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CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, summary judgment is granted as follows:

The motion by AWFCF to invalidate the Ahtna CHP is granted;

The public trust doctrine improper delegation challenge by Manning to the
Board’s authorization of the Ahtna CHP is granted; 7

The open meetings act challenge by Manning is denied; 7
The argument by Manning that his Tier Il priority status is a right entitled to

heighiened constitutional scrutiny is denied;

- The challenge by Manning to the adequacy of the public notice of the 2009 Board

meetings is granted with regard to the Board-chang-e from a Tier Il to a Tier [ hunt
and with regard to the ﬁndingr that subsistence users of Unit 13 caribou only need
one caribou every four years; |

The challenge by Manning to the Board’s experiment to chéﬁge the Unit 13
caribou hunt from Tier II to Tier I is granted;

The Manning/ AWFCF challenge to the allocation of 300 caribou to the Ahtna
CHP and 300 caribou to the Tier I pefmit drawing hunt is moot;

The challenge by Manning to the Board’s special conditions for the 2009/10 Unit

13 cartbou hunt is denied.

- Based on the foregoing rulings, the Board is enjoined from proCeeding with a Tier

I hunt for caribou in Unit 13 this yeai’, is enjoined from delegating CHP hunt administration

authority to private entities or individuals, and is enjoined from authorizing an Ahtna CHP

that is fundamentally residency-based.

A |
DATED this 9 day of July, 2010. C;j

Carl Bauman
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