN CITIZENS

SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 301
DATE: 2/26/90

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF THE
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
THAT THE I1SSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE

LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPER PUBLIC COMMENT. WE ALSO

BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS ISSUE

AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON-—

CERNS .

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 301 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE

LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.
NAME ADDRESS PHONE 4t
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN,
COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCBRNBD ALASKAN OITIZBNS

SUBJECT : 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 381

DATE : 2/26/90

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE

GUIDE TASK. FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1989

THAT THE I1SSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE
LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPBR PUBLIC CONUBNT.

BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS

AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL
CERNS

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 381
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED

LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCBRNBD ALASKAN CITIZENS
SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 301
DATE : 2726790

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE
THAT THE 1I1SSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE

LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPBR PUBLIC COMMENT. WE ALSO
BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS ISSUE
AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON —
CERNS

THE
SESSION

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 301 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE

LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.

ADDRESS PHONE #



TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCBRNBD ALASKAN CITIZBNS
SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 301
DATE: 2/267/790

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE
THAT THE I1SSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE

LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPBR PUBLIC COUUBNT. WE ALSO
BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS 1SSUE
AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON —

CERNS

THE
SESSION

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 301 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE

LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.

NAME ADDRESS PHONE «
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)

FROM: CONCBRNBD ALASKAN CITIZENS
SUBJECT: 1909 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 381
DATE: 2726790

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF THE
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1909 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
THAT THE ISSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE

LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPBR PUBLIC COMMENT. WE ALSO

BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS ISSUE

AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON —

CERNS

THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 301 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE

LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.

NAME ADDRESS PHONE #
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP (CHAIRMAN, RESOURCE
COMMITTEE)
FROM: CONCBRNBD ALASKAN CITIZENS
SUBJECT : 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S.B. 381
DATE: 2/26/790
WE THE UNDERSIGNED BELIEVE THAT DUE TO THE COMPLEXITY OF THE
GUIDE TASK FORCE LEGISLATION DURING THE 1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
THAT THE ISSUE OF ADDING MOUNTAIN GOAT TO THE GUIDE
LIST DID NOT RECEIVE PROPBR PUBLIC COMMENT. WE ALSO
BELIEVE THAT OUR COMMENTS ARE NECESSARY TO THIS ISSUE
AND THAT WE HAVE A CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO VOICE CON—
CERNS
THEREFORE, WE ASK THAT S.B. 381 BE HEARD AND PASSED THROUGH THE
LEGISLATURE AND THAT MOUNTAIN GOAT BE REPEALED FROM THE GUIDE
LIST UNTILL SUCH TIME.
NAME ADDRESS PHONE #
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the undersigned believe that due to tne complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right
to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.E. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat

to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this Issue and that wehave aconstitutionalright

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be.repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the Issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this Issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature and

that Mountain Goat be,repealed from the guide list.
SIGNATURE ADDRESS TELEPHONE #
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens ofAlaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the ;sst-e of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right
to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS TELEPHONENO.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens ofAlaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right
to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be/heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be.-heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be,heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,

Chairman Resources Committee
From: Concerned Citizens ofAlaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force

legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be.heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be,heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the ouide list.
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? To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right
to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be,heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,

Chairman Resources Committee
From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to ths complexity of the guide force
legislation.during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
to the guide list did not receive proper publiccomments. We alsobelieve that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we havea constitutionalright

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be/heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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To: Sen. Betty Fahrenkamp,
Chairman Resources Committee

From: Concerned Citizens of Alaska
Subject: 1989 Goat Legislation and S.B. 381
Date: February 26, 1990

We the wundersigned believe that due to the complexity of the guide force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session the issue of adding Mountain Goat
tc the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We also believe that
our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have a constitutional right

to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be..heard and passed through the legislature and
that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP, RESOURCES CHAIRPERSON

FROM: CONCERNED CITIZENS
SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/26/90

We the undersigned believe, due to the comlexity of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session, the issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and we have a
constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature
and Mountain Goat be repealed from the Guide List.

NAME ADDRESS PHONE NUMBER
n
&007 c¢ 0 ~ -
10007 Tx.h"H Y -W ***..0007? "'
V-~ J ~ A >/ "
Gds'E~/lcSs___
_ * X K * *
€« m TJu n-exxJ.
ANTCANZD NI Z ftd s c\ \Jk& O
g & x n /d . ?2 fS 7

* ¥ % % %



DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments, We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TCI: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Ccnmittee

FROM:  Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this

issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.

signature address phone#
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Leglstation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990
TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp

Chairman of the Resource Committee
FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation

in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide

Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the

issue of

adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public

comments.
issue and that we have a constitutional

Therefore,

We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
right to voice concern.

we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the

legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of

adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not

receive proper public

comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the

legislature and that mountain goat be repealed

from the Guide List.
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

TO: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation

in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide

Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the

issue of

adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public

comments.
issue and that we have a constitutional

Therefore,

We also believe that our comments are necessary to this

right to voice concern.

we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the

legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.

signature address phone#
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DATE: Feburary 26, 1990

T0: Senator Betty Farenkamp
Chairman of the Resource Committee

FROM: Concerned Citizens of Alaska

SUBJECT: 1989 Mountain Goat Legislation in SB381

We the undersigned believe that due to the complexity of the Guide
Force Legistation during the 1989 Legislative Session the issue of
adding mountain goat to the Guide List did not receive proper public
comments. We also believe that our comments are necessary to this
issue and that we have a constitutional right to voice concern.

Therefore, we ask that the SB381 be heard and passed through the
legislature and that mountain goat be repealed from the Guide List.

signature address phone#
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TO: TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

FROM: ALASKAN BOWHUNTERS ASSOCIATION MEMBERS AND INTERESTED
PARTICIPANTS

SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/24/90

We the undersigned believe that due to the comlexlty of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session that the issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have
a constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature
and that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.



TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP, RESOURCES CHAIRPERSON

FROM: CONCERNED CITIZENS
SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/26/90

We the undersigned believe, due to the comlexity of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session, the Issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and we have a

constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature
and Mountain Goat be repealed from the Guide List.

8A(|J;DR?E§7') & t* , PHONE NUMBER
% 7 Sy &>t 7H#HT-TE
s/m\ M- /

Ip/7 W & rB tt& v& e -

, At™ -

92-aH (E*.£=£= fe5>-"7CcM9
AwL

9S3°L



TO: TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

FROM: ALASKANBOWHUNTERS ASSOCIATION MEMBERSAND INTERESTED
PARTICIPANTS

SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/24/790

We the undersigned believe that due to the comlexlty of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session that the issue of adding

Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have

a constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heardand passed throughthe legislature
and that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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TO: SENATOR BETTY FAHRENKAMP, RESOURCES CHAIRPERSON

FROM: CONCERNED CITIZENS
SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/26/90

We the undersigned believe, due to the comlexity of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session, the issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and we have a

constitutional right to voice concerns.
Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature

and Mountain Goat be repealed from the Guide List.
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TO: ¢ TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

ALASKAN BOWHUNTERS ASSOCIATION MEMBERS AND INTERESTED

FROM:

PARTICIPANTS
SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381
DATE: 2/24/790

We the undersigned believe that due to the cornlexlty of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session that the issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments.
also believe that our comments are necessary to this issue and that we have

We

a constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature
and that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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TO: TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

FROM: ALASKAN BOWHUNTERS ASSOCIATION MEMBERS AND INTERESTED
PARTICIPANTS

SUBJECT: 1989 GOAT LEGISLATION AND S. B. 381

DATE: 2/24/90

We the undersigned believe that due to the comlexlty of the guide task force
legislation during the 1989 legislative session that the issue of adding
Mountain Goat to the guide list did not receive proper public comments. We
also believe that our comments are necessary to this Issue and that we have
a constitutional right to voice concerns.

Therefore, we ask that S.B. 381 be heard and passed through the legislature
and that Mountain Goat be repealed from the guide list.
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STATE OF ALASKA
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1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:. _ _ Agency Affected :Fish & Game

Title:An act relating to hunting BRU:Wildlife Conservation

for mountain goat by nonresidents

Sponsor:Senator Duncan____ Components Wildlife Conservation
Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
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TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page ifnecessary)

No FY 90 impact.
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ANALYSIS

EPARIVIEN?

Fisn and Game
SRT““EFAL

An act relating
department position

TfiTd life Conservation wu &¥F0&l 3Senator Duncan

to hunting for mountain goat by nonresident hunters

Neutral
S A- /1 A
by ]
Bruce Uinneford >V90 V K M ]. \]
/

SUMMARY y

OTHER ACENCIES AHECTED or BILL CQONSTITURNT ONEXR@) AHFECTED BY B4,

Commerce and Economic Development Big Game Guide-outfitters

Tourism

CRGANIZATICNAL support for bill organizational OFfoarmxx to bill

Alaska Professional Hunters Association Unknown

FISCAL IMPCT: G NONE u 3> HSALNOTE ATTACHED

N dTWmTArftPfhat all nonresident mountain goat hunters be accompanied by a guide-
outfitter (or relative within the second degree of kindred) was a recommendation of -the
Task Force on Guiding and Game in January of 1989. Additionally, it was an implication of
HB 112/SB 140 during the 15th session that mountain goat be added to Dali sheep and brown
bear as species which require guide-outfitters for nonresident hunters. Mountain goat was
recommended for inclusion to this 1li"/ ~cause of the precipitous terrain they occupy and
the danger associated in hunting thi: species.

ANALYSIS OF BILLPROGRAM BFFECTS

In 1988, 320 nonresident goat tags were sold. Preliminary 1989 figures indicate that 107
goat tags were sold. Thus, revenues to the state associated with nonresident mountain
goat hunting in 1988 was $79,625 for tags and $19,056 for licenses, for a total of
$98,681. By contrast, 1989 revenues were $26,750 (tags) and $6,420 (licenses), for a
total of $33,170. A loss of $65,511 (64 percent) was experienced due to the reduction of
nonresident goat hunter effort in 1989. As this new requirement becomes more accepted it
is believed that the opposition to using a guide will diminish and nonresident hunter
effort will increase, but not to pre-1989 levels.

Whether or not mountain goat remain on the guide-outfitter required list will not
seriously affect the management of mountain goats in Alaska.

AVENDVENTS PROPCSED

NONE

TLIU* ATTACH AMPAJUT 1 SHET PC* ADOTDONALCOMOR 1 ON AXALTML
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STATE OF ALASKA iAi
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
BILL ANALYSIS
DEPARTVENT DIMISIN BILL NJVBER SFONR
Fish & Game Wildlife Conservati m SB 381 Senator Duncan
SHRT TIEC-BL

An act relating to hunting for mountain goat by nonresident hunters
DEPARTVENT POSITION

Neutral /) A /) /

PREPARED BY DATE DNE/ /

Bruce Dinneford 2-9-90 W i
SUMMARY /=

OTHER AGENCIES AHFECTEO 8T 8ILL CONSTITUENT GROLFFS) AHECTED BY 81LL

Commerce and Economic Development Big Game Guide-outfitters

Tourism

CRGANIZATIONAL SUPPCRT FOR BILL CRGANIZATIONAL OPPOSMON TO BILL

AlasKa Professional Hunters Associaticin Unknown

FICAL IMPACT: _INONE E FISA_NOTEATTAG-

8ACXGRow«NGisLMrr(J7einent  that all nonres ident mountain goat hunters be
accompanied by a guide-outfitter (or relative within the second degree
of kindred) was a recommendation of the Task Force on Guiding and Game
in January of 1989. Additionally, it was an implication of HB 112/SB
140 during the 15th session that mountain goat be added to Dali sheep
and brown bear as species which require guide-outfitters for nonresident

hunters, (cont. on pg. 2)
ANALYSIS OF BILIUPROGRAV BFFECTS

In 1988, 320 non-resident goat tags were sold. Preliminary 1989 figures
indicate that 107 goat tags were sold. Thus, revenues to the state
associated with nonresident mountain goat hunting in 1988 was $79,625
for tags and $19,056 for licenses, for total of $98,681. By contrast,
1989 revenues were $26,750 (tags) and $6,420 (licenses), for a total of
$33,170. A loss of $65,511 (64 %) was experienced due to the reduction
of nonresident goat hunter effort 1in 1989. As this new requirement
becomes more accepted it is believed that the opposition to using a
guide will diminish and nonresident hunter effort will increase, but not

to pre-1989 levels.

Whether or not mountain goat remain on the guide-outfitter required list
will not seriously affect the management of mountain goats in Alaska.

AVENDVENTS PROPOSED

NONE
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Backaround/Leaislative Intent corit

inclusion to this list because of the

Mountain goat was recommended for
associated in hunting

precipitous terrain they occupy and the danger
this species.





