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RE: Comments of the Alaska Professional Hunters Association on the U.S.
Forest Service’s Preliminary Draft Plan Content and Species of Conservation
Concern for the Tongass National Forest Land Management Plan Revision
#64039

Dear Mr. Sherman and Ms. Mathews:

The Alaska Professional Hunters Association (“APHA”) respectfully submits
these comments on the U.S. Forest Service’s Tongass National Forest Land
Management Plan Revision Preliminary Draft Plan Content and Species of
Conservation Concern, as posted on the Tongass National Forest website’s Proposed
Projects section under Project Summary #64309 at
https://www.fs.usda.gov/r10/tongass/projects/64039.

APHA is the association of professional hunting guides in Alaska. Many of
APHA’s members live and work in rural Alaska, including in the Tongass region.
APHA’s membership includes both subsistence and non-subsistence hunters, as well
as both Native and non-Native hunters. All APHA guides are committed to providing
their clients with excellent guided hunting experiences, and they lead hunts across
Alaska.

The clients of APHA’s members come to rural Alaska to participate in unique
hunting opportunities that cannot be matched outside of the State. In fact, guiding
hunters in Alaska is believed to be the first “value added” tourism in Alaska. Guiding
hunters in Alaska began in the early 20" century, the first hunting guide was licensed in
1909. From the beginning, hunting guides have contributed greatly to the challenging
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economy of cash-poor rural Alaska. Guides and their non-resident hunting clients have
been and remain vital to rural Alaska’s economy, and APHA represents the visiting
hunter’s interests as well as its members’ direct interests.

In addition to hunting opportunities, many of APHA’s members in the Tongass
region guide client sport fishermen, participate in commercial fisheries and offer wildlife
viewing opportunities. All of these activities are interconnected both with each other and
with greater land use in the Tongass National Forest. With that in mind, there are
several issues that we believe are crucial to address in the upcoming stages and in the
final Plan Revision.

l. Shoreline Il

The hunting guide industry historically was strictly managed in the Alaska
territory and after statehood. By the late 1990s, the number of hunting guides grew to a
high level that forced industry, state and federal agencies to confront capacity
constraints within the National Forest. Those issues were resolved through a
collaborative process involving the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (“ADF&G”),
the Big Game Commercial Services Board (“BGCSB”), and the Forest Service
("USFS”). That process produced the framework reflected in the Shoreline
Outfitter/Guide Plan (“Shoreline I")! in early 2005.

After Shoreline | was implemented, conflict between big game hunting guides
and cruise ships regarding the use of shoreline areas became a larger issue, and more
work was required to balance competing interests. The Shoreline Il Outfitter/Guide EIS
and ROD (“Shoreline 11")? represent the culmination of that effort. Shoreline |
established a framework for managed decline and cap on hunting guide permits, set
allocated use days, and created operating parameters while stabilizing use among
commercial users. Shoreline Il builds on and finalizes that structure. It also outlines a
division of use days between cruise ships and big game hunting guides. The Shoreline
I ROD, particularly pp. R5-R7, work together with an Alaska State Board of Game
Brown Bear Management Plan to accomplish a three way allocation among: (1) guided
brown bear hunts, (2) wildlife viewing, which enjoys opportunities in areas closed to
brown bear hunting, and (3) other guiding, including cruise based guided expeditions.
The arrangement can be difficult to understand so one must read all the referenced
documents together.

Currently, there is no mention of Shoreline Il in the Land Management Plan:
Preliminary Draft Plan Content document that is at issue in these comments (“Draft Plan
Content”). USFS must recognize the existing successful framework in any Plan
Revision. The agency must not use the current planning process to reallocate or erode

' Environmental Impact Statement; Notice of Availability, 70 Fed. Reg. 4119 (Jan. 28, 2005). The Record
of Decision (ROD) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) were published jointly.

2 Environmental Impact Statement; Notice of Availability, 81 Fed. Reg. 5013 (Jan. 29, 2016). The ROD
was issued August 2017. All Project Documents for the Shoreline Il Project are available through the
archived Shoreline Il Project website, htips://www.fs.usda.gov/r10/tongass/projects/archive/38181.
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hunting guide use days, particularly in ways that would advantage mid-sized cruise ship
interests. Cruise ship companies only recently began expanding their use of “shoulder
seasons,” overlapping strictly limited open hunting seasons. The cruise ship industry is
currently experiencing its own capacity crisis, similar to that which the hunting guides
faced leading up to Shoreline I. That industry could grow larger at the expense of
allocated hunting guide use days, but such growth would come at the expense of the
general hunting public, both Alaska residents and out-of-state hunting tourists who are
required to hire professional hunting guides to pursue multiple species in the Tongass.

The Shoreline 1| ROD established seasonal service day allocations that protect
spring and fall hunting seasons from crowding by small cruise vessel operators. The
Outfitter/Guide Best Management Practices Agreement (BMPA) — which many APHA
members helped develop through the 2017-2020 collaborative process — provides the
spatial and temporal separation protocols that allow hunting guides and small ship
operators to coexist. The Plan Revision should formally incorporate this use balance
and preserve access to hunting opportunities.

Shoreline Il was a careful decision made after considering public comment that
allocated guide use days, including between cruise ship-based guided expeditions and
big game hunting guides. We see multiple references to cruise ships and the tourists
they bring to the area in the Draft Plan Content (pp. 8, 13, 55, 58). The document
discusses making changes regarding accommodating cruise ship tourism; see p. 13
(“Incorporate strategies to address significant changes in recreation and tourism,
including the increase in cruise ship visitation), p. 55 (“Develop sustainable
management direction for current and future recreation uses, including: ... Consider
cruise ship industry expansion demand/impacts on infrastructure”), and p. 58 (listing
“Desired Conditions,” including that “Special Use authorizations resulting from cruise
ships, yacht tours, and other large groups are administered to be consistent with the
recreation opportunity settings, contribute to local economies, provide sustainable
recreation opportunities, minimize displacement of public and subsistence uses, and
protect forest resources”). But there is very little discussion of big game guided hunting.
Concerningly, the document does not mention Shoreline Il, does not discuss the
economic and historical importance of big game guided hunting, and does not identify
the conflict between cruise ship land expeditions and big game guided hunting that was
resolved in Shoreline Il. APHA by these comments requests that USFS carefully avoids
making any changes to the successful Shoreline 1l framework, such as changes that
might be made indirectly through Forest Plan changes benefitting the cruise industry,
without first explicitly seeking comment on the possibility of revising Shoreline Il. The
lack of even a mention of the Shoreline || ROD in the entire Draft Plan Content is
unsettling.
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1. Hunting and Other Guided Opportunities

As APHA noted in our comments on the Draft Assessments Stage of this Plan
Revision,® and as several of the Draft Assessment documents concluded, guided
hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing are significant drivers of the economy of the
Tongass region. All of these activities draw tourists into the region, where they spend
money that powers the local economy. Indeed, the tourists who come specifically for
these opportunities often bring more into the local economy than cruise ship visitors, as
the tourists who come for guided opportunities spend more time, and therefore more
money, in the region. Guided opportunity tourists are also apt to spend their time and
money in a wider area of the region, as opposed to being constrained to areas
immediately surrounding cruise shop docks. APHA is attaching to these comments a
report it commissioned on The Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska
(Attachment 2), which demonstrates the revenue streams that guided hunting provides
in the state.

USFS recognizes the importance of big game hunting in the Tongass; it has a
current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with ADF&G and BGCSB, FS
Agreement 24-MU-11100500-066, signed in July 2024. This MOU establishes
coordination procedures and commits USFS to recognize big game hunting as a priority
use, share permit data with ADF&G and BGCSB annually, and consult ADF&G before
any permit actions affecting big game resources. These negotiated commitments should
be codified in the new Forest Management Plan to protect big game hunting in the
Tongass for the future.

In addition to the economic factors outlined above and in Attachment 2, guided
opportunities are also important within the communities of rural Alaska. They provide
practical avenues for rural Alaskans to remain within their communities, and they
provide tourists with a connection to Alaska’s rural ways of life.

11l. Subsistence Hunting

As noted above, APHA’s members include both federally-qualified subsistence
hunters and non-subsistence hunters. As we emphasized in our comments on the Draft
Assessment stage, at that point, the documents seemed inclined to support subsistence
opportunities over non-subsistence opportunities, in direct violation of a provision in the
Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) that prevents restrictions on
non-subsistence hunting in favor of subsistence hunting except in certain narrow
situations of scarcity or other limited circumstances (see ANILCA §§ 802(2) and 815(3)).
It is unclear from the most recent Draft Plan Content whether that is still the case, but
the Plan Revision must stay compliant with ANILCA's stated priorities for hunting for
both subsistence and non-subsistence users.

3 APHA filed comments on the earlier Draft Assessment scoping stage of this Plan Revision on February
24, 2025, and has included those comments as Attachment 1 for ease of reference.
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V. Watersheds

USFS, The Nature Conservancy, and the Audubon Society have designated 77
high-priority watersheds in the Tongass that are essential to salmon runs in the area.
These watersheds are an key piece of the ecosystem that supports the hunting and
viewing areas used by APHA’s members and the animals they hunt and view.
Protecting these watersheds is imperative to the quality of the Tongass habitat and
therefore to the population support of the animals that live there.

V. Timber Management

The health of the Tongass habitat also depends on the health of the forest.
APHA acknowledges the importance of timber management to forest health and to the
economy of the region and that it is a delicate process to navigate competing interests
on this topic. We urge USFS to work to preserve Guide Use Areas and maintain the
health of second-growth areas that often require more intensive management than old-
growth areas. We also recognize that there will be more opportunities later in the
process to comment on the specifics of timber management, and we plan to provide
more feedback in future comment opportunities.

VL. Conclusion

APHA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this preliminary draft plan
concept.

Sincerely,

/s/ Thor Stacey

Thor Stacey

Director of Government Relations
Alaska Professional Hunters Association

Attachments:
1. APHA’s 2/24/25 Comments on the Draft Assessment Stage of the Tongass Plan
Revision
2. The Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska (Jan. 2021)
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Attachment 1

ALASKA

PROFESSIONAL HUNTERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

P.O. Box 240971 ~ Anchorage, AK 99524
Phone: (907) 929-0619

Email: office@alaskaprohunter.org ~ www.alaskaprohunter.org

February 24, 2025
Erin Mathews
Tongass Plan Revision Coordinator
Tongass National Forest Supervisor’'s Office
648 Mission Street, Suite 110
Ketchikan, AK 99901-6591
SM.FS.TNFRevision@usda.gov

RE: Comments of Alaska Professional Hunters Association on the Tongass National
Forest Plan Revision, Draft Assessments Stage

Dear Ms. Mathews:

The Alaska Professional Hunters Association respectfully submits these
comments on the Tongass National Forest Plan Revision and the Draft Assessments
released by the US Forest Service on January 10, 2025.

The Alaska Professional Hunters Association (APHA) is Alaska’s association of
hunting guides. Many of APHA’s members live and work in rural Alaska and are
federally-qualified subsistence hunters when hunting in their personal lives, in addition to
being committed to providing their clients with excellent guided hunting experiences.
The clients are generally not residents of rural Alaska and thus not federally-qualified
subsistence hunters. APHA also counts both Native and non-Native hunters among its
members and represents the concerns and needs of both groups.

APHA has read through the multiple Draft Assessment documents (which we will
call “chapters”) that the US Forest Service (USFS) made available on the USFS
website,! and we value the extensive work represented in those documents. We also
appreciate the Forest Service’s discussion of studies on the significant positive
economic impacts that guided hunting has on rural Alaska economies. We understand
the very early stage at which this project currently sits, and we appreciate the
opportunity to suggest some ways to strengthen the eventual draft of the revision plan,
which we understand will later be put out for another round of public comment.

1 https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/tongass/landmanagement/planning/?cid=fseprd1219696
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February 24, 2025
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l. Legal Bases for Non-Subsistence and Subsistence Hunting.

The draft assessment chapter entitled Subsistence and Other Harvest (Non-
Commercial) Resource Assessment is structured in a way that emphasizes subsistence
hunting by indigenous residents and obscures (a) the non-racial and non-tribal nature of
federally qualified subsistence hunting, which under ANILCA is expressly open to all
“rural Alaska residents,” regardless of their race or whether they come from an
indigenous background,?® (b) the role of state-qualified subsistence hunting, which is
open to urban as well as rural Alaskans, and (c) the role of general non-subsistence
hunting, which is open to all citizens and brings much cash to rural Alaskan economies.

We respectfully suggest that the chapter be re-titled as “Hunting” or “Subsistence
and Non-Subsistence Hunting” and that the chapter devote equal weight and space to all
major forms of hunting, rather than focus mostly on federally-qualified subsistence
hunting.

The Subsistence chapter notes but fails to sufficiently emphasize a key ANILCA
provision that prevents non-subsistence hunting from being restricted in favor of
federally-qualified hunters unless scarcity or certain other narrow scenarios occur. * This
substantially limits the extent and applicability of the “subsistence priority,” but the casual
reader will likely miss that point. Additionally, ANILCA states that one of its “purposes” is
to “preserve” wilderness recreational activities including “sport hunting,” which is a term
for non-subsistence hunting.® Further, the Sectaries of Agriculture and the Interior must
allow the use of temporary hunting facilities on public lands open to hunting.6 This
directive applies equally to subsistence and non-subsistence hunting, which shows that
hunting generally, including non-subsistence hunting, is preferred in the law. Further,
USFS generally defers to State laws regarding hunting, which is a reason the Service
should refrain from administratively creating or magnifying priorities among different
types of hunting, and should observe ANILCA’s limits.’

So much space is given to Native subsistence hunting in both The Tongass as
an Indigenous Place Draft Assessment® chapter and the Subsistence chapter that non-
Native subsistence hunting takes a much lower apparent priority. APHA’s assumption is

2 https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/fseprd1221272.pdf, hereinafter
“Subsistence”

3 ANILCA § 803.

4 See ANILCA § 802(2) (“subsistence uses of fish and wildlife ... shall be the priority
consumptive use of all such resources on the public lands of Alaska when it is necessary to
restrict taking [by non-subsistence hunters] in order to assure the continued viability of a fish or
wildlife population or the continuation of subsistence uses of such populations ....”) (emphasis
added). See also, ANILCA § 815(3) (clarifying the limited circumstances in which non-
subsistence hunting can be restricted).

5 ANILCA § 101(b).
6 ANILCA § 1316.
7 36 C.F.R. 261.8.

8 https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/fseprd1221271.pdf, hereinafter
“Indigenous”
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not that USFS intended to weight the discussion thus, but when one of the Draft
Assessment documents states that, “[s]ubsistence is...used to refer to what Native
people consider a thriving cultural lifestyle,” (Indigenous, p. 38), it is easy to come away
with the impression that subsistence hunting refers only to Natives, not to non-Native
rural residents who also depend on hunting and are federally-qualified subsistence
users.

A more complete discussion of these legal authorities should be added to a
chapter which should be called Hunting, to avoid giving the impression that certain forms
of hunting have a priority greater than they actually have under applicable law.

Il. Discussions of Hunting (or Harvest)’ From Other Chapters Should Be
Consolidated into the Hunting Chapter

Currently, there are considerable discussions of hunting in several different Draft
Assessment documents. Most significantly, the Indigenous chapter discusses
indigenous subsistence hunting, while the Subsistence chapter discusses subsistence
hunting broadly. There are a few references to non-subsistence hunting. The Draft
Recreation & Tourism Resource Assessment’® has some discussion of guided hunting
(though generally combined with outfitters and other guided non-harvest activities).

Similarly, although Recreation contains some solid data on the importance of
commercial guided hunting to the Alaska economy, there is almost no mention of non-
subsistence hunting in the extensive hunting discussions in Subsistence and Indigenous.
This appears to prioritize subsistence hunting over non-subsistence hunting, which is
only appropriate in very limited circumstances under ANILCA. See Section |, above.

The effect of this dispersal of the discussion of guided hunting and other forms of
non-subsistence hunting is that important factors are so far separated in discussion that
they are given unequal weight over the body of the document.

Hunting is important to the Alaska way of life and the Alaska economy, and the
Plan Revision should give “hunting” its own section, where the weight of the discussion
can be appropriately and clearly divided between subsistence and non-subsistence
hunting, as well as Native, non-Native resident, and nonresident hunting.

Il. Economic Impacts

The various Draft Assessment documents have some good information of the
impacts of hunting and other kinds of harvest on the Alaska economy, both through their
effects on subsistence and the magnitude of need for grocery supplements, and through
the commercial nature of guided harvest and the tourism industry surrounding it. This is

9 We acknowledge that, as an association of hunters, we tend to use hunting-focused language,
but hunting is appropriately included with fishing and gathering under the term “harvest” in some
of the Draft Assessment documents, and we do not object to the new chapter covering harvest,
rather than just hunting.

10 https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/fseprd1220697.pdf, hereinafter
“Recreation”
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another area, however, where good information contained in the Draft Assessments is
muted by its isolation from other relevant information.

The Draft Assessment documents lose some of the impact of their information on
guided harvest by combining it in category and discussion with ouffitters and guides who
do non-harvest activities — hiking, boating, wildlife viewing, etc. As noted, “...raw
numbers can’t fully illustrate the importance of fishing and hunting on the Tongass, both
for regional residents and for visitors from afar. Commercially guided fishing and hunting
trips serve thousands of visitors every year and contribute millions of dollars to the
regional economy...” (Recreation, p. 23). The Draft Assessment’s own language, then,
suggests that guided harvest deserves its own place within the greater discussion on
commercial recreation.

Notably, much of income derived from guided harvest remains local to the
Tongass area. As the Draft Socioeconomic Assessment’’ notes:

Guided hunting is also a big draw for visitors to Tongass National Forest.
In 2023, 418 guided hunting trips took place on the forest, for black and
brown bears, deer, elk, moose, mountain goat, waterfowl and small game.
In 2012 in the state of Alaska, guided hunting provided $13 million in wages
statewide and $3.4 million in spending for goods and services in Southeast
Alaska (McDowell Group 2014). That same year, the Alaska Professional
Hunters Association reported that nine out of ten guides were Alaska
residents, meaning wages remain in local economies for goods and
services. Additionally, Alaska guides distributed tens of thousands of
pounds of game meat to residents in the state, supporting food supplies in
rural areas....

p. 47. This important data about the local economic impact of guided harvest is, again,
completely separated from other harvest and recreation information, so there is very little
context for it within the Socioeconomic chapter, and it is data that is completely missing
from any of the discussions of harvest.

Another piece of the economic impact, which is only lightly touched upon in the
Draft Assessment documents, is the distinguishing line between visitors who come to the
area for guided harvest activities and visitors who come on cruise ships. When visitors
come for guided harvest purposes, the money they spend tends to remain part of the
local economy — they pay local guides, local accommodations and food, and local
businesses. Cruise ship visitors are more likely to leave more of their money with cruise
lines — accommodations and food are both cruise line costs, guided excursions are
limited to those companies that work with the cruise lines, and spending at other local
businesses is limited by proximity to the cruise ship docks. As the Draft Assessment
notes, “While most users who use the Forest for activities such as hiking, hunting, and
fishing, are residents, many cruise ship passengers view the Forest.”'? Although this is

11 https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/fseprd1220701.pdf, hereinafter
“Socioeconomic”

12 Draft Scenic Resource Assessment, p. 5,
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd1220704.pdf
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intended as commentary on the importance of the scenic resources, it also serves as an
observation on the level of interaction that different kinds of visitors have with the local
economy — cruise ship visitors tend to be passive viewers.

V. Infrastructure Impacts

The Draft Assessment on Lands: Status, Ownership and Uses'® notes several
kinds of infrastructure uses that are mainly or exclusively used for harvest purposes
(ANILCA cabins; temporary campsites, facilities, and equipment). These seem to be
separate from the cabins discussed in Recreation (though the separation is unclear as
presented in the different chapters), most of which have more overlap with other
activities in their use. The essential nature of this infrastructure to harvest of all kinds
(hunting, fishing, and gathering; subsistence and non-subsistence; Native and non-
Native; resident and nonresident) should be emphasized, both in the section on harvest
and in any discussion of infrastructure.

V. Conclusion

APHA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Assessment
documents.

Respectfully submitted,

Thor Stacey
Government Affairs Director
Alaska Professional Hunters Association

3 Lands: Status, Ownership and Uses, p. 12
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_ DOCUMENTS/fseprd1221098.pdf
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Guided hunting is one of the oldest renewable resource
industries in Alaska. Hunts occur throughout the state,
bringing in thousands of visitors and millions of dollars
annually that benefit businesses such as guiding
operations, transportation providers, and accommodations
across the state. This spending represents an important
source of employment and wages for Alaska residents. To
better understand the role of guided hunting in Alaska's
economy, the Alaska Professional Hunters Association
contracted with McDowell Group to measure the industry’s
economic contribution in 2019. Sources of information

include the Alaska Department of Fish & Game, Alaska Big Game Commercial Services Board, and a McDowell

Group survey of hunting guides. Following are key findings from the study.

Volume and Location Number of Nonresident Hunters by Region, 2019

In 2019, Alaska hosted 3,090 guided nonresident Interior/
Northeast

hunters along with 505 companions.

Central/

868
The most popular regions for guided hunts were ~ Southwest
Interior/Northeast Alaska with 943 hunters and Southcentral m
Central/Southwest Alaska with 868 hunters.
Southcentral Alaska hosted 630 hunters, Southeast HE:?QI:S:
Southeast Alaska hosted 450, and Northwest/ 3.090

Northwest/ '

Western Alaska hosted 199. Western 199

Direct Spending and Employment

Guided nonresident hunters and companions spent
$62.4 million associated with big game hunting in
Alaska in 2019 including $56.9 million for hunting
packages, $1.6 million in companion fees, and $3.9
million in pre-and-post hunt spending.

Industry jobs generated directly by this spending
totaled 1,380, including 400 active registered guides,
500 assistant guides, 200 packers and 280 support
staff. Most industry participants are Alaska residents,
including 85% of registered guides and 61% of
assistant guides. Alaskan guides reside throughout the
state, with 70% living outside Alaska’s major urban
areas.

Nonresident Hunting Direct Employment, 2019

Registered
guides
400

Assistant
guides
500

TOTAL DIRECT JOBS: 1,380

Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska
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Total Economic Impacts

Including direct, indirect, and induced impacts,
the guided hunting industry supported an
estimated 1,890 jobs in Alaska in 2019, including
1,380 direct jobs and 510 indirect and induced
jobs.

Direct labor income of $25.5 million combined
with indirect and induced impacts of $15.3
million resulted in estimated statewide labor
income of $40.8 million.

Guide and hunter in-state expenditures for
goods, services, and labor of $57.4 million
combined with $34.4 million in indirect and
induced impacts generated total estimated

Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska, 2019

Employment

Labor Income

Spending

economic output of $91.8 million statewide in 2019.

License and Tag Revenue

Nonresident hunters generate a significant
portion of all hunting license and game tag
the State of Alaska, despite
representing a very small portion of total licenses

revenue for

issued.

As seen in the tables at right, nonresidents
purchased 14% (13,893) of all hunting licenses in
2019 but accounted for 76% of license/tag
revenues. Guided nonresidents represented only
3% (3,090) of total licenses, but 30% of total
license/tag revenues.

Nonresidents generated the highest average
license and tag revenue on a per-person basis.
Nonresidents spent $700 on licenses/tags on
average, compared with $35 among Alaska
residents. Guided nonresident hunters generated

even more on average, at $1,237 per hunter.

All non-resident

H Direct M Indirect

1,380 510

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT: 1,890

$25.5m $15.3 m

TOTAL LABOR INCOME: $40.8 MILLION

$57.4 m $34.4m

TOTAL INDUSTRY OUTPUT: $91.8 MILLION

Hunting Licenses by Residency, 2019

Volume % of Total
Nonresidents 13,893 14%
Guided 3,090 3%
Alaska residents 88,571 86%
Total 102,464 100%

Source: ADF&G.

Hunting License and Tag Revenue
by Residency, 2019

$millions % of Total

Nonresidents $9.7 76%

Guided $3.8 30%
Alaska residents $3.1 24%
Total $12.8 100%
Source: ADF&G. Figures have been rounded.

$1,237
$700
$35

Guided non- Alaska residents

hunters resident hunters

Source: ADF&G.
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Fish and Game Fund

ADF&G Fish and Game Fund Contributions, 2019
Hunting license fees and tag fees are transferred to

the ADF&G Fish and Game Fund. Of the total $12.8
million accrued to the Fund in 2019, nonresident

Alaska Non-

guided hunters contributed $3.8 million, or 30%. residents res'%er(l’t
uiae

Unguided nonresident hunters contributed $5.9 $;£%m gg,sm

30%

million (46%), totaling 76% for nonresidents. Alaska
resident hunters contributed $3.0 million, or 24% of

total 2019 fund revenue. All other
nonresidents
$5.9m
46%

Source: ADF&G.

ADF&G Division of Wildlife

Division of Wildlife Revenues by Source, 2019

Nonresident hunters support a significant portion

General Other
of Division of Wildlife Conservation funding. In Fund $1.6 m; 3%
$2.0m

2019, ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation
revenues and expenditures totaled $47.1 million.
The Fish and Game Fund contributed $12.8
million (27%). Fish and Game funds are used to

4%

leverage Pittman-Robertson funds which totaled Other Pittman-

Federal
$20.7 million (44%). In total, these two sources $10.0 m R;ggr;s:‘n

accounted for 71% of total Division of Wildlife 21% 44%

expenditures.’

L EL T
Game Fund

$12.8 m
27%

Source: ADF&G.

' Pittman-Robertson collects excise taxes on sporting goods that is apportioned to state wildlife agencies for hunter education, shooting
ranges, and wildlife conservation programs that benefit hunters and those that view wildlife. States must provide 25% non-federal matching
funds for qualified projects. Stated another way, states can generate up to $3 for every $1 in matching funds. Alaska uses Fish and Game
funds generated from the sale of licenses and game tags to match Pittman-Robertson funds.
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Introduction and Methodology

Introduction

The Alaska Professional Hunters Association hired McDowell Group to update studies conducted in 2013 and
2016 that estimated the economic impacts of guided hunting in Alaska. This study measures the economic
contribution of guided hunting, including employment, labor income, and spending on goods and services by
both hunters and guides, as well as “multiplier effects” resulting from guide industry-related spending
circulating through the Alaska economy.

This report includes an overview of guided hunting activity in Alaska, license and game tag sales and revenue,
guide business expenses and revenue, and an analysis of how the industry impacts Alaska’s economy.

The study is based on data for calendar year 2019, pre-Covid-19. The impacts of Covid-19 on the 2020 guided
hunting industry are not yet known. Many 2020 hunts were cancelled, and the number of hunting licenses and
tags purchased fell significantly from 2019. Hunters who purchase guided hunts typically have financial
resources and are dedicated to their pursuit which should support an industry rebound in 2021, but full recovery
to 2019 levels may take longer.

Financial support for this study was provided by the Alaska Professional Hunters Association, the Alaska Hunting
Conservation Foundation and Dallas Safari Club.

Methodology

Data Sources

Two primary sources of data were used to analyze the economic impacts of guided hunting: guided hunt records
maintained by the State of Alaska, and a McDowell Group survey of registered hunting guides.

STATE HUNT RECORDS

The Alaska Big Game Commercial Services Board regulates the big game commercial services industry in Alaska.
The Board is staffed by the Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing within the Alaska
Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic Development (DCCED). The guided hunting industry is
governed by myriad statutes and regulations which, among other things, prescribe detailed reporting of hunt
activities.?

For every guided hunter, the board requires a hunt record be submitted following completion of the hunt. The
record includes information on the hunter's place of residence, hunt dates, hunt location, number and types of
game tags acquired, and game harvested. Also required are the names and status of all guides associated with
the hunt. Due to confidentiality restrictions, some hunt record data is not publicly available, such as hunters’
names and addresses.

2 Guide industry statutes and regulations can be found at: BGCSStatutes.pdf (alaska.gov)
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REGISTERED GUIDE SURVEY

An online hunting guide survey was designed and administered by McDowell Group in consultation with the
Alaska Professional Hunters Association. Survey questions included species hunted, duration and price of hunts,
number of hunters and companions guided, number of employees, business revenues and expenses (by type
and location), and other questions. The survey was conducted between early July and early September 2020
and referenced the 2019 season. Licensed guides were sent a letter inviting them to participate using a password
to access the secure online survey. Several reminder emails were sent to guides who did not respond to the

survey.

Of 420 licensed guides who received invitations, 109 participated in the survey for a response rate of 26%.
Respondents guided 1,202 hunters, or 37% of all guided hunters in 2019. Of the 109 respondents, 85 were
contracting guides. This represented 34% of all contracting guides in 2019. Averages from survey data were
expanded to the full population of guides and guided hunters for measures such as revenue, expenses, and
employment, among others.

Additional Sources of Data

e Pre-and post-hunt expenditures by nonresident hunters and companions. In addition to their hunting
package price, hunters and companions spend money in Alaska before and after the hunt for lodging, food
and beverage, clothing, souvenirs, gifts, equipment, and other items. To estimate non-package spending,
Alaska Visitor Statistics Program 7 (AVSP 7) visitor spending data was analyzed. AVSP is an intercept survey
conducted periodically by McDowell Group for the State of Alaska, most recently in 2016. A small sample
of visitors were hunters and their companions who had been on a guided hunting trip

e Alaska Department of Fish & Game (ADF&G) game license and tag sales data. A list of 2019 license
and game tag sales was provided by ADF&G.

o Executive interviews with licensed guides. Telephone interviews were conducted with a dozen guides to
gain better insight into guided hunting activity and impacts in Alaska.

‘Game Management Units
Gama Management
es

— Unit

Regions s

This study references five regions
(Southcentral, Interior/Northeast,

Office Locations

Central/Southwest, Southeast and § A LS s i

Northwest/Western) to describe where

hunting and spending took place, and
where guides live. The regions are defined
by Game Management Units (GMU) and
Guide Use Areas (GUA), which are roughly -

equivalent. The accompanying map shows || = % P L L, st

St

the GMU regional borders and can be
found on the ADF&G website.?

3 http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cfm?adfg=wildliferegulations.hunting

Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska McDowell Group ® Page 5



Profile of Alaska’s Guided Hunting Industry

The following profile of the guided hunting industry in Alaska in 2019 includes the number and types of guides
working in Alaska, their place of residence, number of clients served, land use, and other information.

Guided Hunting in Alaska

Each year, thousands of out-of-state hunters travel to Alaska in pursuit of big game animals, predators, game
birds, and small game. Alaska statutes require most nonresident hunters to hire guides if they are targeting the
following species: mountain goats, Dall sheep, and brown/grizzly bear.* Nonresident hunters targeting other
species often choose to hire an experienced guide for their knowledge and logistical support, and to ensure a
safe, high-quality experience. In addition to the species mentioned above, moose, caribou, and black bear are
the most sought-after animals by guided hunters. Other guided hunts include deer, muskox, bison, elk, wolves,

wolverine, and waterfowl.

Number of Guided Hunters

There were 3,223 guided hunters in 2019, an increase of 10% over 2,917 guided hunters in 2018. About 4% of
2019 guided hunters (133) were Alaska residents. Of the 3,090 nonresident hunters, 204 were non-U.S. citizens.
One in five nonresidents who purchased an Alaska hunting license hired a registered guide.®

Number of Guided Hunters, 2018-2019

Year Hunters % Chg.
2018 2,917
2019 3,223 +10%

Source: State of Alaska, Division of Corporations,
Business and Professional Licensing, hunt record data.

Non-Hunting Companions

Many guide operations welcome non-hunting companions, charging a daily fee for lodging, transportation, and
food. In addition to 3,090 guided nonresident hunters, an estimated 505 non-hunting companions accompanied
these hunters.

4 U.S. citizens may hunt these species with a relative who is of first-degree kindred that is a resident of Alaska.
> Excludes nonresidents that only purchased a small game hunting license.
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Guided Hunters by Geographic Region

The most popular regions for guided hunting were Interior/Northeast Alaska, with 943 hunters, and
Central/Southwest Alaska, with 868 hunters. Southcentral Alaska hosted 630 hunters, Southeast 450, and
Northwest/Western Alaska 199.

Number of Guided Nonresident Hunters, by Region Hunted, 2019

Region Hunted Hunters .:./:, tc; fl
Interior/Northeast 943 31%
Central/Southwest 868 28%
Southcentral 630 20%
Southeast 450 15%
Northwest/Western 199 6%
Total 3,090 100%

Source: State of Alaska, Division of Corporations, Business
and Professional Licensing, hunt record data.

Hunting Guide Licensure

Alaska'’s licensed professional guides include registered guide-outfitters and assistant guides.

e An “assistant guide” is required to be 18 years of age, and to either take an assistant guide training course
or have a recommendation from a registered guide who intends to hire them. A Class A assistant guide
must be 21 years of age or older, have been employed as a guide for at least three years in the game
management unit where the endorsement is sought, and have at least 10 years of hunting experience.

¢ A ’registered guide-outfitter” must be 21 years of age or older and have significant field experience related
to hunting in Alaska, have hunted in the state for at least five years, pass a written and oral exam, have been
an active licensed assistant guide for at least three years, and have positive recommendations from previous
clients.

e “Master guide” status can be obtained by a registered guide after 15 years of guiding and with significant
favorable recommendations from previous clients.

e A “contracting guide” is a registered or master guide who contracts with a hunter and is responsible for
completing hunt records and other paperwork. Only master and registered guides can function as
contracting guides. Some master and registered guides work for other contracting guides.

Other positions such as packers and support staff are not currently licensed by the state. However, state statute
details what packers and camp support staff can and cannot do to assist guides.
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Number of Guides by Type

As of July 2019, there were 420 active master guides (115) and active registered guides (305), of whom 250
contracted for one or more hunts in 2019. There were 640 licensed assistant guides including 85 with class A

licenses.

Alaska Registered Guides and Assistant Guides, 2019

[ e

Registered Guides

Master Guides 115
Registered Guides 305
Total Master/Registered Guides 420
Assistant Guides

Assistant Guides (non-Class A) 555
Class A Assistant Guides 85
Total Assistant Guides 640

Source: Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing, DCCED.

Alaska Guides’ Place of Residency

Among Alaska’s 420 registered guides, 355 (85%) resided in Alaska in 2019. Of Alaska-resident guides, 70% live
outside Alaska's major urban areas (Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau). The largest concentration lives in
Central/Southwest with 136 (38% of Alaska-resident guides), followed by 120 (34%) in Southcentral, 45 (13%)
in the Interior/Northeast, 46 (13%) in Southeast, and 8 (2%) in Northwest/Western Alaska.

Alaska Hunting Guides, Place of Residence, 2019

Central/Southwest (38%) 136
Wasilla 49
Kodiak 19
Palmer 14
Talkeetna 11

Willow (7), Gakona (5), King Salmon (5), Chitina (4), Dillingham (3), Ekwok (3), Iliamna (3), Kokhanok (2), Port
Alsworth (2), Skwentna (2), 1 each in Cantwell, Chickaloon, Copper Center, Koliganek, Nondalton, Pedro Bay,

Trapper Creek

Southcentral (34%) 120
Anchorage 56

Soldotna 16

Eagle River 13

Chugiak (7), Homer (4), Kenai (3), Sutton (3), Anchor Point (2), Cordova (2), Port Lions (2), Seward (2), Valdez
(2), 1 each in Cooper Landing, Girdwood, Kasilof, Larsen Bay, Moose Pass, Nikolai, Ninilchik, Sterling

(Table continued next page)
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Interior/Northeast (13%) 45

Fairbanks/North Pole 27
Healy (4), Tok (4), Delta Junction, Sleetmute (2), 1 each in Bettles, Ester, Galena, McGrath, Nenana, Ruby
Southeast (13%) 46
Sitka 11
Juneau/Douglas 10
Petersburg 6
Ketchikan 5
Haines (3), Hoonah (2), Klawock (2), Gustavus (2), Yakutat (2), 1 each in Elfin Cove, Tenakee Springs, Wrangell
Northwest/Western (2%) 8

Nome (2), 1 each in Holy Cross, Huslia, Red Devil, St. Michael, Two Rivers, Unalakleet

Source: DCCED, Division of Corporations, Business & Professional Licensing.
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Industry Revenue, Expenses, and Employment

The following analysis is based on data from the registered guide survey, which represents one-third of
contracting guides and 39% of guided hunters in 2019. Averages for revenue, expenses, and employment per
hunter were applied to the total number of guided nonresident hunters in 2019 to estimate total nonresident
revenue and expenses.

Summary of Guide Industry Related Revenues

The guided hunting industry generated revenues of $62.4 million in 2019. Revenues included spending by
hunters and companions:

e 3,090 nonresident hunters spent an estimated average of $18,400 each on hunting packages generating
$56.9 million.

e 505 companions spent an estimated average of $3,170 per hunt for a total of $1.6 million.

e Hunters and companions spent an estimated 2.5 nights in Alaska before and after their hunts. They
spent, on average, $1,075 per trip for transportation, lodging, food and beverages, clothing, gifts, and
other goods and services. Total pre-and-post hunting spending totaled $3.9 million.

Summary of Nonresident Guided Hunting Related Revenues, 2019

Revenue

Guided hunting packages $56.9 million
Companion fees $1.6 million
Pre-and-post hunt spending $3.9 million
Total Industry Related Revenue $62.4 million

Registered guide survey and McDowell Group estimates. Figures have been rounded.
Source: Registered guide survey, AVSP 7, and McDowell Group estimates.

Summary of In-State Expenditures

Of the $62.4 million in industry revenues, a total of $57.4 million was spent in-state by guides, hunters, and
companions. Guides' in-state expenditures for labor (payroll and business-owner net income) are estimated at
$25.5 million. Guides also spent an estimated $28.0 million in-state for goods and services (79% of all spending
for goods and services). As previously noted, hunters and companions spent $3.9 million in Alaska, pre-and-

post hunt.
Alaska Guided Hunting Industry in-State Expenditures, 2019

Guide spending

Labor $25.5 million

Goods and services $28.0 million

Hunter/companion

spending

Goods and services $3.9 million
Total in-state spending $57.4 million

Source: Registered guide survey and McDowell Group estimates.
Figures have been rounded.
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Following is an overview of industry employment and guide expenditures for goods and services by type and
region.

Guiding Operation Employment

Industry jobs include registered guides, assistant guides, packers, pilots, and camp/office support staff. Nine out
of 10 contracting guides reported hiring at least one person in 2019. An estimated 1,380 people were directly
employed in Alaska’s guided hunting industry in 2019 including 400 active registered guides, 500 assistant
guides, 200 packers and 280 support staff. Due to the nature of the hunting industry, most of these jobs are
seasonal. Many guides hunt in the spring and/or fall; typically for four to six weeks in spring and six to eight
weeks in fall. Hunts targeting sea ducks, and deer in more temperate areas of Alaska, and predator hunts may

have extended seasons.
Alaska Guided Hunting Industry Employment, 2019

Registered guides 400
Assistant guides 500
Packers 200
Support staff 280
Total Employment 1,380

Source: Hunt record data, State of Alaska, Division of Corporations,
Business and Professional Licensing, registered guide survey, and
McDowell Group estimates.

Employment by Position

The following analysis of guided hunting employment is based on DCCED professional licensing data, the
registered guide survey, guide interviews, and McDowell Group estimates. Registered guides are either paid by
a contracting guide on a per-hunt basis or earn income from their own guiding business. Most of the 980
assistant guides, packers, and support staff are paid on a daily basis. Some administrative support staff are likely
paid hourly, and a small number may be salaried.

Registered and Contracting Guides: Of 420 registered guides, an estimated 5 percent (20 guides) did not
guide in 2019, leaving about 400 active guides that year. Of active guides, 250 or 63% were contracting guides.
Contracting guides market their businesses, communicate with clients, and sign contracts with clients. When
not in the field, they manage logistics, maintain equipment and facilities, and engage in marketing, sales (such
as attending trade shows), and client relations. Guides were asked to estimate how many days they participated
in activities related to guiding. On average, guides reported working 221 days or about 7 months in 2019. Thirty-
eight percent reported working 10 months or more.

Assistant Guides: There were 640 licensed assistant guides in 2019. More than half (61%) were Alaska residents.
Two-thirds of assistant guides living in Alaska reside outside the Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau areas. The
exact number of assistant guides who were employed in 2019 is unknown. The study team estimates that about
500 assistant guides were employed that year. On average, assistant guides worked slightly less than three
months.

Packers: About half of contracting guides reported hiring packers. Total employment is estimated at about 200
packers in 2019. Interviews with guides indicate the majority of packers are Alaska residents, and many are hired
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from small communities near the guide’s hunting areas. Packers averaged slightly less than two months of
employment in 2019.

Support Staff: Half of contracting guides reported hiring support staff with employment estimated at about
280 support staff in 2019. A small number of support staff are employed year-round, but support staff work an
average of 2.5 months per year. Most support staff are Alaska residents.

Guide Expenditures by Type and Region

Non-Payroll Expenditures in Support of Guiding Operations

The survey of registered guides indicated that total non-payroll spending by contracting guides in support of
guiding operations totaled about $35.5 million in 2019. Approximately 79% ($28.0 million) of this spending was
with Alaska vendors.

Guides spend money in-state on a wide variety of goods and services, including transportation aircraft, boats,
ATVs, other vehicles, and fuel ($8.4 million), food and beverages ($4.6 million), outdoor equipment and gear
$4.8 million), and $10.3 million on other goods and services such as access fees to land managers, insurance,
and website development, and marketing, among other business-related expenses.

Guide Expenditures in Alaska by Type, 2019 (millions)

Transportation Food/Beverage Equipment All Other Total
Expenditure $8.4 $4.6 $4.8 $103 $28.0
% of Total 30% 16% 17% 37% 100%

Source: Registered guide survey and McDowell Group estimates. Note: Figures have been rounded.

Expenditures by Region

Where in Alaska spending occurs is largely determined by two factors: where a guide lives and where hunts
occur. Often, hunt locations are far from a guide’s place of residence, and in many cases, guides hunt in multiple
locations. Most guides make significant expenditures in their home community or nearest hub if they live in a
remote rural area, and in communities near their hunt locations, most of which are in remote locations.
Estimated 2019 spending by region is based on regional spending by guides responding to the survey overlaid
with an analysis of guide residence and number of hunts in each region.

Of total 2019 in-state spending of $28.0 million, expenditures were highest in Southcentral at $10.4 million,
followed by Central/Southwest with $7.3 million. Guides spent about $4.8 million in Interior/Northwest, $4.2
million in Southeast, and $1.4 million in Northwest/Western Alaska.

Guide Expenditures by Region, 2019 (millions)

Central/ Interior/ Northwest/
Southcentral Southwest Northeast Southeast Western Total
Expenditure $104 $7.3 $4.8 $4.2 $1.4 $28.0
% of Total 37% 26% 17% 15% 5% 100%

Source: Registered guide survey and McDowell Group estimates. Note: Figures have been rounded.

Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska McDowell Group ® Page 12



Spending Impacts Outside Alaska’s Largest Communities

The guide industry has an important economic impact in areas outside the state’s largest communities
(Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau). In many remote rural locations, opportunities to earn cash income are
limited, and guide spending is an important component of these communities’ economy. In 2019, the industry
generated an estimated $16.7 million in labor income among industry participants and $14.8 million in guide
spending on goods and services outside the largest communities. In total, an estimated $31.5 million (59%) of
the $53.5 million in guide industry spending for labor and goods and services occurred outside Alaska’s largest
communities.

Estimated Guide Expenditures Outside
Alaska’s Largest Communities, 2019

Expenditure
(millions)

Labor income $16.7
Purchase of goods and services $14.8
Total $31.5

Source: Registered guide survey, and McDowell Group estimates.
Figures have been rounded.
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Economic Impacts of Guided Hunting in Alaska

The guided hunting industry brings new dollars to the Alaska economy. As these dollars circulate through the
economy, additional employment and labor income are created. This chapter describes the economic impact of
industry employment and labor income and in-state expenditures in support of guiding operations. Economic
impacts of the industry also include pre-and-post hunt expenditures by hunters and companions for
accommodations, food and beverage, transportation, and gifts. This study measures the industry’s impact at
three levels: direct, indirect, and induced. The indirect and induced effects of direct spending are often referred
to as the “multiplier effect.”

e Directimpacts include guide industry employment, labor income, and industry expenditures for goods
and services.

¢ Indirect impacts are jobs and payroll supported by spending for goods and services by guides, guided
hunters, and their companions.

¢ Induced impacts are generated as employees in the guide industry and employees of vendors
providing goods and services spend their payroll dollars in local economies.

Impacts are presented in terms of employment, labor income (wages and owners' retained earnings), and
economic output, a measure of total economic activity. Total impacts were calculated using IMPLAN, a widely
used economic modeling application.®

Total Economic Impacts

The guided hunting industry supported about 1,890 jobs in Alaska in 2019, including 1,380 direct jobs and 510
indirect and induced jobs.” Direct labor income of $25.5 million combined with indirect and induced labor
income of $15.3 million result in estimated statewide labor income of $40.8 million.

Direct in-state industry labor income and expenditures by guides for goods and services ($53.5 million) and
hunter and companion pre-and-post hunt spending ($3.9 million) totaled $57.4 million in 2019. That spending
generated an additional $34.4 million in indirect and induced economic activity. In total, the guided hunting
industry generated an estimated $91.8 million in economic output statewide in 2019.

Total Guide Industry Employment and Economic Impacts, 2019

Employment Labor Income Output
Direct Impacts 1,380 $25,500,000 $57,400,000
Indirect and Induced Impacts 510 $15,300,000 $34,400,000
Total Impacts 1,890 $40,800,000 $91,800,000

Source: Registered guide survey and McDowell Group estimates.

6 Economic Impact Analysis for Planning IMPLAN), Huntersville, NC. https://implan.com
” Due to the nature of the industry most direct jobs are seasonal.
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License and Game Tag Sales and Revenue

The sale of Alaska licenses and game tags are an important source of revenue for the State of Alaska that
supports a significant portion of Division of Wildlife activities. Following is an overview of 2019 license and tag
sales and revenue.

License and Game Tag Sales and Revenue

A total of 102,464 licenses that allow big game hunting in Alaska were issued in 2019, including 88,571 resident
and 13,893 nonresident licenses.® This includes all types of combination licenses that also allow sportfishing
and/or trapping. Nonresident hunters accounted for 14% and guided nonresident hunters accounted for 3% of
all licenses. Revenue generated by the hunting portion of license sales totaled nearly $5 million, including $2.9
million from residents and $2.1 million from nonresidents. Guided hunters generated $590,000 in license
revenue, or 12% of all hunting license revenue.

A total of 17,533 game tags were sold in 2019, including 13,272 nonresident tags and 4,261 resident tags.
Nonresident tags accounted for 76% of all tag sales, and guided nonresident hunters accounted for 25% of all
tag sales. Revenue generated by tag sales totaled nearly $7.7 million, of which 98% was generated by
nonresidents. Guided hunters purchased $3.2 million in game tags, generating 42% of all tag revenue.

In 2019, visiting hunters purchased 14% of all hunting licenses issued in Alaska and generated 76% of all license
and tag revenue. Guided hunters purchased 3% of hunting licenses issued and generated 30% of all hunting
license and game tag revenue.

Licenses Issued, Game Tag Sales and Revenue, by Residence, 2019

All Guided
Alaska All Nonresident Guided Nonresident
Residents Nonresidents** Total % of Total Nonresidents % of Total
Licenses*
Hunting licenses 88,571 13,893 102,464 14% 3,090 3%
Hunting license $2,917,000 $2,140,000 $5,057,000 42% $590,000 12%
revenue
Tags
Tag purchased 4,261 13,272 17,533 76% 4,464 25%
Tag revenue $135,500 $7,579,700 $7,715,000 98% $3,232,000 42%
Ie"‘f:r'“‘l‘e’"‘b'"ed $3,052,500 $9,719,700 $12,772,000 76% $3,822,000 30%

Source: ADF&G, State of Alaska, Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing.
Includes all license types that allow the hunting of big game. **Includes all nonresident (guided and unguided) hunters.
Note: Revenue figures have been rounded.

81n 2019, Alaska issued 16,673 low-income hunt/fish licenses ($5 each). Additionally, 6,648 permanent ID cards, 1,850 military hunt/fish and
681 disabled veteran hunt/fish licenses were issued free of charge. The number of those holding these licenses that hunted is unknown.
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Average License and Tag Revenue by Residence

On average, Alaska resident licenses that allow big game hunting generated $35 each, while nonresident
licenses and tags generated $700 each in 2019. Guided nonresident hunters spent an average of $1,237 each
on hunting license and game tags in 2019.°

Average License and Tag Revenue by Residence, 2019

Alaska All Guided
Residents Nonresidents Nonresidents
Hunting license sales 88,571 13,893 3,090
License/tag revenue $3,053,000 $9,720,000 $3,822,000
Average Revenue $35 $700 $1,237

Source: ADF&G. Note: Revenue figures have been rounded.

Guided Hunter Tags Purchased by Species

Guided hunters purchased 4,464 game tags, including 4,137 by nonresident hunters who are U.S. citizens and
327 by non-citizen (alien) hunters, generating $3.2 million in revenue. On average, 3,090 guided hunters
purchased slightly less than 1.5 tags each.

Brown bear tags were the most frequently purchased, with 1,414 tags sold, accounting for 32% of all guided
hunter tags and 44% of guided hunter tag revenue. Other popular species included moose (658 tags), black
bear (572 tags), Dall sheep (484 tags), and caribou (484 tags).

Tags Purchased and Revenue by Guided Hunters with Residency Status, 2019

All Guided Guided Nonresident (Alien) Guided Nonresident (U.S. Citizen)
Hunters Hunters Hunters
Tag Tag

Species Tags Tags Tag Fee Revenue Tags Tag Fee Revenue
Brown Bear 1,414 106 $1,300 $137,800 1,308 $1,000 $1,308,000
Moose 658 32 $1,000 $32,000 626 $800 $500,800
Black Bear 572 48 $600 $28,800 524 $450 $235,800
Dall Sheep 484 16 $1,100 $17,600 468 $850 $397,800
Caribou 396 21 $850 $17,850 375 $650 $243,750
Wolf 347 25 $100 $2,500 322 $60 $19,320
Deer 277 42 $400 $16,800 235 $300 $70,500
Mt. Goat 268 27 $800 $21,600 241 $600 $144,600
Wolverine 31 9 $500 $4,500 22 $350 $7,700
Musk Ox 8 0 $3,000 $0 8 $2,200 $17,600
Elk 6 1 $800 $800 5 $600 $3,000
Bison 3 0 $0 $0 3 $900 $2,700
Total Tags 4,464 327 4,137
ot $3,232,000 $280,000 oo e

Source: ADF&G, State of Alaska, Division of Corporations, Business and Professional Licensing. Note: Total figures have been rounded.

91n 2019, Alaska issued 16,673 low-income hunt/fish licenses ($5 each). Additionally, 6,648 permanent ID cards, 1,850 military hunt/fish and
681 disabled veteran hunt/fish licenses were issued free of charge. The number of those holding these licenses that hunted is unknown.
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Pittman-Robertson/Fish and Game Funds

Pittman-Robertson Act

Under the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937, revenue generated from excise taxes on sporting goods is
apportioned to state wildlife agencies for hunter education, shooting ranges, and wildlife conservation
programs. Funds can be used for the following:'®

Wildlife Restoration
e Surveys and inventories of wildlife
e To acquire, manage, and improve habitat
e Wildlife relocation
e To improve public access and enjoyment of wildlife

Hunter Education
e Develop hunter education programs
e Develop and manage shooting and archery ranges

Taxes are levied on the wholesale price of some sporting goods (long guns, ammunition, and archery equipment
at 11% and handguns at 10%). The taxes are collected by the federal government and distributed according to
a set formula. Some funds are set aside for specific programs, such as hunter education and grants for specific
projects. Remaining funds are distributed to states based on population, land area, and number of paid hunting
license holders. There are minimum and maximum adjustments to assure no state receives an unreasonably
large portion of annual funding.

States must provide 25% non-federal matching funds for qualified projects. Stated another way, states can
generate up to $3 for every $1 in matching funds. Alaska uses Fish and Game funds generated from the sale of
licenses and game tags to match Pittman-Robertson funds. The combined funds are used by ADF&G primarily
for wildlife conservation projects that benefit license holders and those who view wildlife, and for hunter
education programs.™

0In Alaska, approximately 95% of Pittman-Robertson funds are allocated to wildlife restoration projects.
" Detailed expenditures of Pittman-Robertson and Fish and Game funds can be found at: Funding for Wildlife Management: Wildlife
Conservation Division, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
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ADF&G Fish and Game Fund

A portion of resident and nonresident hunting license fees and all tag fees are deposited in the ADF&G Fish
and Game Fund. The percentage of license fees that are deposited varies by type of license and ranges from
52% to 100%. Of the total $12.8 million accrued to the Fish and Game Fund in 2019, more than three-quarters
(76%) was generated by visiting hunters (unguided and guided) with the remainder generated by resident
hunters (24%). Guided hunters contributed an estimated $3.8 million or about 30% of 2019 total Fish and Game
funds.

Visiting Hunter Fish and Game Fund Contributions, 2019
% of Total F&G

Revenue Source Revenue Fund Contribution
Nonresidents $9,719,000 76%
Alaska Residents $3,053,000 24%
Total $12,772,000 100%

Source: ADF&G.
Note: Revenue figures have been rounded.

ADF&G Division of Wildlife Expenditures

In 2019, ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation expenditures totaled $47.1 million. Revenue from the Fish and
Game Fund contributed $12.8 million and Pittman-Robertson funds accounted for $20.7 million. In total, these
two sources accounted for 71% of Division of Wildlife expenditures.

ADF&G Division of Wildlife Conservation, Expenditures by Funding Source, FY2014-FY2019 ($Million)

FY19 %

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 of Total
Pittman-Robertson $16.7 $16.6 $17.0 $184 $189 $20.7 44%
Fish and Game Fund $9.8 $8.8 $8.9 $10.0 $12.7 $12.8 27%
General Fund $7.6 $7.3 $5.0 $4.5 $1.9 $2.0 4%
Federal $6.4 $8.0 $9.2 $9.2 $9.8 $10.0 21%
Other $1.1 $1.5 $.8 $1.1 $.8 $1.6 3%

Total $41.6 $42.2 $40.9 $43.2 $44.1 $47.1 100%

Source: ADF&G. Note: figures have been rounded.
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Meat Sharing

Meat Sharing by Guided Hunters

Hunting guides provide significant voluntary support to residents of Alaska such as monitoring remote cabins,
moving people and materials, and sharing meat. Guides report that because of the expense and logistics of
taking meat home from Alaska, most game meat harvested on guided hunts is donated. While some meat is
shared with residents of Alaska’s larger communities, a significant portion is donated to residents of
communities close to the hunt. Guide comments regarding meat sharing:

Its customary in rural areas to help others when they are in need. Meat donations really help people.

The logistics of meat sharing can be challenging. We only have a short time to get the meat from the
field to those that need it. Sometimes we fly significant distances to drop off meat. We typically have
one contact in the village, and they distribute to the people they know need it most.

Wild meat is important for many Alaskans both urban and rural residents. It is especially important for
elders in the areas we hunt they love it. We always try to make sure that they have meat in their freezers.

We share meat with people that live in villages and in cities. People that do not or cannot hunt are very
thankful to get fresh game meat.

Meat is also donated to traditional food programs that provide healthy traditional meals to patients.

In 2015, the Alaska Department of Conservation
(DEC) began allowing certified food service
programs to serve traditional foods such as game
meat, fish, greens, and other foods. Those
donating and accepting meat must follow strict
DEC guidelines to assure food quality and safety.
Meat must be well cared for, whole and dressed,
quartered, or cut into roasts. Meat harvested on
guided hunts is donated to traditional food
programs at the Alaska Native Medical Center and
at the Southeast Alaska Regional Health

Consortium (SEARHC) hospital in  Sitka. Meat Moose donation to Alaska Native Medical Center
accepted by the facilities is primarily processed into | traditional foods program.

burger and stew meat. Bones are used to make
bone broth which provides significant nutrition. Chefs at these facilities are passionate about the benefits of
including game meat in their meals. Program managers say:

Wild, clean, traditional foods promote health. Wild meat is nutritionally rich but also culturally rich.

I have seen patients not feeling well and grimacing in pain take a bow! of bone broth and you can see
them visibly relax. It makes them feel better.
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Our traditional foods program is important for patients’ quality of life. It has been even more important
with Covid-19 when patients have little or no access to loved ones. Eating a traditional food makes
them feel better. Patients have said it tastes like home.

Estimated Volume of Shared Meat

Hunting guides estimate that nearly 80% of game meat harvested by guided hunters is shared with Alaska
residents. The percentage shared varies by species; on average, 50% of sheep is shared, 80% of moose and
caribou, and 85% of mountain goat and deer.™

Analysis of DCCED harvest data by species, ADF&G meat recovery ratios, and percentages of meat donated
indicates an estimated 223,500 pounds of meat was shared with Alaskans in 2019. For example, DCCED hunt
report data showed 415 moose were killed by guided hunters in 2019. ADF&G estimates the average recovery
weight for moose meat is 500 pounds. This would generate about 207,500 pounds of meat. Guides reported
sharing 80% of this meat, or about 166,000 pounds.

There was not enough data on donated bear meat to estimate the overall donation rate. Based on guide reports,
the study team conservatively estimates that 10,000 pounds of bear meat was shared in 2019. Some guided
hunters reported donating waterfowl, but total volume is unknown. Additionally, there may have been some
sharing of muskox, elk, and upland birds.

Estimated Meat Sharing by Guided Hunters, 2019
# Net Total % Total #

Species Harvested Weight Weight Shared Shared
Moose 415 500 207,500 80% 166,000
Caribou 247 100 24,700 80% 19,800
Mt Goat 215 85 18,275 85% 15,500
Sheep 304 80 24,320 60% 14,600
Deer 179 50 8,950 85% 7,600
Total 283,745 79% 223,500

Source: Registered guide survey and interviews, DCCED, Division of Corporations, Business & Professional
Licensing hunt record harvest report, McDowell Group estimates. Total #'s shared figures have been rounded.

Estimated Replacement Value of Shared Meat

Guides reported about 25% of their meat was shared with urban residents and 75% with rural residents in 2019.
This resulted in about 56,000 pounds of meat shared with urban residents and 168,000 pounds shared with rural
residents.

The value of replacing this meat with beef was estimated using several sources including USDA Market News,
online searches for meat prices in Alaska, the Alaska Geographic Differential Study (GDS),'* and a 2006 study of
the value of moose in Alaska.’ The result was an estimate of beef prices (assuming half burger and half steak)

"2 Meat sharing information was gathered in the registered guide survey.
'3 Alaska Geographic Differential Study 2008, McDowell Group for the State of Alaska.
4 The Value of Alaska Moose, Northern Economics, 2006.
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of $8 per pound in urban Alaska in 2019. Applying cost of living differences to meat, fish and poultry prices,
meat prices are about 1.35 times higher in rural than in urban areas, resulting in a blended price of about $10.80
per pound for beef in rural areas.

The estimated replacement value of meat shared by guides and guided hunters was nearly $2.3 million in 2019.
Replacement value was $447,000 in in urban communities, and $1.8 million in rural communities.

Meat Shared by Guided Hunters and Guides, 2019

Pounds of Est. Price per Replacement
Meat Shared Pound Value

Urban 55,875 $8.00 $447,000
Rural 167,625 $10.80 $1,810,00
Total 223,500 $2,257,000

Source: Hunting guide survey, ADF&G, USDA, McDowell Group estimates.
Note: Figures have been rounded.
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