Private Land/Public Wildlife Council

Meeting Summary

Livinsgston, MT

December 10-11, 2007

Council Members Present:  Land Tawney, Chair; Dick Iversen; Rick Miller; Lindsay Giem; Kathy Hadley; Brett Todd; Representative John Ward; Max McDonald; Senator Lane Larson; Jamie Byrne; Gordon Haugen; Donna McDonald; Mike Penfold; Dan Vermillion;  Absent: Doug Schott;

FWP Staff Present:  Jeff Hagener, Director; Alan Charles, Coordinator, Landowner/Sportsman Relations; Joe Weigand, Landowner/Wildlife Resource Specialist; Paul Sihler, Field Services Division Administrator; 

Other Attendees:  Brian Kahn, meeting facilitator; Jean Johnson; John Stillman; Louis Goosey; Dernnis Miller; Michael Nye; Kurt Kephart; George Graham; Carolyn Nistler; Glenn Hockett;   

I. Welcome & Introduction:  Council Chairman Land Tawney welcomed the Council, and Council members introduced themselves and gave brief background information.

II.  Elk Issues Update:  Jeff Hagener briefed Council members on the Elk Summit held in Bozeman on Saturday, December 8, stating that approximately 350 members of the public, including many landowners, hunters, and outfitters, had attended the summit and heard information presented regarding history of elk management in Montana, current status of elk management programs and FWP Elk Plan, overview of what other states in the West have tried and the results of those efforts, and opinions from a diverse array of people representing different interests during a panel discussion and question/answer session.  Jeff said that from the Department’s perspective, the main goal of the meeting, which was to generate discussion and heighten peoples’ awareness of issues related to elk management, was met.

Joe Weigand presented highlights of a recent FWP Survey of Elk Hunters, Elk Outfitters, and Private Landowners Concerning Montana’s Elk Population.  (Summary of Research is included as Attachment #1);

III.  FWP/MWF/Cabela’s Trophy Properties:  Jeff Hagener conveyed information to Council members regarding a recent meeting held in Helena which included two people from Cabela’s corporate staff, staff from MWF, and staff from FWP, during which issues of concern related to Cabela’s real estate activities in Montana were discussed.  According to Jeff, the tone of the meeting was very positive, and he noted that Cabela’s had already implemented some new policies and agreed to work with MWF and FWP in the future to try to address issues related to public access and wildlife habitat.

IV.  Trapline Reports:  Council members reported on feedback received from trapline contacts (September meeting assignment was to develop a “trapline,” consisting of at least one landowner, one outfitter, one sportsperson, and one legislator, and discuss the issues or “work efforts” identified in the meeting, soliciting their input about those issues and their importance).  Reports included the following:

· Many sportsmen and landowners do not understand or know details of program funding;

· What is FWP going to do about brucellosis in elk and bison; landowners are concerned;

· Road closures on U.S. forest land are of concern to hunters;

· Need to find ways to recognize landowners who aren’t in Block Management;

· Hunter behavior, or misbehavior, is a major factor affecting private land access;

· Resident hunters express willingness to pay more to help fund access programs;

· Non-traditional landowners might provide limited access for youth/disabled hunters;

· Type I BMAs work for some landowners, while Type II BMAs work better for others;

· Legislators expressed interest in being informed about PL/PW and access issues;

· Some nonresident hunters don’t understand Block Management, don’t hunt on BMAs;

· A “Welcoming Committee” of landowners might help address new landowner issues;

· Might need to train new hunters about how to approach landowners for permission;

· How do we address variable-priced license issues without jeopardizing BMP funding;

· Need to develop effective outreach efforts for non-traditional landowners;

· Reactions and results mixed regarding 2007 elk season extension;

· Issues related to stream access at bridges still need to be addressed at some point;

· ATV use is having big impacts on hunting opportunities and hunting experience;

· Non-traditional landowners are sometimes not good neighbors, don’t like hunting;

· Some hunters reported having very good success at gaining access just by asking;

· Landowners need incentives to maintain good wildlife habitat, allow controlled access;

· Quality of hunting experience on Block Management Areas questioned by some;

· A corporation contact noted that public access was a key factor in attracting workers;

· Colstrip urban deer hunt has been successful, may serve as model elsewhere;

· Heavy rain on antelope opener resulted in road damage in some areas of eastern MT;

· Landowner opinions vary regarding how they want hunting managed on their land;

V. Facilitated Work Session #1:  Facilitator Brian Kahn reviewed the Council Operating Rules and Guidelines, emphasizing a key change made by this Council, whereby in the consensus process if a person cannot agree with the rest of the group, it is up to that person to try to develop a solution for the rest of the group to consider.  Brian noted that in this type of process, nobody gets rolled over, and that makes it easier for people to explore uncomfortable issues and tough issues.  Brian said that to do that effectively, it is really important to hear from the people with whom you disagree the most.  Council members then reviewed the list of potential Work Efforts they had identified at the September 2007 meeting, reorganized and regrouped some of those, and then after considerable discussion, identified which Work Efforts were of greatest priority, noting that this was the first step in a more lengthy prioritization process which would take place the next morning.  Council members were asked to consider several questions, including what issue(s) is most likely to have success, what issue(s) is most important, and what is your energy level regarding working on those issues – how much are your willing to commit to achieve success?

VI. Public Comment Period:  Four (4) people provided public comments to the Council  Key points from those comments are captured below:

Lou Goosey, MWF Regional Director: MWF recently adopted a Hunter’s Code of Ethics, and needs to get that information in more hands of hunters and landowners; MWF recently conducted a landowner survey, with membership reviewing the results and continuing discussions with landowners who indicated interest in working with MWF on possible pilot projects and improved hunter behavior; one landowner stated ‘I’ve been very lucky.  My grandparents homesteaded. I’ve always had a place to hunt.  I’m afraid the everyday hunter will soon have no place to go.’  (Alan reminded Council members that they had been provided copies of the MWF Hunter’s Code of Ethics and preliminary results of the MWF survey in their November 19th information packet).
Kurt Kephart, Cornerstone Conservation:  Cornerstone Conservation is a non-profit corporation, promoting a concept whereby Conservation Tickets could serve as a permanent funding source for securing public access.  Concept involves people buying chances to win outdoor adventures, like hunting, fishing, and other trips, with money from ticket sales going to a fund for access.  Funds might be administered by sportsmen, who would direct where money would go.  Board might include MWF members, FWP, and others.  State lottery officials don’t like the idea due to potential competition.  Some landowners might not like the idea because lands might be taken off tax rolls, but any property purchased by sportsmen would be leased out for tax purposes.  Mr. Kephart handed out bumper stickers stating “Hunting and Fishing Are Family Values.”

Glenn Hockett, Gallatin Wildlife Association:  Displayed map depicting bison management areas around the northern portion of Yellowstone Park, and briefly discussed ideas related to bison management.  We’d like to see bison managed like elk, he said, and offered to present more information regarding their proposed bison management plan at a future PL/PW Council meeting, if Council members decide they want to hear more.

Jean Johnson, representing herself:  Noted that information presented previously from the FWP Elk survey demonstrated that the two groups closest together on several topics were outfitters and hunters, indicating those two groups shared much common ground.  She spoke of the unfairness of the public not knowing where funding for Block Management comes from, saying it was a disservice to sportsmen for them to know just part of the story.  She mentioned a string of blogs tied to a recent newspaper article about an outfitter from Florida operating illegally in Montana, saying the blog comments were sad and scary, 98% of them “off base, emotional, lacking in fact.”  She said she and most outfitters were pleased the person was charged with a felony, a result of new legislation supported by Montana Outfitters & Guides Association, MWF, and FWP.  Regarding USFS road closures, she suggested FWP and the Governor should be able to put pressure on USFS, maybe work to implement alternative closures through collaborative efforts.  She said older people should be able to stay in the field hunting.  Regarding the variable-priced outfitter-sponsored license issues, she felt that issue should considered by the Council as a stand-along issue.  She mentioned the stream access issue, saying that in her experience as a lobbyist, if there were already another group of diverse interests working on that matter, perhaps a PL/PW Council member could be part of that effort, to provide a link between the two groups.

Council adjourned for the evening.

VII. Facilitated Work Session II:  Facilitator Brian Kahn spent time reviewing the previous day’s work, discussing with Council members the revised list of work efforts that reflected new groupings of topics and initial prioritization results.  He noted that within those groupings of work efforts, there were multiple topics and certain limitations as to what all, within each work effort, might reasonably be covered.  He suggested members would have to use a process whereby Selection Criteria could help them refine their work efforts, criteria that might include the importance of the issue to their mission, and the likelihood for achieving success.  In determining the likelihood of success, one thing to consider would be the chance for reaching consensus.  The complexity of an issue and different philosophical perspectives make consensus more difficult to achieve.  Another factor to consider is the ability to obtain necessary data, which can also affect ability to mobilize support.  Yet another factor to consider is what are the available resources, both in terms of time (personal Council member time, and necessary timelines or deadlines, personal interest, and Council staff support time.  Ultimately, the Council decided to appoint three committees, each to work on a separate work effort, with one additional work effort (Legislative Outreach), assigned as a smaller scope work effort for assigned Council members.  For the purposes of clarity, from this time forth in Council proceedings and meeting summaries, these “work efforts” will be referred to as the following subcommittees:  1)  Access Program Review Committee;  2)  New Landowner/Wildlife Harboring Committee;  3)  Outfitter-Sponsored License Review Committee;  4)  Legislative Outreach Committee;
VIII. Committee Appointments:  The following committees were appointed to work on the topics assigned to those committees:

Access Program Committee



Lindsey Giem, Chair




Gordon Hougen




Max McDonald




Brett Todd





Dan Vermillion




Outfitter-Sponsored License Committee


Donna McDonald, Chair





Kathy Hadley







Rick Miller







Jamie Byrne

Sen. Lane Larson

New Landowner/Wildlife Harboring Committee

Mike Penfold, Chair

Rep. John Ward

Dick Iverson

Land Tawney

Doug Schott

Legislative Outreach Committee

Land Tawney

Sen. Lane Larson

Rep John Ward

IX.  Facilitated Work Session III:  During this work session, committees developed goal statements, information needs, refined committee topics, and discussed potential ways they might accomplish committee work during scheduled Council meetings.

Access Program Committee

· Evaluation of hunting and fishing access enhancement programs, to include identifying any potential gaps in the programs, and recommending any necessary changes;

· Explore enhancement of youth and disabled hunter opportunities and access;

· Enhance synergy between FWP habitat and access programs;

· Assess enhancement of the hunting experience;

· Evaluation of stream access at bridges (Monitor progress of external working group);
· Explore ways to enhance FWP enforcement during peak hunting season periods;

· Explore needs and options for more resident funding for access programs;

· Explore options for non-hunter/angler conservation funding;

Goal:  Complete an evaluation of hunting and fishing access and habitat programs, to include identifying potential gaps in programs and to recommend changes to improve landowner relations and access.

ISSUES:
· We need an inventory of hunting, and fishing and access programs and habitat programs in order to determine what are the options are to improve access from 1) a landowner perspective and 2) a sportsmen perspective.

· How can we improve how access information is communicated to hunters?

· What are the opportunities in hunter access programs generally and block management specifically to elevate the quality of the hunting experience.

· We need more wardens in the field during hunting season.

· Can we create new opportunities for disabled vets?  Can this open the door to currently closed ranches?

· Resident hunters need to pay more for access programs

Information Needs:

· Inventory of access programs;

· Brochure for last year;

· Acres of private land in geographic area that is identified as being in BMP, other public-accessible acres, leased, closed;

· 2-page written summary of FWP qualitative assessment of access status and trend, i.e BMP, leasing (by all entities, closed)

· outfitter acres from MBO;

· All the details on present structure and enrollment in BMP;

· Growth of program, enrollment, waiting lists, turnover for each program;

Outfitter-Sponsored License Committee

· Evaluate outfitter-sponsored license – optimize use so that all parties (hunters, outfitters, landowners) benefit;

· Assess outfitter ethics and enforcement of rules through Board of Outfitters;

Goal 1)  Assess and evaluate the outfitter-sponsored license use, other private land use, and ethical and enforcement practices;

Goal 2)  Develop an explanation of how the licensing program works.  Gather factual information in order to review the program;  recommend positive and needed changes;

Key Issues:
1) Evaluate outfitter-sponsored license;

2) Assess outfitter ethics and enforcement of rules;

3) Does outfitter-sponsored license enhance or decrease public access?

4) Does outfitter-sponsored license achieve outfitter stability?

5) Are hunting clubs, private individuals, and/or private landowners decreasing public access opportunities to private lands?

6) Does public land outfitting impact private land access?

7) Are hunting clubs and individuals competing with outfitters for private land access?

8) Does hunter and landowner community understand how the outfitter-sponsored variable-priced license works?

Information Needs:

· Total number outfitters/guides – 1996 – 2007 (MB0)

· How many vp licensed clients own land in Montana;

· How many acres of private land are leased?

· How many acres of private land are outfitters authorized to operate on? (MB0)

· How many outfitted hunter use days on federal land? (BLM/USFS/USFWS); (MBO)

· How many state/DNRC acres leased to outfitters; (MBO)

· What are the drawing statistics on nonresident general license drawings;

· How many acres are leased to clubs (& individuals?) – type of lease?

· How much outfitter leased land is available for non-guided hunters to use? (MBO)

· How many acres in Block Management/ 

· How many $ are generated by variable-priced license?

· How many $ are generated for block management from other sources/

· How many non-private-land leasing outfitters are there (landowners themselves and/or federal land outfitters) (MBO)

· History of number of variable-priced licenses sold;

· Total number of hunter days on Block Management;

New Landowner/Wildlife Harboring Committee

· Explore ways to address changing land ownership and management (to include harboring of big game animals) through potential incentives and disincentives;

Goal:  To develop creative solutions to preserve Montana’s outdoor heritage by understanding trends that affect wildlife management and public access.

Information Needs:

· “Owning Eden” – how many produced, and who is distributing it;

· past legislative attempts to address related issues;

· summary of information available regarding harboring of elk;

· summary of other states’ efforts to address similar issues;

· land turnover statewide;

· data on concentrated wildlife populations related to disease concerns;

· public trust doctrine history;

IX. Work Assignments:  FWP staff will provide requested information to committees as it can be compiled, with committee chairs responsible for coordinating with committee members on an ongoing basis to accomplish committee work.  Facilitator Brian Kahn and Council staff liaison Alan Charles will coordinate with Committee chairs to determine how best to arrange periodic conference calls, if necessary, and arrange for any other necessary details related to committee work in the interim between scheduled Council meetings.

X. Next Meeting:  The next PL/PW Council meeting will be held in Helena on March 7-8.

Council Adjourned.
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