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Regulation of animals held under Title 16 permits should be by the department ojfish
and game. Experimental animal husbandry permits are intended to test thefeasibility of
using surplus wildlife for game farming—not for zoological exhibition. Exhibition is
currently regulated under Title 16 scientificleducational permits.

Page 9, lines 8-16:
Delete all material

Criteriafor declaring game as surplus can best be achieved in regulations adopted under
Subsection (a). Some of the criteria listed here are allocation matters that should be
considered by the Board of Game (e.g., declaring animals in proximity* to highways,
railroads, urban areas as surplus: these are also the animals most in demand by the

publicfor subsistence, sport hunting, viewing).



I I l WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OFFISH AND GAME

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802-55:1
PHONE: (907) 465-4100

March 25, 1994

The Honorable Pat Carney, Chair

House Resources Subcommittee - SB 46
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol, Room 434

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Carney:

Pending legislation authorizing game farming (SB 46) continues to concern the
Departments of Environmental Conservation, Natural Resources, and Fish and
Game. We have reviewed the March 17 work draft from your subcommittee on
game farming and the March 13 memorandum to you from Senator Mike Miller.
Neither of these documents resolves major concerns expressed in our March 11
letter, which summarized the administration’s unified position on game farming.

We also would like to correct a mistaken belief that the three agencies
recommended transferring regulatory authority over the experimental animal
husbandry permit from the Department of Rsh and Game to the Department of
Natural Resources. The position of the resource agencies remains that the
Department of Fish and Game should regulate possession of animals held under
experimental animal husbandry permits and the Departmé&nt of Natural Resources
should regulate game farming and the possession of game farm animals.

To reiterate, we propose changes in the legislation to limit game farming to elk,
bison, muskoxen and reindeer. Under Title 16, an experimental animal husbandry
permit would be authorized to allow individuals to raise moose. Regulations would
be developed by DNR to allow the addition of moose and other native big game
species to the list of species that could be game farmed.

We believe it is essential to separate the administration of game farming and
experimental animal husbandry permits. The state would retain ownership of
animals and their progeny held under an experimental animal husbandry permit
and the sale of live animals or their meat would continue to be prohibited. The
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The Honorable Pat Carney 2. March 25, 1994

permittee would be able to use the meat for personal and family use and be able
to sell antlers, hides, milk and other byproducts.

Finally, the newly proposed subsection, AS 16.40.010(f), should be deleted or
completely reworked. As written, this subsection would be bad for game farming,
experimental animal husbandry, and sound wildlife management.

We remain committed to the concept of game farming and would welcome the
opportunity to work directly with your subcommittee, the House Resources
Committee, and legislative legal counsel to devise a bill that could be supported
by both the legislature and the administration.

Sincerely,

Carl L Rosier
Commissioner

‘J
Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation

cc: Representative Williams
Representative Hudson
Representative Bunde
Representative Green
Representative James
Representative Mulder
Representative Finkelstein
Representative Davies



ALASKA OUTDOOR COUNCIL

2932 C Street, SlLiite B
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
(907) 563-4A0C
FAX: (907) 561-0800

To whom -it may concern:

On April 10, 1994 delegates to the Alaska Outdoor
Council & annual meeting reviewed the general issue of
game TFfarming, and SB 46 in particular.

The Council delegates took the following position:
The Alaska Outdoor Council opposes game farming of moose,
caribou and Sitka Blacktailed deer. If SB 46 1is approved
by the Legislature, it shoilild do so only with the
amendments jointly proposed by the Commissioners of the
Departments of Fish & Game, Natural Resources, and

Environmental. Conservation.

Ri esident
and Vice-Presi or Region

Official State Association of the National Rille Association
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Mary L. Bishop
1555 Gus®s Grind
Fairbanks, AK 99709
907-455-6151

3- - n - March 31, 1994

A-%? ¢

Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol MS 3100
Juneau, AK 99301-1182

Dear

Everyone should have the right to tail or succeed iIn business enterprise.
But NO ONE should have the right to do it at the expense oFf our state's
healthy moose population.

I urge you to gppose moose TFfarming iIn Alaska.

My adamant opposition to moose farming is based SOLELY on the risk it puts
upon one of the most valuable assets we have iIn Alaska— our healthy moose
herd. Scientific literature is replete with examples of wildlife disease
related to confined wild ungulates. I have enclosed only one example.
Wildlife disease experts can provide you with others.

There is no question that fenced animals will escape. In this day and
age— when animal rights advocates are freeing research animals all over the
U.S.— it will be a simple matter to cut a moose Tfence in Alaska.

Will escaped animals be diseased? Will disease spread to the healthy wild
population— one of Alaska"s greatests assets? The risk is too great; the
potential benefit too small.

Contagious diseases like TB and brucellosis develop in confined ungulates.
Additionally, there are severe nutritional problems: The "Northern
Exposure'™ moose died; the best efforts of wildlife scientists have not been
able to keep a confined moose alive more than & years— usual ly*~less.

Because of unfortunate experience, other states and provinces are moving
away Ffrom ungulate farming— not toward it.

This issue i1s like fish Ffarming and ranching. It should receive the same
careful consideration of disease and genetic implications to the Tfree
roaming, wild population.

Increased moose Tfor eating, viewino and hunting should be provided by
measures like SB 77— intensive management of free roaming ~wi1d Fffe~
populations. In my opinion, i1tTi~Trr¥sponsible to put this invaluable

wildlife population at risk by passing SB 46— moose Tfarming.-

Sincerely,

Ma~y Bishop



AN OFFICIAL PUBLICATION OF THE

WYOMING GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

VOLUME 1, ISSUE 4
JANUARY/FEBRUARY 1992

TB outbreak scares wildlife managers

Disease could be
devastating to wild
elk & deer herds

By Steve Merritt

The threat of disease and parasites
associated with the game ranching
industry and the:: potential impact
on wildlife and domestic livestock
has long caused concern among
wildlife managers and cattlemen.
Game ranching advocates say these
concerns are being blown out of
proportion, that the facts are being
sensationalized in an effort to diffuse

the efforts c¢,f would-be game
ranchers who simply want lo
diversify agriculture. The debate

continues - arc disease and parasite
concerns really soraething to be
worried about?

Today, more than ever before, it
appears the answer to that question
is yes.

Today, the game ranching
industry is in the midst of a serious
world-wide outbreak of bovine
tuberculosis (TB), and the disease is
rapidly spreading through game
ranches across North America. The
ramifications for wildlife are
relatively unknown but potentially
very serious; more is known about
the risks to the cattle industry,
where the ramifications are equaliy
serious.

Nearly all of Wyoming's
immediate neighbors have had
recent problems with TB linked to
game ranching operations:

« Officials in Montana and Colorado
have had to quarantine and destroy
TB-infected game ranch animals;
investigations and testing lo locate
other infected or exposed animals
are still being conducted.

« Officials in Nebraska had to
destroy infected game ranch animals
as well as 115 head of cattle that
were apparently infected bv the
game ranch animals.

« A TB-infected beef cow imported
from Alberta, possibly linked to a
widespread outbreak of TB in
Canada, was recently discovered at
a slaughterhouse in Utah.

« South Dakota officials recently
quarantined a game ranch with red
deer and elk suspected of TB
infections; cattle on the ranch are
also under quarantine.

TB problems have also surfaced
in Washington, Oregon, Oklahoma,
Texas, Missouri, lowa, Wisconsin,

The Wildlife Trust Account:
what it is and what it does
for Wyoming's wildlife

A Colorado Division

necropsies on a captive elk herd that was slaughtered because of bovine tuberculosis.
ranch elk In Colorado was completely destroyed, two others were quarantined and several others are suspected of

Wildlife managers say they don"t know how a disease like bovine tuberculosis could be

exposure to the disease.

of Wildlife employee uses an ATV

controled ifU becomes established in wild, free-ranging elk herds.

Florida, New York and New Jersey.
Several Canadian provinces,
including Alberta, Ontario,
Manitoba, New Brunswick, British
Columbia and Saskatchewan, have
been hit as well, with
outbreaks reported in Alberta and
Ontario. Many experts monitoring
the situation expect more infected
ranches to soon be added to the
rapidly-growing list .

The WG&FD's concern about TB
obviously centers around wildlife,
but its concern doesn't end there.
The outbreak is also posing a major
risk to the livestock industry as well
as some risk to human health,

IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE UNKNOWN

The possible ramifications TB has
Tor free-ranging wild life -
specifically, cervids like elk and
deer - are relatively unknown. Some
experts claim the risk of passing the
disease to wildlife is minimal but

major

Playing the drawing odds

game: how to avoid the no
rlraxv Wiipc

possible. They say TB has evolved
over thousands of years specifically
to infect cattle and that any infection
in wildlife populations would be
self-regulating. Other experts say TB
can be passed to wildlife and that
the end result can be disastrous.

Dr. Mitchell Essey, senior staff
veterinarian for the USDA Animal
and Plant Health inspection
Service's cattle diseases and
surveillance staff, is one of the
experts convinced that TB, if
established in wild elk and deer,
would be an unparalleled wildlife
catastrophe.

"It's a picture you can paint as
black as you want because that's the
way it would be,” Essey said. "I
don't know what we'd do if TB gets
established in wildlife populations -
no one knows how we'd control it
if it got into elk herds like those in
Yellowstone National Park or in the
Gunnison (Col.) swea. The potential

Prilt’oll

Photo courtocy CoJorubo DOW

lo drag a bull elk closer lo veterinarians performing

One captive herd of game

ram ifications are almost
unconceivable."

Dr. Victor Nettles, director for
the Southeastern Cooperative
Disease Study, says Wyoming has "a
perfect scenario for transmission
from animal to animal.”

'Tuberculosis is a valid concern,
especially in your state because of
the large number of elk and the
presence of feedgrounds,” Nettles
seid. "Wyoming is probably more
vulnerable than any other stale in
the nation.”

Margo Pybus, wildlife disease
researcher for the Fish & Wildlife
Division of the Alberta Department
of Forestry, Lands and W ildlife,
agrees that the problem could
potentially be very serious for
wildlife but thinks the risks of

See TB, page 8

Record book
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A study of the prevalence and economic significance of diseases and
defects of Slaughtered farmed deer

P. Selwyn* and S. Hathaway’1l

WICG X atAt Sy A Quarterly Newsletter Jrom the

Southeastern Cooperative W h.di.iff. Disease Study
College of Veterinary Medicine
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
Alaska chapter

March 18, 1994

Hon. Bill Williams, Chairman
Resources Committee

House of Representatives
Alaska State Legislature
Capitol Building, Rrr. 128
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

RE: CSSB 46
Dear Rep. Williams:

The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society wishes to register its opposition to SB 46,
the "moose farming" bill. The Wildlife Society is a national organization of wildlife
research, management, law enforcement, and administrative professionals with over
8,000 members nationwide and 340 members in the Alaska Chapter. The Chapter
recently adopted a position statement on importing, transplanting, and ranching game in
Alaska, which | have enclosed. This position statement reflects the experience and
judgement of knowledgeable professionals in Alaska, as well as experience of colleagues
with whom we've discussed this issue from other states, Canada, and Scandinavia.

Although there are some areas of the world where game ranching is appropriate, Alaska
is not one of them. Alaska still has an abundance of free-ranging native wildlife species
and relatively intact ecosystems that are available to the public for both consumptive and
non-consumptive uses. As our position paper presents in greater detail, game ranching
could jeopardize these wildlife resources by competing for wildlife habitat, introducing
diseases to native wildlife populations, increasing opportunities for poaching, and
generating pressure to reduce natural predators. An additional consideration is the
philosophical implications of reducing species currently held in public trust to the status
of privately-owned livestock. The United States has a long tradition of holding native
wildlife for the common good of all, rather than the economic benefit of a few.

Again, the Chapter urges you to vote against CSSB 46, or any similar legislation.

Sincerely,

Richard Shideler, President
1833 No Way Lane
Fairbanks, AK 99709

Enel

Ccc: Rep. Bill Hudson
Rep. Con Bunde
Rep. Joe Green
Rep. Eldon Mulder
Rep. David Finkelstein
Rep. John Davies
Rep. Pat Carney
Sen. Mike Miller



THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

ALASKA CHAPTER

POSITION STATEMENT
OF
THE ALASKA CHAPTER OF THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
ON

IMPORTING, TRANSPLANTING, AND RANCHING GAME IN ALASKA

The Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society is dfV'.cated to wise management of wildlife
resources nd their habitats. Alaska is unique in Supporting native wildlife populations at
historic levels over much of the state. These populations have great economic and
cultural value to the state and its people as sources of food, fur, and revenue. Much of
this value derives from wildlife being in its original, free-ranging condition where both
consumptive and nonconsumptive users have access to this public resource.

English common law gave ownership of wildlife species to the ruler to be held in trust for
the people. In reality, the only group that benefitted from this arrangement was the
privileged class. In North America, free-ranging wildlife species traditionally have been
held in common by the public. Private ownership of wildlife thus can only occur as
authorized by government acting in me best interest of the people.

The Alaska Legislature has authorized private ownership of bison, muskoxen, and elk.
Plains bison and elk are exotic (i.e., non-native) species that have been imported to
Alaska and established as wild populations in several locations. Muskoxen were
extirpated in Alaska in the 19th century and re-established in the wild with imported
stock. Alaska also has an existing reindeer herding industry. Ownership of reindeer
herds in Alaska is restricted to Alaska Natives by federal law, although non-Natives have
challenged the law by importing reindeer from Canada. Recendy, persons promoting
game ranching as business ventures have proposed legislation authorizing private
ownership of additional wildlife species, including moose. Other proposed legislation
would require resource-management agencies to transplant exotic species such as elk to
areas where they do not currently occur.

Game ranching may have a place in some countries or regions of the world based on their
unique conditions and institutions. In such situations, game ranching can provide an
alternative to domestic livestock and may to some extent preserve the diversity and
abundance of native ungulates. Alaska, however, has the opportunity to maintain its
historic abundance of free-ranging wildlife species for the benefit of all its citizens
without resorting to game ranching.

Game ranching or other private ownership of wildlife species threatens to diminish the
abundance and quality of Alaska's wildlife resources. Wildlife species occupy the
landscape regardless of land ownership, yet remain public property. It is common
knowledge that commercial development of land often alters or eliminates wildlife
habitat thereby reducing wildlife populations. The public may not realize that ranching



or herding privately held wildlife may similarly reduce native wildlife populations
through displacement, competition, disease, hybridkation, poaching, and t .imination of
large predators.

Land occupied by ranched or herded game is land from which native wildlife species are
excluded by fences or competition for resources. Habitat available for occupancy by
free-ranging native wildlife is thus reduced, with concomitant reductions in their
populations. Wild ungulates attracted to captive animals during the rut have been
destroyed in several instances in other jurisdictions. In addition, there is no assurance
that public lands would not be leased and fenced for game ranching. Public access to
wildlife species for consumptive and nonconjumptive uses would be restricted by fenced
ranges.

Importation and transportation of wildlife species poses the risk of spreading disease to
free-ranging populations. Problems with disease have included bovine tuberculosis
(Mycobacterium bovis) in elk, bovine brucellosis (Brucella abortus) in elk, rangiferine
brucellosis (Brucella suis biotype 4) in reindeer, and bluetongue in elk. Bovine
tuberculosis and brucellosis are transmissible to humans as well as to native wildlife.
Other diseases and parasites potentially present in imported wildlife include anaplasmosis
(Anaplasma marginale), meningeal worm (Parelaphostrongylus tenuis), carotid artery
worm (Elaeophora schneideri), and giant liver flukes (Fascioloides magna). Quarantine
and/or veterinary treatment of imported, transplanted, and ranched gar.ie can reduce the
risk of disease transmission to native wildlife, but these measures can fail if animals
escape quarantine, if tests for disease are not foolproof, or if unscrupulous or lax
individuals fail to adhere to proper procedures. Introduced parasites and diseases could
diminish Alaska's wildlife populations.

Individual animals or groups of animals that are ranched or herded eventually will escape
captivity through accidents or inadequate fencing or herd husbandry. For example,
ranched elk have escaped captivity in Alberta, as have African ungulates in Texas and
bison and reindeer in Alaska. Wildlife that escapes captivity poses the risk of
contaminating the genetic integrity and fitness of Alaska’s wildlife species through
hybridization. Native wildlife populations exhibit particular genetic adaptations to their
environments. For instance, Alaskan caribou have significantly longer legs than reindeer,
an adaptation having important implications for escape from predators, energy costs of
locomotion, and ability to move and forage m deep snow.

An established commercial market for game meat introduces an incentive for large-scale
poaching of free-ranging wildlife species and for illegal sale of gam? meat A poacher
could sell poached meat to an unscrupulous game rancher to mingle with ranched meat
from the same species or could sell directly to an unscrupulous retailer. Unauthorized
Us e capture of wild ungulates to supplement ranched breeding stock could also occur. A
very large regulatory network and force of inspectors for tracking the origin of game
meat in the commercial market would be necessary to reduce the incentive for illegal
take and sale of game. The resources to adequately accomplish this level of oversight of
game ranching are unlikely to be available in Alaska.

Game ranching would jeopardize populations of large predators. In North America, large
predators such as bears and wolves have been eliminated from most areas supporting
significant concentrations of domestic livestock. Persons engaged in game ranching
almost certainly would view predators as threats to their economic livelihood and would



generate pressure to eliminate large predators from areas in which game ranching
occurred.

In addition to considering the risks to Alaska's Sdiife species posed by game herding or
ranching, or by resource-m.magement agencies importing or transplanting exotk, wildlife,
the public should contemplate the philosophical implications of reducing species
currently held in common to the starts of privately-owned domestic livestock.
Traditionally, consumptive users of wildlife have had a strong vested interest in
maintaining healthy, abundant, free-ranging wildlife populations. More recently,
nonconsumptive users also have supported legislation and policies that maintain wildlife
habitats. Although captive wildlife may serve an educational rok by providing highly
managed viewing opportunities to the public, ranched game is unlikely to geneiate the
incentive for maintaining large, relatively unmodified ecosystems currently engendered
by free-ranging, native wildlife species.

Alaska's wildlife has local, statewide, national, and international importance. In
recognition of this, and in the interest of maintaining these valuable resources for the
enjoyment and use of future generations, the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society
finds that:

1 Skillful, professional management is required to assure the future rr wildlife
resources in North America;

2. Wildlife species in North America have traditionally been considered common
property of the people, and public ownership of wildlife has benefitted both the
public and the wildlife resources;

3. Reindeer herding by Alaska Natives is an economic benefit to those communities
where herding has traditionally and continually been practiced since inception of
the industry;

4. Private 1 vnership of wildlife has led to unfair chase harvesting, inhumane

treatment of captive wildlife, illegal commercial trade in wildlife and wildlife
body parts, and escape of captive wildlife and potentially will reduce habitat for
wild ungulates, impair public access to wildlife, decrease numbers of ungulates in
a wild setting, disruot the genetic integrity of native wildlife populations, and
cause ext' .-pation of large predators;

5. Exotic wildlife species, and to some extent native wildlife from non-Alaska
stocks, imported to Alaska and subsequently transplanted within Alaska by
resource-management agencies, pose many of the risks identified for ranched
game;

6. Commerce in wildlife without a uniform system of disease inspection has
facilitated introduction and transmission of non-native diseases and parasites,
including bovine tuberculosis and bovine and rangiferine brucellosis; and

7. The presence of free-ranging, native wildlife species has strongly contributed to
the maintenance and protection of large, relatively undisturbed natural
ecosystems.



In support of the preceding findings, the Alaska Chapter of The Wildlife Society
specifically recommends that:

1 Reindeer herding be limited to ranges traditionally and frequently grazed since
inception of Native herding in Alaska and not be expanded to other areas of the
state;

2. Research on range management, veterinary medicine, nuw.nion, animal

husbandry, meat processing, and marketing be applied to enhance thj value and
productivity of reindeer herds as an alternative to expanding the distribution of
reindeer to additional areas of the state;

3. Private ownership of elk, bison, and muskoxen for game ranching currently
authorized by Alaska law be repealed, with provisions for protecting the interests
of persons currency ranching or herding these species;

4. Private ownership of wildlife species be prohibited with the exception of zoos,
research institutions, and educational facilities authorized by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game for the purposes of public education, protection
and propagation of endangered species, and scientific study, and with the
exception that individuals authorized by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
may possess raptors for the purpose of falconry;

5. Pending repeal of Alaska law authorizing private ownership of wildlife species
for game ranching, the industry should be fully regulated, including testing and
certification of disease-free status to control interstate and intrastate spread of
animal pathogens and minimize the potential of disease transmission to free-
ranging wildlife populations, licensing of persons engaging in game ranching,
mandatory tracing of animals and animal products in commercial trade, and
comprehensive monitoring and enforcement of all relevant regulations;

6. Importation of exotic wildlife to Alaska,and transplantation of exotic wildlife
within Alaska, by resource-management agencies for purposes of establishing
free-ranging populations be prohibited; and

7. Transplantation of native species (e.g., muskox) within Alaska for wildlife
management purposes be accomplished with stocks already present in the state
rather than with imported stocks.



Larry Holmes
Chairraa.n Anchorage
Fish and Game Advisory Committee
P.0. Box 454
Girdwcod, AX 99537

March 31, 1993

The Honorable Rick Halford
President of the Senate
Room 111

Stats Capitol

Juneau 99301-1132

Dear Senator Halfordr

"The Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee opposes unanimously:

1) SB 43, requiring elk to be transplanted to certain Southeast
Alaska islands where they are not indigenous;

2) S3 46, to allow mccse farming; and

3) §"1 77 and HE 141, to require intensive management of game
species.

The Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee is an elected body
that represents Anchorage hunters, anglers, and many other types of
wildlife users cf a consumptive and non consumptive nature; in fact
vs have mere than a dozer, user interests represented on our
committee. -

We are unanimous in opposing these bills because they allshare the
common error of bringing the legislature into issues of fish and
wildlife management at a level best left to the Department cf Fish
and Game. We believe the legislature®s role in fish and game 1is
best one of general guidance vrather than specific direction.
Historically, the legislature has wisely left such specific issues
as these to the agencies with the necessary expertise. in fact,
the need Tfor such expertise 1is the very reason the legislature
-established such agencies in the first place.

Each bill raises concerns best left to departmental discretion.
Regarding SB 43, the impact of elk on deer has been of concern to
Alaska Department of Fish and Game biologists. The potential for
disease transmission to and displacement cf the indigenous black
tail deer by elk needs to be studied further before we expand elk
herds in southeast Alaska. From a (user®"s perspective, certainly
many Southeast Alaskans value deer in the freelar each winter more
than an occasional shot at an elk.



Regarding £5 4S, we think moose farming raises concerns of disease,
that it abuses
of wild stocks.

won"t survive
rsicns jof Farm

Regarding SB 77 and K3 141, wa think this 1is the worst of bills.
It guts the discretion that 1is wisely placed in the Board of Game
to rely on agency expertise and instead directs the board to pursue
intensive management of certain species cor consumptive use to the
detriment of other species and other uses. As hunters, fishers and
ether users we appreciate Alaska as a wild place. We don"t want it

turned into a came farnm.

baurenca (Larry) Holmes J , Chairman
.Anchorage Fish and Game Advisory Committee.

LH:rlj

cc; Members of the Senate
Members of the House
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February 12, 1994 FROM

House Resource Committee (all members) THOMAS J. CLASSEN

ahaJr/Representative. Bill Willianms P.O. BOS 30507
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99708

Tel: (907) 79-2303
AXune 465-3793 Fax; (907) 679-3569

:0TaJ. PAGES (Lr.cludtng Cover Shttu 1

I refer to Senate Bill 46 "An Act relating to 1,0092 farming and relating to
game farming." The idea of confining a wild animal for the purpose of
commercial exploitation is extremely repulsive to me. Alaska is advertised

as the Last Frontier”™ although it Is rapidly being despoiled, the last
frontier image should be retained for as long as possible. Wild ani- als

held in capativity for the purpose of monitaty gain is not appropriate to

this image. Do you realize that every idiot with 20 acres of land will

became a moose farmer.Good tax right off as the project could not possibly
become viable. Ho one also ever thinks of the animal suffering involved.

Wild animals confined suffer terribly something a compassionate human race
would not inflict on any creature. Remember the confined moose in Alaskaiand?
What a pitiful sight. Moose are browsers and need to roaia. They also do not
do well on a diet of commercial food. Tlieir systems require the woody pulp
found in their natural foods. | also suppose this project will become eligible
for State agricultural grants a govermental waste of State funds. Agricultural
projects of any type are not suitable in this arctic area. Not one ".as ever
proved viable. The investment required to properly set up a farm i3 certainly
not affordable by our prospective Fairbanks farmer and the risk element from

a business point of view is very high. This all equates to a shoe string

type of operation and means added suffering for the animals.

I would like to remind you of our infamous Fairbanks chicken farm. A typical
shoe Btring operation destined for failure right from the start. The State
peered one million into this failed venture. The guy absconded with the
fund8 leaving dead and dying chickens everywhere. Let"s not have another
disaster like this one. This is not the. country for agricultural projects.

I urge you to throw SB 46 into the waste basket
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April 19, 1994

LETTER FROM A MOOSE

Why do you Legislators want to treat me as a cow?

Why do you want to fence me from my freedom that I have enjoyed for
thousamis of years?

Why do you want to let entrepreneurs experiment with my species?

Why do you want for me to be tied to a gas pump for tourists to taunt
and torment?

Why do you want to spend more millions of state dollars to prove Moose
farming, Qlikn all previous ventures wore disasters i.e. dairy farming,
pig and chicken and musk ox, fox and barley farming!

Why do you want to degrade, buniliate and domesticate me when T am
one of your states greatest wild assets?

Lastly, does Son. Miller own stock 1in chain-11ink fencing?

Scientifically, morally, and financially, this SD 46 is a disaster
and deserves to lie killed.

Paddy Tatum

HC 66

Nenana, Ak. 99760
Ph. 582-2535

fax 582-2860
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By GREG LAKES 1
ol'Ihe Misksulian .
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ARDY — In the pAS(J8

months, Len and ¢
O Pamela tyallacc have
put together one of the natipn’s
largest herds of captive
More than 3?p animals la*tA”
along the bottom of Rye Creek;
south of Darby.' LT &5ET

Len Wallace and his ranch arc
pictured throughout th”, .,
brochure of the two-ycar-pld
North American Elk Breeders e
Association, across the ppek
covej- of it]‘qugaerly jQH"al,
and in an ad caljing his , .;jrt. .
purchase of‘14QJplk from a
Missouri game farm the.largest
elk transaction in history.,":

In those 18 months, Wallace
has bought into both the leading
edge of a new and growing
industry, and into the
controversy that cngulfs.it.

The breeders' association says

o »

(L

rg—= .il
elk are the>livestock of the

future. Biologists say game fan .,

t. Q /C9Q

and 'genetic poilution,
By mid-1992, Alberta officials

farms pospia'i threat to native,” s;}j; had euthanized 2,600 captive elk

wildliffvtjilt/s unprecedented ft) /.
; this.cjuUyjy. j

L(m

Elk m.Qppis low-fat and. .n)v
almpsfAvj(hoqgt cholesterol, says
tlie associ”tjo')’? promotional,-f;:

to stop the spread of bpvinc
tuberculosis, nnd will wait years

. i to sec if tfjcy successfully kept

the disease out of the .province’s
wildlife and cattle. ™M

m.fitcjrial,|pnd (!<?mandfa # a $ f\a>:. The VirginittiCatilemen’s

exceeds tfpjppbV ' mbhrtfci

Associatiorii®s.as™d.for a ban

Antler velvet',supplies an eager.on. game far'nlsipcca” pf the
Asinn.market, thofjgli price has . >threat tp the-TBrfwi*Utus of

dropped to its Ipvvest in.a
d?cude. For thc forcseeable =

ftijtjre, says'the association,,x*u i- tests.

the state’s livestock industry and
the lack ofijJefinitivc .diagnostic
;quV: e

prime breeding stock wjllyqtojMgji, Wybmingpans game farms,

command impressive prices,
oltfbulls bring high profits as":*
the objects of controllpgjihwifs.
Elk are three times cheaper Jo
feed and pasture. To Wallace,
tliey afford both a,mystique aqcj
a profit. > V.-
w'Elk areiitigrand animal; they
have a grandeur," Wallace saifj.,,.

“‘But they’rcia crop. | have to%).y

keep my sensibilh(c9 here.”
Opponents of gjune farms
point to concerns'.jbout disease

i, ;.Cregon recently imposed a

moratorium, and Montana,
Colorado, Washington and
Alberta have dramatically
tightened regulations.

Game farms may usurp
critical wildlife winter range and
disrupt migration routes.
Biologists say the escape of
captive animals is inevitable.

T\vice in the past! cpuple of
years, Montana hunters have
shot elk in the wild that were

BIP
" Bitterroot
RITiJZ
lake/ifc
Col W~

probably game-farm hybrids,
and biologists say genetic
pollution would forever alter
native species.

Valerius Geist, a University of
Calgary professor and author,

(See FARM, Page A-8)
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(continued)

refers to the underlying principles
that guide wildlife management -
tenets that all revolve around re-
spect for wildlife and are responsi-
ble for the recovery of species
nearly annihilated at the turn of
the century.

“ Game farming," he said, "vi-
olates every one" of the prin-
ciples.

Wallace founded a couple

.0f clectronijs.jCompanies and de-
"vcloped rcarestatc in California.
In May 1991, he bought the first
of what would eventually be about
5,000 acres of,, steep open hills,
timbered draws' and>crcck, bottom
south of Darby.

“You cannot make any money
on cattle,” he said. “It looked to
us like we could raise elk on the
eplao™have the.igcf*gM ng

worry.

In. November 1990, Alberta
officials found TP in a captive
herd of about 30 elk near
Edmonton. Provincial policy is
strict: Not only arc the infected
animals killed, so are any animals
with which they had contact.

"Experience has shown us this
is the only possible way you can
ensure the disease will not sur-
vive,” said Stan Pctran, of Agri-
culture  Canada in  Alberta.
"Unless you take every ore of
them, there is always the chance It
will come back and haunt you."

It took two-and-a-half years
for Petran's staff to track elk sales
and euthanize exposed animals.
The effort ultimately “depopu-
lated” 16 game farms, killed 60
percent, of Alberta®" captive elk,
..and cost the agency $15 million in
' compensation atone.

{ Dr. Ann Fanning, of Alberta
:Health in Edmonton, said at first,
ivestpek officials refused to be-
i‘ «ve?fthe outbreak posed a health
to,people... W

more statistical certainty ol dis-
covering the disease. Accuracy
suffers when applied to one or a
few animals, as required when elk
arc sold, Thorne said.

"If you’re looking at interstate
commerce, where you’re moving a
few animals, you’re going to miss
some," he said.

If TD ever did get established
in the wild, it would be a perma-
nent source of infection for native
species, game farms and cattle
ranches.

"By the time it’s discovered,
thcre’d be no way to solve it,”
Thorne said. "You'll never get rid
of it. In all likelihood, you’ll lose
youp hunting opportunities for
that elk herd, because of the risk
to humaii health.”

*Buy disease may be the
lesser jthreat to wildlife, critics
say, compared to the introduction
of genes from similar, non-native
species. ",

"1 don’t know of any situation
where, disease lias eliminated a

concern, pay the billsj-and htake a t species .jof .animal,”” said Gary

iff? tested 600 people —

. & flr 3 pranchphands®and Burke, ~-administrator, of Fis'

. i fcndering”plantr'—  Wildlif rand  FSric’s  Criminal
sp»'iK 7iMthb " cen exposed to diseased 'Nvesti jon Division. "But ge-
lesMfian expected,'*" eXp fion, ".that's forever

AUltimately. treated 10! of PRIt A,
) . ftanirirpfeurseof ejfe.".it’s"lways there.
center oE"iRYaising, - . r"Rer wftr'.ans'nfHe European

But''his emphag
said, will.be huntmgl _
,acre: enclosure. He’ll bu;
" biiltjp~ifeten-fiell tro
anlW ~“£W tou<umn

19940 -

“We have a facih'ty.that"Sttb’

be <lose ;to.the'fvtq~I*wunh;
tryi” he salid; “We can prt&ide a
customer a very realisticJunUng
expenence .We can

around .until their tongues”®an”

ing out. "M.r,.
. *As 'ra-nlpreseD
'm-gaftfe-farm industr
~done,all..the- Fi};f!%¥
Ms herdrhas' genetically-
pure Rocky Mountain elk;
free of tuberculosis and other,
common diseases. He endorses
new state regulations, and sees icw
problems with complying.

But it's an uneasy truce be-
tween the industry and state wild-
life officials. Officials say tests
and rules don’t protect enough.
-Game fanners have sued over new
" restrictions.

Tin Montana and in several
other states, there’s an uneasy
truce between agencies that man-
age wildlife and those responsible
for livestock.

“The advantages are all in the
economic and agricultural sec-
tors,” said Rick Kahn, at the Col-
orado  Division of  Wildlife.
"There’s nothing good for wildlife
that can be said about game
ranching.”

Many cf the concerns over
game farms revolve around health
issues — and tuberculosis, which
ranks near the top of potential

-al

I'i"Thcrc had,been .some trans-
lion of the bfgate to hu-
- - result ol-handling the

ertap officials traced mthe
'sourc&'of.the outbreak to a Mon-
aPa'vgamt$iafm' near Yellbwstone

.National Park. Montana officials
Nd'otherelic owner Welch Bro-

anhad sold, .and eventua_llx
Qlin(j tuberculosis in foup”il
WO groups .oi

ia*s niles are Icss.strin-

iinalS' that react- Vo TB
destroyed, but the rest of

the herd is quarantined until it
passes a series of tests over 15

months.
p . The deer herds were eutha-

" nized, said state veterinarian Don
Ferlicka. Twp of the elk herds
,have had their quarantines lifted,
antj two remain in place.
,.until 1991, TB tests designed
*for cattle were used to test deer
and elk, with inaccuracy some
~experts blame for outbreaks in
Montana, Alberta and in several
Eastern states.

"They were missing some
TB,” said Tom Thome, wildlife
veterinarian for the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department,
whose research is partly responsi-
ble for that state's ban on game
farms.

Now, the test has been
adapted, but it still has limita-
tions. For weeks or months after
exposure, an infected animal may
not produce enough antibodies
against the slow-growing bacteria
to react to the test.

ecres'of elk.' They’re smaller,
|..0r®agGressrve.’-and’tHeybeIIow
le instead of bugling like

Ve ? bred with uree-rang-

I'Ncw Zealand and have

been in tiorially crossed nn game

farms ere and in the United
States.

'red deer is a totally dif-
ferent 5himal,” said Heidi You-
mans, tauthor of a Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife and
Farks pfiper on gameTarrhs”’

"1f £ed deer or hybrids{feShSpe -

they could eventually alter a wild

m-herd’s eerie pool and-behavior,”
YoumaoJ'saia.

“It wquld be a tragedy,” she
said. would certainly have
lost a very'importaut legacy.”

In Alberta, 11 percent of tested
animals were hybrids, according to
Youmaris* figures. In Colorado,
game farms found that 10 percent
of the eftimals tested were hybrids,"™-
in 13 of 2! herds checked, and
officials; ordered them out of the
state, om- “*d

"There was too much risk to
allow any hybrids to remain in the
state,” said Kahn at the Division
of Wildlife.

Kahn modeled the results of 10
red de'2r or first-generation hy-
brids escaping into a herd of 500
pure wild elk. Within 60 years, 50
to 60 percent of the wild herd
would have red deer genes.

"We feel confident there are
significant threats to even a few
red deer getting out and mingling
with elk," Kahn said.

Montana game farmers point
to genetic tests as a way to screen
out the hybrids, and allow ranch-
ers to keep them out of their cap-
ehHdgK I Ilf



The test reliably catches first-
gcncration crosses, but gets less
sensitive with subsequent genera-
tions, said its cieator, Peter
Dratch of the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service Forensic Laboratory in
Ashland, Ore.

It’s intended to screen entire
herds for the presence of hybrid
genes, Dratch said, not to draw
conclusions about the purity of
any particular animal,

“If they tell you the herd has
. tested 100 percent pure, they’re
misrepresenting the test,” Dratch
said. “1 would never call this a
purity test.”

A year or so ago, Montana
' officials submitted samples to
Dratch’s lab from an elk killed in
the wild near Twin Bridges. The
sample was too old to be sure, but
was probably a hybrid, Burke
.said. Last fall, a hunter shot a,hy-
brid in Powell County.

"The test detects a problem,”
Dratch said. "It showed hybridi-
zation "was occuging7.on..j."arne;
ranches within the range of native'
elk. Now, it’s showing there are
hybrids outside the fences”™”™j ,;

How much genetic' pollution-'

would it take to change native elk
into something else?

“It's stupid to play those sorts
of games,” Youmans-saidi'. “ By
the time you know. ir*Way Yoo
late.” ’

Wado Halnstock, exec-
utive director of the North
American Elk Breeders Associa-
tion, said the threats are overb-
lown.

“What you're looking at here
is very much a political football
used by people philosophically
opposed to game farming,” he
said. He said domestic cattle face
more risk of TB from imported
beef and the dairy industry than
from game farms, and genetic
testing is too inconclusive to worry
about the results.

Montana  Audubon flatly
opposes game farms, as docs the
National Wildlife Federation. The
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
has yet to make a firm policy
statement.

Wildlife managers say few
things hurt the sport’s public
image mare than hunting inside a
fence. Geist, at the University of
Calgary, predicts public pressure
alone will spell thte-'industry’s de-
mise;

vrit.is.*"ch"f*"lem-generat-’
ing’industry,Tie’ *aid:, ;"1 have
enough, faith in North American
'societyP!fftatv-it will eVenftially;
outlaw nte* ' ? 1

-~ Ma$>|-.But two. of the 75
or so'pKgple who attended a pub-

lic hearing last winter spoke

against Wallace’s gamesfarm. ,
nhm'thrjM rm mdus-!

try has 'the overwhelming support
of the people in the Bitterroot
Valley,” Wallace said. "I doubt 1
would have any opposition in any
location in Montana.”

State plays
It by book
witb farms

By GREG LAKES

o( the Missoulian

HAMILTON - In early 1992,
state officials realized the
number of animals game farmers
were reporting didn’t match the
numbers behind their fences, or
what they were telling local tax
appraisers.

The difference varied from
several dozen for elk, to several
hundred for white-tailed and
mule deer.

That.March, the Department
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
conducted surprise inspections on
all 97 game farms in the state.
On 90 percent of them, they
found violations of then-
relatively lax state laws, said
Gary Burke, administrator of the
department’s Criminal
Investigation Division.

Some of the infractions were
minor record-keeping or fencing
problems, due more to apathy or
ignorance than malicious intent,
Burke said.

But 24 had serious violations,
and three months later, Burke’s
agents returned to 12 of them
with search warrants.

Welch Brogan, dean of
Montana's elk ranchers, was
charged and convicted of «
possessing illegally captured
game, a felony. A Livingston '
operator was charged with a;-r"
misdemeano”for selling Hunts on
his game farm, but conducting
them on public land.Several,
including Darby resident Cal
Greenup and;'Mark Ingraham of
Kalispell, were charged.with
operating a game farm without a
license. Greenup’s charge was >
dismissed when be ultimately, gpt
a license, and Ingraham forfeited
a $65 bond.

Hamilton game farmer Chancy
Ralls pleaded guilty to a record-
keeping charge, and paid a $63
fine.

Several game farmers had their
pastures closed for fencing
violations, officials arc trying to
revoke the license of another,
and the attorney general's office
is still considering charges
against 12 others, Burke said.

Industry representatives say
the move was political. The
department was trying to justify
a push for tighter regulations at
the time, which it got from the
1993 Lcgisiature.

But Burke said game fanners
had asked to police themselves,

. and abused the privilege.
mMontana now has 107 game
forms, more than 90 of which

! raise elk, and it has new

regulations. Has the situation
improved?
“Not quite yet,” he said.



«a07> 582-2535
FAX 19071 582-2060

PADDY TATUM
NATURALIST

February 11’1994 HC 66 BOX 27620 Nenana, Alaska 99760

Dear Representative Williams:

You now have a chance to save the State of Alaska tremendous amounts
of monies that could be directed to worthwhile and proven projects.

I am referring to SB 46 the "Moose Farming™ bill, themost abhorrent
idea yet to come out of the Legislature.

It is a biological, scientific and financial disaster waiting to hap-—
pen, Whereas deer, elk and reindeer have been successfully raised 1in
some 1instances, altho many had problems, mostly with disease, moose

are entirely unique, they have never been farmed successfully (not be—
ing a natural herd animal, no fence can hold them).

Ask yourself what is the real reason for the proponents of this bill?
Is it for political cronies financial gain? Or a tourism gimmick at a
far higher cost than can possibly benefit the State and residents who
are actually the owners of the game.

Alaskans are the custodians, not entrepreneurs, of our wild game.

Please take a few minutes to read the enclosed information, although
previously written, it is still most pertinent.

Thank you for your time. 1°1l be in touch on this.

Sincerely,

Paddy Tatum
HC 66 Box 27620
Nenana, Ak 99760

Ph. 582-2535
FAX 582-2860
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Two bills pending in the Alaska Legislature would allow moose to
be raised as domestic animals for commercial purposes and allow the
meat to be sold.

The Alaska Department of Fish & Game believes legalization of
moose farms would start Alaska down the trail to private hunting
preserves and potentially the European system of hunting. Only about 3
percent of Europeans are hunters because the cost is prohibitive and
game meat can be purchased.

The foundations of wildlife management in the United States for
most of the 20th century have been .public ownership of wildlife
resources and prohibition of the commercial use of those resources.
Bison of the Great Plains and the North American waterfowl are but two
examples of wildlife decimated by commercial meat hunters before such
management principles took hold.

Alaska®"s wildlife resources are extremely valuable economic
assets. Wildlife contributes approximately a quarter of a billion
dollars a year to the state"s economy through tourism, guiding,
hunting, personal use and subsistence.

Tourists list the opportunity to see wildlife as their primary
reason for visiting Alaska. But they want to see wildlife in the wild,

not in roadside attractions and game farms.



The pr~fftary proponent of the legislation wants to capture 100
oose along the Alaska Railroad near Talkeetna to stock his commercia

operation near Delta Junction. He claims thrlr capture would reduce
the number of moose killed by trains. A better method of reducing
moose mortality along the railroad would be to support legislation
that already has been approved by the House to require the use of
pilot cars on the railroad and Dong-term habitat improvement along the
railroad right of way.

Whether the moose are killed by trains or moved to moose farms,
the result is the same - fewer moose along the railroad.

Moose farming will require large acreage and ipterfere with the
movements of other wildlife species in the area. The primary proponent
wants to lease 4,000 acres of state land and fence it to contain his
moose herd. This would remove habitat from wildlife production for
general public use and enjoyment.

Moose are not herd L 't tows with calves are loners and other
moose seldom congregate in jro-..ts of more than four or five. To put
more than 100 moose into a 4,000-acre enclosure would 1increase the
potential for outbreaks of disease, which could be transmitted to wild
moose or domestic species outside the enclosure.

Even worse, this legislation would allow people to own a few
moose as a hobby or to promote their tourism businesses. Such roadside
attractions are notorious for mistreatment of animals and Alaska
steadfastly has prohibited such activity in the past. Do Alaskans
really want to see moose, among the most noble symbols of our
wilderness, being ridden, hitched to plows or chained at a gas pump?

Do Alaskans want to see game ranches where people pay thousands
of dollars to shoot confined moose, reminiscent of the "Guns of
Autumn,"™ the television segment which produced a national uproar a few

years back?



Allowing the sale of moose meat will create serious law
enforcement problems and add an economic 1incentive to poachers_j In the
Canadian province of Alberta, where elk farms are common, the sale of
elk meat is prohibited due to concerns over enforcement of poaching
laws. Alberta has 115 game wardens; Alaska has 75 for an area more
than twice as large.

From a purely economic point of view, game ranching has been
successful in some parts of Canada, most notably in Alberta. No moose
farms exist in Alberta because they are not profitable.

The Yukon Territory commissioned a study in 1986 to analyze the
feasibility of game ranching. The report concluded moose are
unsuitable for game farms because of disease problems when the animals
are kept in close captivity. The most productive natural habitat in
Alaska can support six or eight moose per square mile during the
winter. The primary proponent of moose farming in Alaska plans to
stock more than 16 moose per square mile throughout the year on his
farm.

Much has been made of domesticated moose programs 1in the Soviet
Union. The truth 1is, their only two moose "farms"™ failed in the early
1960s.

The state already has spent many millions of dollars trying to
subsidize agricultural projects that had a greater chance of
succeeding. We consider providing 100 publicly owned moose and
removing 4,000 acres of publicly owned wildlife habitat another state
subsidy and an extremely poor precedent.

Wayne Regelin
Deputy Director

Division of Wildlife Conservation
Alaska Department of Fish & Game
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Concerns about game ranching

Richard Schneider

nvolvement of the veterinary profession in the ranch-

ing of wildlife is increasing, as evidence j by the large
game farming session at this yerr’s WC' .vf spring con-
ference. At a recent wildlife manager icrt conference
in Calgary, game ranching was discus ied in detail, and
a number of serious concerns about its expansion in
Canada were raised. The following is a summary of
these concerns, which | feel we as a profession must
fully address before supporting this enterprise.

1. Poaching

Once a market for venison and other wildlife prod-
ucts is established, increased poaching is inevitable and
it becomes more premeditated and organized. In
Germany where such markets exist, there are approx-
imately 65,000 armed wildlife protectors in contrast
to Alberta where 115 unarmed wardens patrol a much
larger land base (1). The African experience with
elephant ivory (up to 80% of ivory on the market in
recent years originates from nonlegal sources) demon-
strates that strict laws and market controls can nor stop
poaching (2). In North America, our chronically
underfunded wildlife agencies do not have the
resources to combat the poaching that is even now tak-
ing place, let alone any increase. Finally, there are
already two cases on record in North America where
wild elk were corralled and then sold as private
breeding stock.

2. Restricted public access to wildlife

The present system of wildlife management in Canada
is based on public ownership of all wildlife and the
absence of markets for wildlife meat and parts. Hunt-
ing rights are controlled by the Crown with equal access
for all. The establishment of game ranching and
associated markets would result in demands for hunt-
ing fees by land owners, as the wildlife on their land
now would have monetary value. This is the situation
in Germany and Texas, with the result that hunting
is the domain of the elite. Another spin-off may be
direct or indirect restriction of access to wildlife for
nonconsumptive users. This is the major reason that
fish and game associations and other wildlife groups
such as the Canadian Wildlife Federation have come
out strongly against game ranching.

Ontario Veterinary College.
NIG 2W]|.

Department of Pathology,
University of Guelph, Guelph. Ontario

Can Vet J Volume 31, July 1990

3. Genetic pollution

With game ranching it is a fact that, with time, escapes
occur. In Texas there are a number of exotic species
which have escaped from game ranches and now con-
stitute natur?Uy reproducing wild populations. Intro-
duction of exotic species has on many occasions
around the world caused extirpation or extinction of
native species (3). Even with the ranching of native
species, genetic pollution is still a problem as the
ranched animals are selected for large antlers, large
body size, lean meat, and so on, and over time become
maladapted to the natural environment.

4. Disease

Translocation of wildlife is an integral part of game
ranching. As disease agents are often specific to cer-
tain species or locations, the possibility of introduc-
ing a biologically or'economicallv devastating disease
into susceptible wild or domestic populations must be
considered. Examples of such problems which have
already occurred include the introduction of Pare/a-
phostrongylus tenuis to moose and elk, Brucella
abortus and Mycobacterium bovis to bison, and
Besnoitia spp. to caribou (4-6).

5. Moral and spiritual concerns

A number of participants at the conference, which 1
believe have a strong support base among urban, non-
consumptive wildlife users, voiced strong objection to
any further domestication of wildlife. This is an ethical
judgement by a segment of society which feels that
wildlife has an intrinsic right to live in its natural set-
ting. Native participants also echoed this view, with
their philosophy that no one has the right to own
wildlife (though they differed from the aforementioned
group in regards to usage of wildlife).

6. Fencing

Game ranching where animals graze natural vegeta-
tion (the most common form of ranching in Alberta)
requires that large tracts of land be fenced off. There
are cases in the US where this has interfered with the
migration and other movements of local wildlife.

7. Predator control
Game ranching is incompatible with predators. This
may result in further lobbying for predator control,
eroding efforts to have the government manage wild-
life for biodiversity.
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3. Humane concerns

The removal of antlers for the harvesting of velvet can
be done in a humane manner, however, unless proper
techniques are consistently carried out by all ranchers,
the development of game ranching will be a retrograde
step toward the humane treatment of animals. Tom
Hughes, speaking on the moral perspective of game
ranching, told us of witnessing antler removal without
the use of any anesthetic.

9. Economics

There are a few hundred ranchers in Canada involved
in game ranching, most of them in Alberta. The range-
style ranchers contend that society is served through
their use of lands from which there is presently little
economic gain, leading to a stronger Canadian econ-
omy." Valerius Geist gives strong evidence, however,
that “a policy giving market value to living wildlife
generates more income than one giving economic value
to dead wildlife” (1). For example, Germany, with its
market for venison, elite hunting, and expensive
poaching control, generates only about half the
monetary value from wildlife as do Wyoming or
Wisconsin with democratic hunting, nonconsumptive
expenditures (which are three times the amount of
consumptive expenditures), and relatively inexpensive
poaching control (1). The bottom line is that game
ranching, if developed in Canada, would be a sub-
sidized industry (once poaching control, regulatory
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infrastructure and so on have been paid for) and have
all the detriments to wildlife and society noted above.

The issue is clearly very complex and different
people will place different values on the various con-
cerns noted above. Furthermore, there are good
reasons for the continuation of the fur farming, fish
farming, and even bison ranching that is already in
existence. It is my contention, however, that all things
considered, there is overwhelming evidence that the
ranching of any new species of wildlife in Canada, and
in particular native and exotic cervids, is inadvisable.
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TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE, INC.

12E "iPST AVENUE
FAINBAJJKS. ALASKA 0970’ -J397
PAC.NE -0071J52-¢251  FAX (307) 451.3920

April 16, 1993

House Resource Committee Members
Alaska State Legislature

Alaska State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801*1182

Dear House Resource Committee Members:

I'understand that SB 40. "An act relating to mccse farming and relating to game
farming" is being heard By your committee on Monday, April 19, 1993. You
should be aware that the 43 member vliiages of Tanana Chiefs Conference, inc. are
opposed to moose farming of any kind, at any level. Further, during the February
meeting of the Executive Board of Tanana Chiefs Conference, the bill was reviewed
and discussed and unanimously opposed. On behalf of Tanana Chiefs Conference.
| respectfully request your rejection of this bill and | urge you not to pass It out or
committee. Thank you.

Sincerely,

TANANA CHIEFS CONFERENCE, INC.



Rural Alaska
Community Action Program, Inc.

April 5, 1993

Representative William K. Williams
Chair, House Resources Committee
State Capital Building

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Williams:

RurAL CAP 1is concerned that the legalization of moose
farming and the sale of moose meat could have adverse
effects to thousands of rural Alaskans who depend on the
subsistence lifestyle.

We feel there are a host of serious questions that
cannot yet be adequately addressed, such as the threat of
disease to both domestic and wild animal populations,
problems of domesticated animals attracting bears and
wolves, incentives to illegally harvest animals for 1income,
and finally the enormous cost to the State.

While we believe strongly in increased economic
opportunities, especially in rural Alaska, we cannot afford
to do so while putting at great risk the subsistence economy
which provides sustenance to rural Alaskans.

Thank you for considering our views as you debate the
merits of legalization of moose farming.

Representative Bunde
Representative Green
.Representative James
Representative Mulder
Representative Finkelstein
Representative Carney
Representative Davies

Administration «P.0.B0ox200908,Anchorage, Alaska 99520 «(907)279-2511.FA X (907)279-0343
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April 3, 1993

To Rep. Bill Williamr., Chairman House Resources,

As a Biologist/Naturalist and a 26 year resident of Alaska |1 find SB 46
(Moose Farming bill) the most; abhorrent idea vet to come out of pur Leg-—
islature .

it"s not -often that r agree with the Alaska Fish .& Game - but they and
many other scientists and wildlife professionals present well founded
biological data on why this is a bad idea.

I find it ludicrous to envision our wild moose, be it calf or adult,
held in pens, corrals, and cages, tethered and taunted, their dignity
destroyed by "Another Roadside Attraction” mentality, by the exploita—
tions of a few who might financially profit from this depredation.

This 1is not what Alaska 1is all about.

I don"t believe we can "Own" that which 1is meant to be a free-living
being, and a very important part of Nature as wild.

Rather, we Alaskans are the mustodians, r.ot entrepreneurs, of our wild
animals.

IT anyone 1is interested, | have collected volumes of cases over the last
two years of disasrevous attempts to capture and raise wild ungulates |In

western states, 1in Canada and 1in Europe. Three problems that will surface

cpp* _ _ _ . -
1. Infectious diseases such as bovine TB, and Brucellosis are like—

ly in penned-up conditions

2. Moose are not a herding animal, but territorial, how is this go—
ing to be handled?

3. Opens a plethora of problems regarding poaching.

We all know what a disaster all attempts atagriculture and animal farm—
ing havebeen.in the last ten years, not to mention the hundreds of mill—
ions of dollars spent on such Tfailures.

Let"s face it, the few people that would financially profit from this are
those that need a "Gimmick Display” to lure tourists, or those that wou-—
Id receive huge state agricultural 1loans (does this smack of the multi—
million dollar defunct Delta Farm Project, or the Point MacKenzie Dairy
debauchery?)

May | please hear from you on this matter? N\jlAa.p 0<” xmhA

Sincerely

Paddy Tatum
HC 66 box 27620

Nenana, Ale. 99760 Fax. 582-2860 Ph. 582-2535



Carol A. Jensen

3451 G feenhill Way
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

TO: HouseResources Committee
FROM: CarolJensen
RE: SB 46, Moose Ranching

I Strongly oppose passage of this bill for the "following
reasons:

1. For the same reasons the Fish & Gama Dept, opposesit. The
threat of disease to wild stocks; the encouragement ofever, more
poaching than we already have.

2. I have worked in the tourist business since 19SS, and have
talked to thousands of tourists. I also talk to many different
people when Itravel on my own vacations Outside.These people

DO NOTwant to see wild Alaskan animals caged,penned, or
chained. Even a safari type set up where people are driven
through a fenced game "preserve" s r.ot acceptable to most,
because THIS IS ALASKA.,, the _.last wild, spacious outpost for
truly free roaming animals. In the Lower 43, that has been all
but lost, and the only way to see "wild" animals is 1in this type
of setting. BUT WE FORTUNATELY ARE NOT AT THAT POINT VYET. They
don"t come to Alaska to see zoo0s. Many that do go to the Alaska
Zoo are saddened by what they see. . They would much rather see
the animal in the wild.

3. I do not want to see entire industries developed to
warehouse and slaughter our wild game animals, The next step
will be the cruel "factory farms™ that we presently have 1in the
Lower 49 that warehouse pigs and cattle.

4. Game farms and tourists traps with wild animals may also
take away some of the anticipation and mystique from Denali and
our other parks. Many people go to these parks to see wild
animals.,.if they can’pay a few bucks and see a moose, caribou
or even wolf (yes, this bill could just be the start of more
wild animal "farms"™), thy may decide to skip the trip to the
parks, particularly if the weather 1is a detcrant (we get a lot
of inclement weather May-August).

5. Animal abuse in very common with.in private businessesthat
exploit animals tor profit (ie: many moos, circuses,rodeos, the
entertainment business and animal "parks"). The Animal Welfare
Act is terribly inadequate and under-enforced, We don"t need

this here.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Carol Jensen
(daytime phone: S00-473-2234)

. n'V - . O
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TO: House Resource* Committee
From: Gary V. Oskolkoff & Marla Kvasuikoff
RE: Moose Farming SB-46

DATE: April 16, 1993

Dear Committee Members:
We ask that you reject the proposed moose farming bill.

At this time a lack of data as regards the issue of moose farming will lead

the State of Alaska into many problem areas:
e.i: funding (although a zero budget is being proposed we believe this to
be unrealistic)
grazing leases and regulations (also relating to the funding 1issue)
environmental and resource damage, waste and exploitation.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Marla Kvasnikoff/and for



Bill Arvey

P.O. Box 81195
Fairbanks, AK 99708
April 2, 1993

State Representative Williams
House of Representatives
State Capitol, Juneau, AK

Dear Representative Williams;
I strongly urge you to reject the "Moose Farming Bill", SB 46.
Alaska'a wild game animals should not be the objects of commercial ranching or farming for several reasons.

1 "Moose ranchers" will be afforded preferential use of a public resource, at public expense. Once
recognized as commercial game ranches, these operations will become eligible for state assistance in the way of
revolving agricultural loans, predator control, and whatever else can be dreamed up to gain access to the state
till. This is not an unusual pattern, as past legislatures have funded plenty of turkey schemes that have
diminished the state treasury while providing no known benefits. Some of us still hope that die experience of
these losers would have led to a collective learning experience.

2. There are really no "surplus" animals available to provide startup herds for the proposed operations.
The potential for abusive poaching of young and injured animals in the name of "ranching" is great. Even
animals that die naturally from disease and starvation are fully utilized by predators and scavangers, many of
which form the basis of die trapping industry.

3. Moose are wild, intractable animals that require large quantities of native vegetation in order to
thrive. Implicit in the proponent's arguments are the requirements to provide large amounts of native willow
and birch to feed out the captive animals. Therefore, what you may think will be a red meat ranching concept
will quickly become a project to raise and cut vast amounts of feed, which is highly unlikley to even be
possibile.

4. As with most other public-funded Ag projects diat fail, when this baby folds up, as it surely will, the
"rancher-farmers” will be back begging you (that is, us) for supplemental help, loan forgiveness, etc. | don't
think the public will be happy to realize that they must subsidize or rescue yet another poorly conceived
program.

5. Proponents argue that predators can be excluded and moose be kept in by fences at the perimeters.
Fences will not prove effective at either in my opinion. Just as in other commercial ranching ventures of this
type, predators will prove to be a problem, and demands for special predator contol measures to protect
investments will surely follow. Witness the current situation on the Seward Peninsula where commercial
reindeer herders demand that natural predators (wolves and bears) be destroyed to protect herds that are
utilizing public lands.

Thank you for considering my views.
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To: House Resources Committee

"From: Dave Bear
P.O. Box 39283
Ninilchik, AK 99639
Ph. 567-3344 (hm) 283-5831 (wk)

Subject: Moose Farming-SB 46

I sincerely hope that each committee member will carefully and
objectively examine the 1information before them regarding the
subject issue. I have and 1 find the published support and
justification for SB 46 to be offensive, outrageous, hypocritical,
self-serving, outright fraudulent and a blatant demonstration of
autocratic posturing by at least one politician and several
appointed government officials.

* There was no public meeting in Ninilchik to discuss the subject
issue.

* We have some of the finest fish and game biologists 1in the
country here in Alaska but because the subject proposal is
scientifically ridiculous their opposition has been silenced
because it is in conflict with "someone®"s"™ political agenda. our
biologists have won awards for their efforts with the Moose
Research Center in Kenai and have been rewarded by having it shut

down. I'1i SOIlIO 20 jrccijLO uX aoXual liaixUo on, yuiic wulL and did x L,
non-profit, non-politically motivated, scientific oriented study,
they have proven that moose farming is a BAD 1idea. Why don®"t we

listen to them(re. official position of The Wildlife Society).

* The State of Alaska Department of Agriculture has something less
than an outstanding record of accomplishment as regards "providing
greater consumer availability of quality Alaskan grown products in
the marketplace through inspection, certification, labelling,
marketing, and education programs." If you are to believe what you
read in the newspaper the State has poured who knows how much money
into existing, and past, programs and they have basically zilch to
show for 1it.

* We are supposed to be 1in a budget crunch. Our schools and
prisons(Wildwood) are being "neglected or shut out altogether. our
roads and emergency service personnel are suffering greatly. BUT,

the subject plan would "assure the availability of financing
sources for agricultural operations that are financially
viable" (our experts say this plan is not); "continue the State’'s
investment in agricultural science and technology to protect and
enhance the quality of Alaskan soils, seeds, plants, produce,



Katherine C.E, Smith

1193 Cooper Crt.
Homer, Alaska 99603

February 22, 1994

Chairman Bill Williams
Alaska State Legislature
House Resources Committee
Room 128

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Chairman Williams:
Re: SB 46 (Authorizing Moose Farming)

The following is a copy of my February 18,1994 testimony via

tele-conference on SB 46 to the House ResourcesCommittee:

This 1is Katherine Smith, a resident of Homer. I am a
Certified Wildlife Biologist and 1983 Graduate of the University
of Alaska, Fairbanks Master®s program in wildlife management. |
have been working with Alaska®"s big game species or as a
consultant in game farming ever since.

I was Project Director and Manager ofa private elk farm at
high elevation in Hawaii where |1 oversaw construction of a state

of the art quarantine and handling facility for elk, and
importation of 50 head from the mainland in 1987. The herd is
now up to several hundred animals and doing well as long as a
rigorous health program and supplemental nutrients are provided.
Even with year-round pasture and benign conditions in Hawaii, it
is extremely expensive to keep fenced game healthy, and handlers
safe. And elk are a herd animal, very tractable and easy to
handle and provide for as compared to moose. Moose are more than
a challenge- they are a mistake!

In vinter, moose are wide-ranging browsers. They wander Tfar
as lone animals or cow-calf units seeking high quality, low
availability willow, cottonwood, and birch buds and tender stems.
When 1locked in by fences they quickly run out of this limited
dietary requirement of high protein and roughage. Supplements
are very costly, and as Charles Schwartz of the moose research
center in Soldotna stated earlier in this teleconference, fencing
and feeding moose creates conflicts and problems between animals
which do not naturally group together.

With the high cost of game fencing, no one can afford to
fence enough area to adequately provide for moose. Again, |1
agree with Charles Schwartz that animals are subjected to poor
diet, inter-species aggression, and mishandling by caretakers who
do not understand their needs or know how to provide for thenm.

It is also very difficult to define what constitutes an "adequate
handling facility" as stated 1in this bill. It would be even more
difficult to regulate.

Moose are a proven poor choice Tfor intensive game farming.
In addition to the studies in Russia and Scandinavia cited
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To: House Resources Committee

From Dave Bear
P.O. Box 39283
Ninilchik, AK 99639
Ph. 567-3344 (hm)

Subject: Iloose Farming-SB 46

I sincerely hope that each committee member will carefully and
objectively examine the information before them regarding the
subject issue. I have and 1 Tfind the published support and
justification for SB 46 to be offensive, outrageous, hypocritical,
self-serving, outright fraudulent and a blatant demonstration of
autocratic posturing by at least one politician and several
appointed government officials.

* There was no public meeting in Ninilchik to discuss the subject
issue.

* We have some of the finest fish and game biologists in the
country here in Alaska but because the subject proposal is
scientifically ridiculous their opposition has been silenced
because it is in conflict with "someone®"s" political agenda. Our
biologists have won awards for their efforts with the Moose
Research Center 1in Kenai and have been rewarded by having it shut

dowu. I'n ooinc 20 jcaia ul av.Lual haixUo wun, yunc vjuL anO Jil iL ,
non-profit, non-politically motivated, scientific oriented study,
they have proven that moose farming is a BAD idea. Why don"t we

listen to them(re. official position of The Wildlife Society).

* The State of Alaska Department of Agriculture has something less
than an outstanding record of accomplishment as regards "providing
greater consumer availability of quality Alaskan grown products 1in
the marketplace through inspection, certification, labelling,
marketing, and education programs.”™ |If you are to believe what you
read in the newspaper the State has poured who knows how much money
into existing, and past, programs and they have basically zilch to
show for it.

* We are supposed to be 1in a budget crunch. OQur schools and
prisons(Wildwood) are being®"neglected or shut out altogether. Our
roads and emergency service personnel are suffering greatly. BUT,

the subject plan would ™"assure the availability of financing
sources for agricultural operations that are financially
viable" (our experts say this plan is not); "continue the State's
investment in agricultural science and technology to protect and
enhance the quality of Alaskan soils, seeds, plants, produce,



animals, and other agricultural products, and the necessary
knowledge transfer"(this probably means they"ll shut down some
other highly esteemed and long established study center);

"facilitate the development and use of agriculture in conjunction
with other Alaskan resource uses and needs". Where is all this
funding going to come from?. I"m sure as hell not going to

contribute.

* All. of this land that the State is going to "make available for
agriculture under a variety of provisions 1including fee-simple

title with fair market value purchase or homestead credits”". What
exactly does that mean?. It sounds pretty dubious to me.
* The Department of Commerce & Economic Development makes

statements that clearly are motivated by that all holy and most
venerated, not to mention extremely profitable, of all endeavors,
tourism. They make it sound like we"re all going to starve to
_death unless this legislation passes. As far as a source of red
meat is concerned, haven"t these people heard of plain old cattle?.
But then of course, what tourist is going to pull into the gift
shop at Tok to look at and pet a Hereford or an Angus?.

* One of the major impacts of this legislation will be in the
areas of law enforcement and quality control. This will naturally
cost the State a great deal of money in terms of personnel and
administrative costs. How can this be justified?.

Summary: There is a fixed amount of land in this country. As more
people move to Alaska and those that are so inclined move further
away Tfrom the cities there 1is less and less land, or wildlife
habitat, left available for the animals. Unless this moose farmer
is going to grow, on an annual basis, one tremendous amount of the
kind of willows and other browse his moose like to eat. thev will
run out of food in their "pen"™ in very short order. I know for a
fact that these guys will not eat just any old bush. So, more
moose, more land & more food. Everything in nature, left alone of
course, has a balance point. I contend that if you allow this
ludicrous legislation to pass you will destroy that natural balance
and cause harm beyond imagination. Please listen to the experts,
they are the true stewards, when not politically pressured to do
otherwise, of our resources. They, unlike the supporters of this
legislation, are motivated by the perpetuation of a resource and
truly "look to the future"”. The supporters of this legislation are
a small, special interest group who apparently could care less how
this legislation will impact future generations or other residents
of the State. Please do not allow this legislation to pass.

The personal satisfaction of knowing that you have done the right
thing in the instant case is, in my opinion, worth a great deal
more in terms of integrity and ethical behavior than the long
remembered notoriety that most certainly will be given those
responsible for passing this bill.

My most sincere thanks and appreciation for your time and

consideration in this matter.



Katherine C.E. Smith

1193 Cooper Crt.
Homer, Alaska 99603

February 22, 1994

Chairman Bill Williams
Alaska State Legislature
House Resources Committee
Room 128

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Chairman Williams:
Re: SB 46 (Authorizing Moose Farming)

The following is a copy of my February 18, 1994 testimony via
tele-conference on SB 46 to the House Resources Committee:

This is Katherine Smith, a resident of Homer. I am a
Certified Wildlife Biologist and 1983 Graduate of the University
of Alaska, Fairbanks Master®s program in wildlife management. |

have been working with Alaska®s big game species or as a
consultant in game farming ever since.

I was Project Director and Manager of a private elk farm at
high elevation in Hawaii where 1 oversaw construction of a state
of the art quarantine and handling facility for elk, and
importation of 50 head from the mainland in 1987. The herd is
now up to several hundred animals and doing well as long as a
rigorous health program and supplemental nutrients are provided.
Even with year-round pasture and benign conditions in Hawaii, it
is extremely expensive to keep fenced game healthy, and handlers
safe. And elk are a herd animal, very tractable and easy to
handle and provide for as compared to moose. Moose are more than
a challenge--they are a mistake!

In winter, moose are wide-ranging browsers. They wander far
as lone animals or cow-calf units seeking high quality, low
availability willow, cottonwood, and birch buds and tender stems.
When 1locked in by fences they quickly run out of this limited
dietary requirement of high protein and roughage. Supplements
are very costly, and as Charles Schwartz of the moose research
center in Soldotna stated earlier in this teleconference, fencing
and feeding moose creates conflicts and problems between animals
which do not naturally group together.

With the high cost of game fencing, no one can afford to
fence enough area to adequately provide for moose. Again, |
agree with Charles Schwartz_ that animals are_sub}ijected to poor
dret, 1inter-species aggression, and mishandling by caretakers who
do not understand their needs or know how to provide for them.

It is also very difficult to define what constitutes an "adequate
handling facility” as stated 1in this bill. It would be even more
difficult to regulate.

Moose are a proven poor choice for Intensive game Tfarming.
In addition to the studies 1in Russia and Scandinavia cited



earlier, there are examples closer to home- the University of
Alberta did studies as did the University of Saskatchewan, all
concluding that moose are NOT suitable for game farming on any
intensive basis. The land area required 1is too great to fence
and the handling and feeding considerations make it uneconomical.

Meat and antler sales also present a problem. State Fish
and Wildlife Protection is already overtaxed, under-staffed and
under-funded in their efforts to check 1illegal take of moose.
This bill will promote poaching and black market sale of meat by
creating a market 1incentive.

Disease transmission to wild stock is also a very real
problem when animals are confined, housed, trucked to new
location, sold and traded. SB 46 unnecessarily places one of the
State"s most significant subsistence animals at risk and
threatens the lifestyle of Native and rural Alaskans.

From one who has been 1in the game 1industry for a decade, |
assure you that the State has nothing to gain form SB 46; it will
in fact cost Alaskan®s the health and welfare of moose, an
important sport and subsistence animal. Substantial funds and
personnel will also be diverted to administer, research and
regulate this ridiculous bill. Promoting moose farming at a time
when the State does not even have money Tfor existing programs and
needs, does not make sense. As such 1 respectfully urge the
Committee to NOT foster this very harmful and costly legislation.
Thank you.

cc: Suzanne Lictle
Gail Phillips
Alaska Environmental Lobby
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ALASKA BOARD OF GAME

RESOLUTION

RELATING TO THE COMMERCIALIZATION OF MOOSE

WHEREAS, tbe Alaska Board of Game has statutory responsibilities for the conservation
and development of Alaska’s game resources, and

WHEREAS, the game resources of Alaska provide great subsistence, recreational,

aesthetic, and economic values to the state of Alaska through viewing,

tourism, hunting, and guide-outfitting; and

WHEREAS, reducing public resources to private ownership for commercial use has
been consistently opposed by the Board of Game for reasons which

include:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(%)

(6)

(7)

allowing sale of moose meat would encourage poaching, and
the illegal sale of wild moose meat and complicate

enforcement of game regulations,

the possibility of disease introduction to wild populations
from captive stock, and

allowing moose from captive stock to be bought and sold
will diminish the overall value of wildlife, and the aesthetic

values of Alaska,

the foundation for wildlife management in the United States

is common ownership by state residents, and the private
ownership would compromise successful long-term wildlife
management, and

husbandry of moose is likely to involve requests for control
of predators which pose a threat to penned moose,

research in Alaska has determined that confined moose
quickly decimate native habitat and then must be
maintained on a special supplemental diet costing
approximately $1800 per year per adult moose making
moose farming a costly and likely unprofitable enterprise,

failure of these moose farming enterprises will place an

additional financial burden on the state.
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RESOLUTION NO. 9368 BOG

Alaska Board
Page Two

of Game

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED,

BE IT
BE IT
ADOPTED;

the Alaska Board of Game respectfully requests the Alaska State Legislature not
to pacs Committee Substitute Senate Bill 46 which would allow private ownership

of moose for commercial purposes; and

FURTHER RESOLVED,

The Alaska Board of Game respectfully requests the Alaska State Legislature to

Tesist all efforts to privatize and commercialize the husbandry of Alaska’s game

resources, and

FURTHER RESOLVED,

that copies of the Resolution be promptly transmitted to the Governor, the
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, and the Chairman of the

Senate and House Resources committees.

Richard Burley, Chairman
Alaska Board of Game

March 19, 1993
Anchorage, Alaska
VOTE: 7 Favor O Oppose
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fi;N:

40605 DATE

XXXX ORDER SUMMARY XxXXxxX

.VPONVOR :

PURPOSE:
CONTACT;

CHAIRING SITE :

SPONSOR

hiRES HOUSE REST"0

PUB PUBLIC HEA
GAIL FORD
JUNEAU

REMARKS (PUB):

6 TIME:

04/20/94

LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK

15:30 10 18:00

URCI:S

RING LEGISLATIVE
TEL:*: <907)465-2338
CAPITOL CAP124

TESTIMONY:Y ALLOWED
PUBLIC TESTIMONY WILL BE TAKEN ON SB310.

TON REQUESTED ON 04/20/94 AND HAS 5

exX-xxX AGENOA XXXX

1 SB

46 AUTHORIZE

MOO St:

2 SB 310 STATE/PRIVAIE/MUNI

XXXX PARTICIPATING LTOS XXxXX

UPDATES

FARMING

TIMBER OPERATION/SALE

PAGE Oi
4? :00 :28
STATUS®":6 ADJOURNED
CHAIRS: REP WILLIAMS

2 MINUTE LIMIT
STILL LISTEN ONLY ON SB46.

ANC ANCHORAGE 716 W 4TIL *200 LOCATION STAFF®
COR CORDOVA 705 2ND STREET LOCATION STAFF
FBX FAJ PBANKS 119 N CUSHMAN ST LOCATION STAFF
GLN GLENNALLEN COMMUNITY LIB* LOCATION STAFF
IIOH HOMER ETC 126 U PIONEER *4 LOCATION STAFF
JNU JUNEAU CAPITOL CAPi24 LOCATION STAFF
KOD KODIAK 112 MILL BAY RD. LOCATION STAFF
MAT MATSU 165 E PARKS HWY. LOCATION «STAFF
NOM NOME FRONT STREET LOCATION STAFF
PSG PETERSBURG 101 GJOA STREET LOCATION STAFF
SEW SEWARD 2001 SEWARD HWY LOCATION SIAFF
SIT SI TKA 210 LAKE STREET LOCATION STAFF
SOL KEN/SOL. 34824 KALIFONSKY L.OCA1 ION STAFF
VaL VALDEZ STATE BLDG. *13 LOCATION STAFF
XXXX VOLUNTEER 6. OFFNEI SITES *«**
777 OF1 OFFNET 1 PALMER JOHN CRAMER <907)745-7200
PARTICIPANTS IN :ANCHORAGE ANC
1 JIM SYKES TSFY* SB 310
PO BOX 68 TALKEETNA AK 99676 <907)278-7436
2 CARLY BOEHNERT TSFY- SB 310
i851 BARRESTER ANCHORAGE AK 99508 <907)274-3621
3 JIM MINTON TSFY- SB 310
PO BOX 190121 ANCHORAGE AK 99519 <907)248-i965
4 JIM SEALY S.V.A* TSFY- SB 310
4330 SEEI..U CT ANCHORAGE AK 99502 <907>243-7001
5 JOHN REEDER S .V*A . TSFY- SB 310
9600 SLALOM DR ANCHORAGE AK 99516 <907)346-1943
6 TABITKA GREGORY 0BSV- SB 310
19530 PRIB"LLOF EAGLE RIVER AK 99577 <907)696-1215
PARI IC1IPANTS IN:CORDOVA COR
i MR™* STEPHEN BODNAR SELF TSFY* SB 310
PO BOX 2262 CORDOVA AK 99574 <907)424-5427
PARTXCTPANTS IN :FAIRBANKS FBX
1 MR, DANIEL LUH TSFY* SB 310
PQ BOX 70169 FAIRBANKS AK 99 7207 <907 )4.56-81 A3
1.TN1 100- RO1 LEGISLATIVE ILL..F.CONFLRENCE NETWORK PAGE 02
04/20/94 19:00:28
TCN = 40685 DATE 6 TIME: 04/20/94 15:30 TO 18::00 STATUS:6 ADJOURNED
PARTICIPANTS IN:FAXRBANKS FBX
2 MS* SYLVIA WARD NAEC TSFY. SB 310
218 DRIVEWAY FAIRBANKS AK 99701 <907)452-5021
3 MR. LARRY - MAYO TSFY. SB 310
282 HAY WAY FAIRBANKS AK 99709 <907)479-2954
4 MS. RONNIE ROSENBERG GREEN PARTY TSFY. SB 310
841 NINTH AVE . FAIRBANKS AK 99701 <907)452-6476
5 MS. MARY SHIELDS TSFY. SB 310
PO BOX" 80961 FAIRBANKS AK 99708 <907)455-6469
6 MR* CHARI . ES SIMMONS TSFY. SB 310
PO BOX 81724 FAIRBANKS AK 99708 <907)479-0406
7 MR* IED SWUM 1sf"Y. SB 310
PO BOX 82068 FAIRBANKS AK 99708 <907)474-9324
8 MR FRED BROWN TSFY. SB 310
1469 HOLY CROSS FAIRBANKS AK 99709 <907)479-0215
9 MR BALE I1-1AGGSTROM 0BSV. SB 310
2349 STEVENS AVE. FAIRBANKS AK 99709 <907)455-6242
10 MR. FRED PRAT" 1 0BSV. SB 310
PO BOX 72981 FAIRBANKS AK 9? 707 <907 )000-0000
11 MS. SATIVA OUINN 0BSV. SB 310
PO BOX 254 ESTER AK 99725 <907)458-8251
12 MR. MIKE UAL LERI 7TANANA CHIEFS 0BSV. SB 310
122 FIRST AVE:_*600 FAIRBANKS AK 99701 <907)452-8251
PART ICIPANTS 3N :GL.EINNALLEN GLN
i MR. DAVID HILL 0BSV. SB 310
PO BOX 12 COPPER CENTER AK 99373 <907) 822-3420
2 MR. ROBERT FRISBIE 0BSV. SB 310
PCI BOX 635 GLENN.ALLEN AK 99588 <907)822-3062
3 MR* MARTIN MARIOLE 0BSvV. SB 310
PO BOX 412 GLE- NNALLEN Ai< 99588 <907)82.2-341 4
PARTICIPANTS IN:JUNEAU JNU
1 MS KATYA KIRCH 1SFY. SB 310
HAINES AK <907)766-0000
2 MS Barbara KELLY TSFY* SB 310
JNU AK <907)000-0000
3 MR CUR CS 7? TSFY. SB 310
JNU AK <907 >000-0000
4 MR DAVE KELLYHOUSE K6.G TSFY. SB 46
AK <907)000-0000
) TO OBSERVE 0OBSV. ALL ITEMS
6 10 OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL. ITEMS
7 TO OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL ITEMS
8 TO OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL. ITEMS
9 ro OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL ITEMS
10 10 OBSERVE 0OBSV. ALL ITEMS
ii ro OBSERVE 0BSV, ALL ITEMS
12 TO OBSERVE 0OBSV. ALL ITEMS
13 T0 OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL ITEMS
14 TO OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL. ITEMS
i5 T0 OBSERVE 0OBSV. ALL ITEMS
16 TO OBSERVE 0BSV. ALL. ITEMS
17 TO OBSERVE 0OBSV. ALL ITEMS



PARTICIPANTS

PARTECIPANTS

i MS 4

PARTICIPANTS

1 MR

PARTICIPANTS

1 MR*

PARTICIPANTS

1 MS™*

2 MR*

LITa &I AT IVE TELECONFE RENCfc NETWORK

DATE A 1TMwx 04/20/94 15 :30 TO 18 :00

IN:JUNEAU

IN:NOME
ROSE
BOX 1405

IN:SEWARD

CHARLES R
PO BOX 102

I N:KEN/SOL
CHUCK
390 ENDICOT I

IN:VALDEZ
NANCY

PO BOX 1353
GREG

PO BOX 467

PARTICIPANTS CN:OFFNET

1 MR

0

JOHN

TO

OBSERVE
OBSERVE
OBSERVE.
DBSPRVP
OBSERVE
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TEST JFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY
TESTIFY

ATUK?FOSDICK

BOOTH

SCHWARTZ
DR

LEITTCOE

WILLTAMS

1

CRAMMER

OBSERVE

JNIJ

NQH

NOME

SEW
SELF
SEWARD

SOL
SEL..F
SOLDOTNA

VAL
AWRTA
VALDEZ
KCHU
VAL.DEZ

2727 OF1

PALMER

KAWERAK

AK

AK

AK

AK

AK

AK

AK

page:: 03
19:00:28
STATUS 6 ADJOURN!: b
0BSV * ALL ITEMS
0BSV * ALL ITEMS
OBSV * ALL JTEMS
0BSV * ALI- 1TEMS
0BSV * ALL ITEMS
TSFY * ALI- ITEMS
TSTY* ALL ITEMS
TSFY. ALI- ITEMS
TSFY * ALL ITEMS
TSFY. ALL ITEMS
TSPY . ALK ITEMS
TSFY. ALL ITEMS
TSFY. ALL ITEMS
TSFY. ALL ITEMS
TSFY. ALL ITEMS
TSFY. SB 46
99762 (907) 443--5231
0OBSV. SB
99664 <907)224-5751
0BSV. SB 46
99669 (907)262-7540
TSFY. SB 310
99686 (907)835-4300
OBSV. ALL. ITEMS
99686 <907)835-4665
OBSV. SB 46
(907)7415-7200
0BSV. SB
<907)000-0000



LTNT i0>Kk 1

.t GIS5LAT3VE TELFCDNIERENCF NETWORK PAGE 01
02/113/94 10:50:55
TCN: 40300 DATE & TIME: ©2/18/94 02:15 TO 10:00 STATUS:7 STATS. IN
XXXX ORDER SUMMARY *x*x
SPONSOR : B®IRES HOUSE RESOMRCES CHAIRS: WILLIAMS
PURPOSE: PUB PUBLIC HEARING LEGISLATIVE
CONTACT: MARY MCDOWELL TEL.*: (907) 465-3715
CHAIRING SITE: JUNEAU CAPITOL CAP124
SPONSOR REMARKS (pue): (ESTIMONY :Y ALLOWED 99 MINUTE LIMIT
TCN REQUESTED ON 02/18/94 AND HAS 10 UPDATES
XKX¥ AGENDA ViM#x
1 SB 46 AUTHORIZE MOOSE FARMING
X¥XX paRTrICIPArING LLOS *xxx
ANC ANCHORAGE 716 W 4 H *200 LOCATION STAFF
oj r DELTA JCT. oARVIS CTR. *2 10 LOCATION STAFF
r b x FAIRBANKS 1109 N CUSHMAN ST OCATION STAFF
HUM HOMER LTC 124 W PIONEER * 4 LOCATION STAFF
X JN U JUNE AlJ CAP I TOL CAP 124 LOCATION STAFF
MAT MATSU 165 E PARKS HWY LOCATION STAFF
sol.. KEN/SOL. 34824 KALIFOLSK.Y LOCATION STAFF
PARTICIPANTS I' N DEL LA JCc T DJT
1 MR DON QUARBERG OBSV. sSB 46
PO BOX 349 DELTA JUNCTION AK 99737 <907)395- 4215
PARTICIPANT S 1N :FAIRBANKS FB X
1 MR. BUD BLISS GAME FARMING TSFY. s B 46
1721 AURORA FAIRBANKS AK 997009 <907)451--8652
® M R . STANLEY N E D Ic C TS FY SB 4 6
122 1ST AVE. FAIRBANKS AK 99701 <907)452--8251
3 MR JEREM Y WELTON TSFY. sB 46
6810 SIFESE HWY. FAIRBANKS AK 99712 (9 07)000--0000
4 Ms OPAL WELTON TSFY s B 46
6910 STEESF. HWY. FAIRBANKS A K 99712 (907)000--0000
5 MR. DOUG WELTON TSFY s B 46
6810 S TEESF HWwWY. FAIRBANKS A K 99712 <907)000- "m0000
& ur HAROLD GILLAM FSFY s B 46
104 2ND. AVE FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)452- 2534
|7 M S SAN TIVA QU INN ICC TS FY S B 4 6
122 1ST AVE. FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)452--8251
8 M R FOREST WEL fON O BSV. S B 4 6
68 5.0 STEESTF RAS FAIRBANKS AK 99712 (907 00--0000
9 Ms CRiI'STAL WEL 10N OBSV. s B 46
6810 SIFESE HWY. FAIRBANKS AK 99712 (907)000-+0000
PART IXCPANTS IN:H O M ER LTC HQ M
1 Ms KATHERINE SM ITH TSFY. s B 46
1193 COOPER CRT HOMER AK 99603 (907)235--5448
S MR CHRIS RAINWATER TSFY. s B 46
48250 EAST END RD HOMER AK 99603 (907)235--62738
PART].C;].PANIS I'N :JLINEAU .INI)
1 REP B ILL HUDSON TSFY s B 46
A K (9 07)000- -0000
.TN1100 -RO1 LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK PAGE
32/i18/94 10 :50:
TCN - 40300 DATE 6 TIME: 02/18/94 08:15 TO0 10 :00 STATUS:? STATS. IK
RVICI PANTS 1IN :JUNEAU JNU
2 REP JOE GREEN TSFY, SB 46
AK (907)000-0000
3 REP DAVID FINKELSTEIN TSFY. SB 46
AK <907)000-0000
4 REP PAT CARNEY TSFY. SB 46
AK (907)000-0000
B OAFEP ELDON MULDER TSFY. SB 46
AK (907)000-0000
6 REP JEANNErfE JAMES TSFY. SB 46
AK (907)000-0000
7 ro OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
8 T0 OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
9 T0 OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
10 T0O OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
11 T0 OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
12 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
13 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
14 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
15 T0 OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
16 T0 OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
17 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
18 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
19 ro OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
20 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL. ITEMS
21 TO OBSERVE OBSV. ALL ITEMS
V6 TO TESTIFY TSFY. ALL. ITEMS
23 TO TESTIFY TSFY. ALL ITEMS
PARTICIPANTS JN:MATSU MAT
1 MR. JOHN CRAMER OBSV. SB 46
PO BOX 949 PALMER AK 99645 (907)745-7200
2 MR. DOUG WITTE OBSV. SB 46
PO BOX 949 PALMER AK 99645 <907)745-7200
PARL1I1CIPANTS 1IN :KEN/SOL SOL
1 MR. KRIS HUNDERTMARK SELF OBSV. SB 46
HC 1 BOX 3812 STERLING AK 99672 <907)262-9368
2 MR. CURT SI-i1UEY SELF OBSV. SB 46
PO BOX 3867 SOLDOTNA AK 99669 (907)262-9368
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Date Referred: March 15, 1993 FURTHER REFERRALS

Date of Committee Action
The RESOURCES Committee considered CSSB 77/RES)
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 77(RES) INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF GAME RESOURCES

"An Act relating to die powers of the Board of Game and to intensive management of big game to achieve

higher sustained yield for human harvest.”

RECOMMENDATIONS: (, AN /v M the same title
be replaced with ™ .75 f ~ *B>0 /1 F ) I ]a new title

( j have attached amendments(s)

I ) do pass

[ ] do not pass

K/t no recommendations

[ 1 individual recommendations
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ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s) APPROVES PREVIOUS:

[ J fiscal impact _ ( ] fiscal noie(s)

f ] zero fiscal note 11 1 zero fiscal note(s) /TP>
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HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 77(RES)

t

IN THE LEGISLATURE O'_:fTH e stTaTe OF ALASKA
[
EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BV THE HOUSE| RESOURCES COMMITTEE
I

Offered: 319194 .

Referred: Rules

i
i
Sponsor*;}:  SENATORS SHARP, Frank, Taylor,jMiller

REPRESENTATIVES Thcmank, James |

A BILL
( 1 i
: FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

| «

1 'An Act relating to the po-wcrs of the Board of Game and to intensive

2 management of big game to achieve higher sustained yield for human harvest."
i : JI

3 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

4 * Section 1. ' LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS.: The legislature finds lhat providing for high

5 levels of harvest for human consumptive use in accordance with the sustained yield principle

6 is the highest and best use of identified big game prey populations In most areas of the stale

1
7 and that the big game prey populations in these areas should be managed accordingly.

1 f
8 * Sec. 2, AS 16.05.255 is amended byadding new subsections to read:

9 (e{) The Board of Game shalfl adopt regulations to provide for intensive
10 management programs to restore 't\llwe abu*ndance or productivity of identified big game
11 prey populations as necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board
12 in an areg where the board has determined that
13 Ij (1) consumptive use of th.e big game prey popuI;tion is a preferred use;
14 m  (2) depletion of the big game prey population or reduction of the

SBO077c ;o -1- HCS CSSB 77(RES)
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productivity.of the big game prey population has occurred and may result in a
j |

significant reduction in the allowable human harvest of the population; and
I I

(3) enhancement of abundance or productivity of the big game prey

population is feasibly achievable utilizing recognized and prudent active management

techniques. |

}
(f) The Board of Game may not significantly reduce the taking of tin identified

big game prey population by adopting regulations relating to restrictions on harvest or
access to the population, or to management of the population by customary
adjustments in seasons, bag limits, open aqd closed areas, methods and means, or by
other enstomary means authorizled under,ll(a) of this section, unless the board has

adopted regljlations providing for intensive management to increase the rake of the

1
population for human harvest consistent with (e) of this section. This subsection docs

not apply if (the board
(1) determines that intensive management would be
(A) ineffective, basgd on scientific information; or
(B) inappn‘)priate due to land ownership patterns; or
(2) declares that!a biological emergency exists and takes immediate
action to protect ormaintain ihe big gameprey population in conjunction with the
scheduling for adoption of those regulations thatare necessary toimplement (e) of this
section.
(9) In this section, ¢
(1) ridentified big game jprey population® means a population of
ungulates thiat is identified by thelBoard 0} Game and that is important for providing
high levels éf harvest for human.consumpjtive use:
(2) “intensive management" means management of an identified big

; i
game prey plopulation to enhance, extend, a}nd develop die population to maintain high

levels or provide for higher levels of human harvest, including control of predation and

prescribed or planned use of fire and other habitat improvement techniques.

HCS CSSB 77(RES) SB0077c
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HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 77( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATORS SHARP, Frank, Taylor, Miller

REPRESENTATIVES Therriault, James

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to the powers of the Board of Game and to intensive

management of big game to achieve higher sustained yield for human harvest.”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds that providing for high
levels of harvest for human consumptive use in accordance with the sustained yield principle
is the highest and best use of identified big game prey populations in most areas of the state
and that the big game prey populations in these areas should be managed accordingly.
* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.255 is amended by adding new subsections to read:
(e) The Board of Game shall adopt regulations to provide for intensive
management programs to restore the abundance or productivity of identified big game
prey populations as necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board
in an area where the board has determined that
(1) consumptive use of the big game prey population is a preferred use;

(2) depletion of the big game prey population or reduction of the

L HCS CSSB 77( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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productivity of the big game prey population has occurred and may result in a
significant reduction in the allowable human harvest of the population; and

(3) enhancement of abundance or productivity of the big game prey
population is feasibly achievable utilizing recognized and prudent active management
techniques.

(f) The Board of Game may not significantly reduce the taking of an identified
big game prey population by adopting regulations relating to restrictions on harvest or
access to the population, or to management of the population by customary
adjustments in seasons, bag limits, open and closed areas, methods and means, or by
other customary means authorized under (a) of this section, unless the board has
adopted regulations providing for intensive management to increase the take of the
population for human harvest consistent with (e) of this section. This subsection does
not apply if the board

(1) determines that intensive management would be

(A) ineffective, based on scientific information; or
(B) inappropriate due to land ownership patterns; or

(2) declares that a biological emergency exists and takes immediate
action to protect or maintain the big game prey population in conjunction with the
scheduling for adoption of those regulations that are necessary to implement (e) of this
section.

(g) In this section,

(1) “identified big game prey population" means a population of
ungulates that is identified by the Board of Game and that is important for providing
high levels of harvest for human consumptive use;

(2) "intensive management" means management of an identified big
game prey population to enhance, extend, and develop the population to maintain high
levels or provide for higher levels of human harvest, including control of predation and

prescribed or planned use of fire and other habitat improvement techniques.

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED 1
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN TFCE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE FINKELSTEIN

TO: HCS CSSB 77( ) "V." version

Page 1, line”™ °\
Delete "shall [MAY]"

Insert "may"



8-LS0276W.1

Utcrmohle
2/15;94
AMENDMENT
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE FINKELSTEIN

TO: HCS CSSB 77( ) "V" version

Page # lines 2~5: ~ ~
Add PQmO SJ2,cjhi '
T £-fA "(e) The Board of Game may not adopt regulations requiring the department
to conduct intensive management programs, notwithstanding (a)(ll) of this section,
unless the board has taken all reasonable measures under (a)(1) - (10) of this section

to reduce the take of the identified big game population.”
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dntc:__ 3/8/94

Title:

Sponsor:
Requestor:

An Act relntine to the powers of the Board of

Game and to intensive management of hie eaine

Senator Sharp

HILL NO. HCS CSSB 77(RES)

Fish and Game
Wildlife Conservation
Wildlife Conservation

Dept. Affected:
BRU:
Component:

House Resources

Expenditures/Revenues

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0473

(Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 1)0

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GE/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

Esiiinate of any current year (FY 94) cost: $ 0.0

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Passage of this bill will not result in additional costs initi;illy because action by lhe dep.'irtment will he required al an indeterminate
time in the future. The actual costs of implementing any given “intensive management™ project would depend upon the nature and
scope of the project. See attached sheets for extimples of costs of past ;md current intensive management programs.
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Phone:
Date:

Prepared By: David G. Kellcvlunise. Direc
Division: Wildlife Conservation.

Approved by Commissioner: ( f/// . TTC' 1Z .
Aueney: Alaska Department of Fisli and Game

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIItJTION COPIES OF GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution infoniKtiion. cull tlic Governor's Legislative Office



FISCAL ANALYSIS OF HCS CSSB 77(RES) Page 2 of 3

Without knowing which big game population may be "ioentitied" as requiring "intensive management," the
length of time over which the management program must be implemented, the type of habitat where the
big game population occurs, the size and location of the population within the state, and other
complicating factors (e.g., annual weather variations and harvest levels allowed by the Board ot Game),
the costs to the department of implementing programs authorized by this legislation cannot be predicted.

There are 12 big game species in Alaska consisting of innumerable distinct populations. A given moose
population, for example, may benefit from control of wolves, brown bears, or black bears, improvement of
browse using manual crushing techniques, a prescribed burn, or some other type of "intensive
management." such as timber management. It is not feasible to prepare cost estimates for every
potential intensive management proposal for every big game population in every part of the state.

The following examples are costs (uncorrected for inflation) of selected management programs:

1983-84 Moose Habitat Improvement Projects

$42.0 was appropriated tor browse management in the Moose Creek Management Area in the
Matanuska Valley. With that funding, 150 acres of timber were "chained." 75 acres of previously
cut areas were scarified, and trails were built to afford access for personal and commercial wood
cutting programs, including 2300 acres for timber harvest.

$155.0 was allocated for Kenai Peninsula work, including purchase of one used 40-ton Le
Tourneau tree crusher, machine repairs and maintenance, personnel costs, fuel, and
miscellaneous costs. Approximately 3.000 acres were treated annually for 25 years at a cost of
$32/acre with post-crushing burning.

Tok Habitat Rehabilitation Programs

$25.0 was allocated tor the Tok River Moose Habitat Improvement Project in 1983 for crushing of
400 acres of riparian willow, increasing browse supplies by 800,000 to 1,200.000 Ibs annually by
fall 1985. Effects were expected to last until 1995.

$14.0 was spent preparing for the Tok River prescribed fire in 1984. An area of 500 acres was to
be burned at a relatively high cost because the fire was adjacent to private properly, utility lines,
and the state highway, requiring added control capabilities. A timber sale resulted in teh
harvesting of about 250 mmbf from the area. Where road systems allow, blading and crushing of
decadent willow-dominated winter range (i.e., stand rejuvenation rather than stand conversion)
also can be cost effective for relatively small areas, and browse can be produced for about
$.10/moose/day. Costs to totally feed a population of 900 Tok River moose over winter would be
about $11.0 annually.

Delta Junction Habitat Improvement

FY84 estimated costs for various phases of the bison habitat improvement programs are as
follows: Delta River prescription burn (12.0); helitorch, parts and supplies (7.0); clearing (12.0);
bison depredation control (5.0); personnel (24.0); fertilization (18.0); TOTAL (78.0). The
objectives were to provide winter range for approximately 400 bison and reduce bison
depredation on agricultural crops in the area.



FISCAL ANALYSIS OF HCS CSSB 77(RES) P?ge 3 of 3

Wolf Control

Estimated costs of reducing wolf predation on depressed moose and caribou populations in
Alaska tor fiscal years 1976-1984, as reported to the Board of Game in March 1984: operational
costs include wolf survey and population estimates: trapping and collaring: analysis, reporting,
and administration: wolf reduction and recovery. The FY94 costs for the reduction effort in
GMU 20A are based upon preliminary assessments.

Operating Personnel

GMU Duration Costs Costs
19A &
19B 1979-80 13.0 30.0
20A 1976-83 150.9 120.0

1993-94 100.0 85.0
20B 1981-84 118.8 113.0
20D t981-83 25.6 31.0
20E 1982-84 112.9 87.0
23 &
24 1977-78 9.4 12.6

This does not incluoe costs that may be incurred in the planning process, holding public meetings,
responding to public inquiries or objections related to predator control programs, and additional expenses
to the Boards Support Section, Division of Administration.
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
of Draft # Version/W
of HCSCSSB-77
SECTION 1. Legislative Findings: Providing for high levels of harvest

for human consumption is the highest and best use of the game

resources of most areas of the state.

SECTION 2. AS.16.05.255 is amended by adding new subsections (e),
(f), (g) to read:

Subsection(e) the Board shall adopt regulations to provide for
intensive management programs to restore the abundance or

productivity of a big game prey population where the Board

determines that:

(e)(1) consumptive use of big game prey population is a preferred

use;

(e)(2) big game prey populations are declining and would, or are,

resulting in the reduction of human harvest of the game population;

(e)(3) it is feasible to attain enhancement of abundance of big game

prey populations.

Subsection(f) requires the Board of Game to initiate intensive
management at the time they take action tc reduce the human
harvest level's via reducing or eliminating open seasons, restrictive

methods and means, etc.

(f)(1) Exceptions: intensive management would not be required

where the Board determines it would be ineffective based on;

(A) scientific information; or

(B) inappropriate due to land ownership patterns.

(f)(2) allows for emergency closures or restrictions.

Subsection(g)(l) defines "identified big game prey population.”

Subsection(g)(2) defines "intensive management."
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HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 77(

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASK

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): SENATORS SHARP, Frank, Taylor, Miller

REPRESENTATIVES Therriault, James

A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

".An Act relating to the power: of the Board of Game

management of big game to achieve higher sustained vyield for

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds that

WORK DRAFT

8-L50276\B
Utennohle
2/22/94
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A

and to intensive

human harvest.”

OF ALASKA:

providing for high

levels of harvest for human consumptive use in accordance with the sustained yield principle

is the highest and best use of identified big game resources in most areas
the identified big game resources in these areas should be managed acco

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.255(a), is amended to read:

of the state and that

rdingly.

(a) The Board of Game shall [MAY] adopt regulations under

CONSIDERS ADVISABLE IN ACCORDANCE WITH] AS 44
Procedure Act) to provide for the management of game,

management of identified big game populations to maintain or

.62 (Administrative

and for intensive

restore high levels

of sustained yield for human harvest where the board has determined that

consumptive use of those big game populations is a preferred

1-
ivev Texc Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED!
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HCS CSSB 77( )

0T



10
i

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

(1) setting apart game reserve areas, refuges, and sanctuaries in the
water or on the land of the state over which it has jurisdiction, subject to the approval
of the legislature;

(2) establishing open and closed seasons and areas for the taking of
game;

(3) establishing the means and methods employed in the pursuit,
capture, and transport of game, including regulations, consistent with resource
conservation and development goals, establishing means and methods that may be
employed by persons with physical disabilities;

(4) setting quotas, bag limits, harvest levels, and sex, age, and size
limitations on the taking of game;

(5) classifying game as game birds, song birds, big game animals, fur
bearing animals, predators, or other categories;

(6) methods, means, and harvest levels necessary to control predation
and competition among game in the state;

(7) watershed and habitat improvement, and management, conservation,
protection, use, disposal, propagation, and stocking of game;

(8) prohibiting the live capture, possession, transport, or release of
native or exotic game or their eggs;

(9) establishing the times and dates during which the issuance of game
licenses, permits, and registrations and the transfer of permits and registrations between
registration areas and game management units or subunits is allowed,;

(10) regulating sport hunting and subsistence hunting as needed for the
conservation, development, and utilization of gamei

(11) requiring the department within the department’s ability, to
conduct intensive management programs to restore the abundance or productivity
of a big game population as necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals

of the board in an area where the board has determined that

(A) depletion of the big game population or reduction of the

productivity of the big game population has occurred and mav result in a

significant reduction in the allowable human harvest of the big game

HCS CSSB 77( ) N
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population: and
(B) enhancement of abundance or productivity of the big

game population is feasible.

* Sec. 3. AS 16.05.255 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(e) The Board of Game may not significantly reduce the taking of an identified
big game population by adopting regulations relating to restrictions on harvest or
access to the big game population, or to management of the population by customary
adjustments ir seasons, bag limits, open and closed areas, methods and means, or by
other customary means authorized under fa) of this section, unless the board has
adopted regulations providing for intensive management to increase the take of the big.
game population for human harvest consistent with (a)(11) of this section. This
subsection does not apply if the board

(1) determines that intensive management would be

(A) ineffective, based on scientific information; or
(B) inappropriate due to land ownership patterns; or

(2) declares that a biological emergency exists and takes immediate
action to protect or maintain a big game population in conjunction with the scheduling
for adoption of regulations necessary to implement (a)(ll) of this section.

(f) In this section,

(1) “intensive management" means management of a big game
population to enhance, extend, and develop the big game populationto maintain high
levels or provide for higher levels of human harvest in accordance with the sustained
yield principle, including control of predation and prescribed or planned use of fire and
other habitat improvement techniques;

(2) “"sustained .yield" means the achievement and maintenance in
perpetuityof a high level of annual or regular human harvest of game resources of the
state at harvest levels that do not significantly impair the productivity of the game

resource or game habitat.

3 HCS CSSh 77( )
New Texz Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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EN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): SENATORS SHARP, Frank, Taylor, Miller

REPRESENTATIVES Therriault, James

A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to the powers of the Board of Game

management of big game to achieve higher sustained vyield for

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE

and to intensive

human harvest"

OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds that maximum sustained

yield is the highest and best use of the game resources of the state.

* Sec. 2. AS 16.05.255(a) is amended to read:

(a) The Board of Game shall [MAY] adopt regulations under

CONSIDERS ADVISABLE IN ACCORDANCE WITH] AS 44.62 (Administrative

Procedure Act) to provide for the management of game,

and for intensive

management of identified big game populations to maintain or restore high levels

of sustained yield for human harvest where the board has determined that

consumptive use of those big game populations is a preferred use, bv [FOR]

(1) setting apart game reserve areas, refuges, and sanctuaries in tl

water or on the land of the state over which it has jurisdiction, subject to die approval

-
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of the legislature;

(2) establishing open and closed seasons and areas for the taking of
game;

(3) establishing the means and methods employed in the pursuit,
capture, and transport of game, including regulations, consistent, with resource
conservation and development goals, establishing means and methods that may be

« -
employed by persons with physical disabilities;

(4) setting quotas, bag limits, harvest levels, and sex, age, and size
limitations on the taking of game;

(5) classifying game as game birds, song birds, big game animals, fur
bearing animals, predators, or other categories;

(6) methods, means, and harvest levels necessary to control predation
and competition among game in the state;

(7) watershed and habitat improvement, and management, conservation,
protection, use, disposal, propagation, and stocking of game;

(8) prohibiting the live capture, possession, transport, or release of
native or exotic game or the'.r eggs;

(9) establishing the times and dates during which the issuance of game
licenses, permits, and registrations and the transfer of permits and registrations between
registration areas and game management units or subunits is allowed,;

(10) regulating sport hunting and subsistence hunting as needed for the
conservation, development, and utilization of gamm

(111 requiring the department to conduct intensive management
programs to restore the abundance or productivity of a big game population as
necessary to achieve human consumptive use goals of the board in an area where
the board has determined that.

(Al depletion of the big game population or reduction of the
productivity of the big game population has occurred and mav result in a
reduction in the allowable human harvest of the big game population: and

(B) enhancement of abundance of the big game population

is feasible.

HCS CSSB 77( ) 2.
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1 * Sec. 3. AS 16.05.255 is amended by adding new subsections to read:
1 (e) The Board of Game may not reduce the taking of an identified big game
3 populadon by adopting regulations relating to restrictions on harvest or access to the
4 big game population, or to management of the population by customary adjustments
5 in seasons, bag limits, open and closed areas, methods and means, or by other
6 customary means authorized under (a) of this section, unless the board has adopted
7 regulations providing for intensive management to increase the take of the big game
8 population for human harvest consistent with (a)(ll) of this section. This subsection
0 does not apply if
10 (1) the board determines that intensive management would be
11 (A) ineffective, based on scientific information; or
12 (B) inappropriate due to land ownership patterns; or
13 (2) in conjunction with adoption of regulations under (a)(ll) of this
14 section, the board declares that a biological emergency exists and takes immediate
15 action to protect or maintain a viable big game population.
16 (f) In this section,
17 (1) "intensive management” means management of a big game
18 population to enhance, extend, and develop the big game-population to maintain high
19 levels or provide for higher levels of human harvest in accordance with the sustained
20 yield principle, including controi of predation and prescribed or planned use of fire and
21 other habitat improvement techniques;
AZM (2) “"sustained yield" means the achievement and maintenance in
23 perpetuity of a high level of annual or regular human harvest of game resources of the
24 state at harvest levels that do not significandy impair the productivity of the game
25 resource or game habitat.

R HCS CSSB 771 )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



Alaska ~tatc legislature

SENATOR FAIRBANKS
BERT SHARP DENALI BANK BUILDING
DISTRICT P 119 N. CUSHMAN. SUITE 201
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
CHAIRMAN (907) .152-7885/7086
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
SESSION ADDRESS
MEMBER STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 511
FINANCE COMMITTEE JUNEAU. ALASKA 99001+1182

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET & AUDIT COMMITTEE (907) 465-3004/4921

HEALTH a SOCIAL SERVICES

Jennie
FROM,; Senator Bert Sharp
DATE February 11, 1994
RE SB 77, Board of Game - Intensive Management of Game

1. Establishes legislative intent and direction for the Board of
Game.

2. Requires intensive management of an identified big game
whose population is in decline and not at a “maximum sustained yield
level.

3. Article 8, Section 4 of the Constitution mandates use of
maximum sustained yield in resource management. This bill defines
maximum sustained yield for the first time as it is applied to game.

4. If the level of game is such to require reduction on human
harvested numbers, intensive management must be initiated to
minimize the “time of scarcity.” Human harvest historically accounts
for only 3-5% of total harvest.

5. Curtailing human harvest without curtailment of the predator
factor which is responsible for over 80% of the annual harvest only
results in a reallocation of the reduction of human harvest over to that
available for predation harvest. After all, they hunt 365 days a year

compared to 5 - 20 day hunting seasons for people.

REPRESENTING
GOLDEN HEART
OF ALASKA



SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

CSSB - 77(Res)

By: Senator Bert Sharp

SECTION 1. AS 16.05.255M : is amended to provide for game
management, and to incl .ntensive management of identified big
game populations to achiev higher yield for human harvest. This

would target areas where the Board determined that cor.Tumptive

use was a preferred use of that area.

SECTION 1. AS 16.05.255(a)(l 1): is added to require the Department
of Fish and Game to conduct intensive management programs to
restore the productivity of a game population necessary to achieve
human consumptive goals of the Board in areas where the Board has

determined;

(A) game populations are declining and would, or are, resulting in the

reduction of human harvest of the game population;

(B) it is feasible to restore the abundance or productivity of game

populations; and

SECTION 2. AS 16.05.255(e): is added to require the Board of Game
to provide for intensive management implementation where

beneficial to achieve sustained yield goals prior to or simultaneous
with any Board action which would significantly reduce the human

consumptive use harvest level.

SECTION 2. AS 16.05.255(f)(1): is added to define the term

"intensive management."”



"SUSTAINED YIELD"
A Constitutional Based Definition

Article 8, Section 4 of the Alaska Constitution provides that:

Fish, forest, wildlife, grasslands, and all other
replenishable resources belonging to the State shall be
utilized, developed, and maintained on the sustained yield
principle, subject to preferences among beneficial uses.

Unfortunately, however, a definition of “sustained vyield” as
applied to wildlife, is not found in the Alaska Constitution nor Alaska
Statute or case law.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Alaska Boards
of Fish and Game have with regularity indicated that their mandate is
to manage Aaska’ wildlife and fisheries consistent with the sustained
yield principle. However, to date the Board has not defined thi_ term
of art nor provided the Department with a working definition which
could be invaluable in developing and maintaining management
philosophies consistent with this phrase’s meaning.

The definition which should be adopted is as follows:

“Sustained 'yield”™ means the achievement and
maintenance in perpetuity of a high level of annual or
regular periodic human harvest of Alaska’s wildlife
resources consistent at levels where significant
Impairment to the productivity of wildlife and wildlife
habitat does not occur.

This proffered definition has legal basis found in both federal

and Aaska statute.

The “Sustained Yield Act of 1944, 58 Stat. 146., P.L. 78-
283, defines sustained yield as follows:“Sustained yield" of
the several products and sei /ices means the achievement
and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or
regular periodic output of the various renewable resources
of the national forests without impairment of the
productivity of ihe land. (16 U.S.C. 583.)



The multiple-use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, 16 U.S.C. 528,

adopted this same definition.

The Alaska legislature has borrowed the federal definition
and in the Alaska Forest Practices Act found at A.S.
41.17.950(17), provides that:“Sustained yield” means the
achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high level
annual or regular periodic output of the various renewable
resources of forest land and water without significant
iImpairment of the productivity of the land and water, . . .

In statute promulgated by Alaska’s Department of Natural

Resources the following definition of sustained yield is provided:

“. . . The achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a
high level annual or regular periodic output of the various
renewable resources of the State lands consistent with
multiple use; .. .” A.S. 38.04.910(10).

The- proffered definition also finds broad support in the
proceedings of the Alaska Constitutional Convention. While it may be
argued that the majority and members of the Constitutional
Convention had in mind no set definition of “sustained yield,” it is
clear that the members of the Committee on Natural Resources
intended a “conscious application, insofar as practicable, (of the]
principles of management intended to sustain the yield of the
resource 1 mg managed.” Alaska Constitutional Convention
Proceedings, page 2457.

The constitutional concept of sustained yield found in Article
VIII, Subsection 4, must be construed along with the clause that
follows it, “subject to preferences among beneficial uses."

The framers of our constitution understood that, without that

modifying language to “steer’ the sustained yield principle, sustained



yield itself would be “meaningless™ and "ineffective.” Alaska
Constitutional Convention Proceedings, page 3054.

In fact, in the commentary which accompanied the final word of
the Alaska Constitution, the Committee on Natural Resources states

that:

""Sustained yield is recognized as a principle applicable to
the administration of plant and animal life subject to the
immediate authority of the State. The provision applies
generally to wildlife and fisheries anywhere in the “highest
beneficial public use” in recognition of its not being in the
public interest to preserve certain parasitic or predatory
organisms destructive of more beneficial plant and animal
life."" Alaska Constitutional Convention, volume 7, page 98.

Elsewhere in the commentary the framers cf the Alaska
Constitution indicated that they were not satisfied with U.S. Forest

Service’s narrow interpretation of ‘sustained yield."

“We have in mind no narrow definition of ‘sustained yield’
as is used, for example, in forestry, but the broad premise
that insofar as possible a principle of sustained yield shall
be used with respect to the administration of those
resources which are susceptible of sustained yield, and
where it is desirable. For example, predators would not be
maintained on a sustained yield basis.” (Emphasis added.)
Alaska Constitutional Convention Proceedings, page 2451.

Once adopted, this definition would withstand judicial review

and most likely be followed by the Alaska Supreme Court.



