
From: Steven Lee Peterson
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ALLOW X-BOWS FOR HANDI-CAP DURING THE ARCHERY SEASON
Date: Friday, July 15, 2022 10:00:20 AM

I HAVE TRIED THE DRAW-LOCK BOW SYSTEM ITS IS VERY DIFFECULT TO USE
FOR A HANDI-CAP PERSON LIKE MYSELF. ALL THIS TALK ABOUT ELK
POPULATION  TO REDUCE NUMBERS ? THEN WHY NOT ALLOW HANDI – CAP
HUNTERS TO USE A X-BOW DURING ARCHERY SEASON ? 46 STATES HAVE
ALREADY ALLOWED THE HANDI-CAP HUNTERS TO USE A X-BOW DOING
ARCHERY SEASON . IT IS WRONG TO DO WHAT THE MONTANA ARCHERY
ASSOCIATION WANTS AND IT IS VERY UNFARE TO HANDI-CAP HUNTERS .
Steven Peterson
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From: foster.brett@dorsey.com
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment on Elk Management in Montana
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 12:35:24 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Dear Montana Fish and Game Officials,
 
I’m a bowhunting enthusiast. I have hunted big game in most Western states – Utah
(resident), Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming, Washington, Nebraska,
California, and I have hunted elk in Montana for many years as a non-resident. I have had
amazing experiences hunting elk in Montana.  I’m grateful for the management practices that
have made this such a special place and a world class bowhunting experience for me and my
family.
 
For about 8 straight years, I was able to draw the general comb elk tag in Montana.  Last year,
like many of my non-resident friends, I didn’t draw for the first time. I have always hunted on
private land in Montana, and most that draw the general Montana elk tags don’t hunt on
private land where guided hunts are offered.  I drew again this year and will be again hunting
in Montana.  However, My brother and hunting partner drew last year, but not this year. It
seems like given the current demand for the general elk combo tags, without change, we’ll be
hunting every 2 or 3 years.  This means that Montana needs to make some changes. Montana
has too many great opportunities to let the system fail outfitters and non-resident hunters,
and resident hunters that want to hunt on private land.
 
I have two suggestions for the Elk Management plan in Montana to address this issue.
 

1.      Montana should either (1) allocate a significant number of elk tags to
outfitters so that non-resident that hunt on private land with outfitters
have an opportunity to hunt every year, or (2) create landowner tags
based upon the number of elk on private land. 

 
For all of my Montana hunts, except the hunt this year, my family has used an
outfitter.  I think my family and I have enjoyed more than 16 guided elk hunts with an
outfitter in Montana. And, we have used the same outfitter every time, and hunted
exclusively on the outfitters private land.  My Montana outfitted hunts have been
wonderful experiences. Here are some reasons I support this:
 

·         I think I know how to hunt.  However, the outfitters know the area, and that
results in a higher quality experience;

·         My Montana outfitter had access to private land that is not in competition with
the general hunting public hunting on public land;

·         I spend a boat load of money every time we come and hunt in Montana.  I
usually fly to Montana, rent a car, stay in a hotel a night or two, enjoy Bozeman
for a few days when I elk hunt. Often I fish while I’m there. I suspect the
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economic impact of non-resident elk hunters that hunt with outfitters, like me
and my family, is substantially higher than the economic impact of general non-
resident hunters that are not done with an outfitter and resident hunters;

·         When I develop trust for an outfitter, as I did with my Montana outfitter,  I want
to keep hunting with them, as I know I’ll have a quality experience with quality
people. For their part, repeat business is the lifeblood of an outfitter.  My
outfitter, until last year, had the same repeat clients every year for many years
with very few changes.  Some of his repeat clients had been coming for two
decades or more;

·         Allocation of tags to outfitters is an option that some states have used to
increase the draw odds for those hunting with an outfitter. Given the amount of
private land that is outfitted in Montana, the tag allocations would likely match
the number of hunters outfitters have each years;

·         Landowner tags, which are used in Utah and Nevada and I think Colorado, is
an even better, more reliable option.  Fish and Game officials would evaluate
how many tags are appropriate given the habitat and carrying capacity of the
land owned by the landowner.  Landowner tags would give the landowner the
opportunity to bring back hunters/clients every years; and

·         Either of these options – outfitter allocation of tags or land owner tags -- will
get me and my family in Montana more often to hunt  elk.

 
2.    Montana should consider offering separate archery and rifle tags.

 
I have loved Montana’s practice to allow archery hunting before the rifle hunt, but I am
a die-hard bowhunter. My family are bowhunters through and through.  Montana
should consider offering separate archery only general tags as a separate draw. Most
states do this. Wyoming and Montana do not. The success is much lower with a bow,
thus justifying additional tags in units.  It would increase opportunities for residents
and non-residents. I would love better drawing odds of bowhunts. I apply in Utah,
Nevada, Arizona, Colorado, Montana and Idaho, and in those states the archery
hunts have much better draw odds and thus you my family and I can get out hunting
more frequently with a bow.
 
Thank you for considering my comment and recommendations. I look forward to your
decision and anticipate a favorable response.
 
Best regards,
Brett
 
 
Brett L. Foster
Partner
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From: Dan G
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] comments for elk management plan revision
Date: Friday, June 24, 2022 11:22:03 AM

Hello,

I'm writing to provide comments regarding the upcoming elk management plan. In general,
there are a couple issues, I believe, that are causing our management headaches. 

First are the objectives; they're outdated and not reflective of the carrying capacity nor social
tolerance. We need hunters, landowners, and outfitters to all come together and determine
new, realistic objectives. Take a unit like 700 or 704, when those objectives were created,
those elk herds were just starting to develop. There's hundreds of thousands of acres of public
land, but the objectives are so low that hitting those numbers would make even finding an elk
a difficult task at best. 

Second, we need to ease hunting pressure on public land to get the elk to come off private
property. Our tradition of an 11 week hunting season may be too much with today's trends of
people hunting longer and harder than ever before, with tons of new age technology. This has
trained the elk to head for the ranch as soon as hunting season hits. 

I think we need to take a lesson from Wyoming, where their approach is less is more. Their
seasons are shorter to encourage elk to stay on public land and the result is double or triple the
success rates of Montana. 

What drives me crazy is how we allocate tags and hunting pressure unit wide when, in some
units, nearly all the elk sit on private land. Take unit 411 for example, we set tag quotas based
off the 6,000+ elk in the unit. However, 99% of those elk sit on private land and 95% of the
hunting pressure is on public land, killing or chasing off the last few remaining public land
elk. Doing this season in and season out has all but guaranteed the elk stay on private year
round. I'd much rather see us drastically cut tags on public and make private land-only
unlimited cow tags to disperse the elk back onto public land. 

Another way to better disperse hunting pressure would be to follow what Idaho did by capping
their non-residents by unit. Right now, the vast majority of the 17,000+ NR hunters head to
central and SW MT, where in the past many would also head to NW MT. This causes
crowding issues and contributes to elk being pushed off public land in these popular units. If
we make NR choose their units and cap them, like Idaho did recently, it'd be a positive step in
getting the elk back onto public land. 

I also think it'd be wise to coordinate the deer and elk seasons so they're not running
simultaneously and pressuring animals onto private land. 

These are my main points of contention that I'd like to see addressed in the upcoming elk
management plan revision. 

Dan Gagner
Helena, MT
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From: D and E Outfitters
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Don Schwandt - public input on revisions to Elk Management Plan
Date: Friday, July 15, 2022 3:58:24 PM
Attachments: 2022 MT FWP Elk plan Inputs.docx

Hello, here are my inputs for the public input on revisions to the FWP Elk management plan. I
hope they are helpful.
 
v/r
Don Schwandt
 
 

Create 4 separate rifle elk seasons between October 1 and December 5.  Hunters would
have to choose which season, or by a limited entry draw. Then they would choose
between an antlered or antlerless tag of a set quota in specific game unit(s).  This would
be the hunters primary tag and hunt for the year.  They still could get a second cow
permit in another hunt option. 

Change archery season dates to August 25 to September 30.  Have archery only elk and
deer specific permits.  During this season it’s the only antlered elk hunt for the year for
the hunter. Give archery elk hunters the option to buy a second archery cow elk only
permit over the counter.  Hunter could buy an archery only cow elk permit and hunt an
antlered elk in another season.

 
Allow archery, muzzleloader, youth, senior citizen over 60 hunters buy a second cow
elk only permit over the counter.    

 
Make elk and deer hunters choose weapon, season, antlered or antlerless elk permit, by
game unit.

 
Change Age Limit Only properly licensed youth to 10 or older may hunt big game.
They must first, however, successfully complete an approved hunter education course.

                                                                      
Change the Apprentice Hunter program allowing anyone 8 or older to hunt for up to two
years without completing a hunter education course. Certain restrictions apply, and
anyone certified as an Apprentice must be accompanied by a certified Mentor. 

 
Put more focused elk hunts for all types of weapons in months of August, September,
October.

 
Greater inclusion of weapon types to help in getting greater hunter
involvement/inclusion in elk hunting; Incorporate crossbow use without a special permit
into all archery hunts.  Establish modern inline muzzleloader season(s) with 209
primers.

 
Have August 1-31 statewide Elk and Deer Depredation hunt with any weapon within 1
mile of cropland

Start a Elk Ranching for Wildlife Program similar to Colorado or a Elk Cooperative

mailto:dehunts@msn.com
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Don Schwandt - 2022 Montana FWP Inputs



· Create 4 separate rifle elk seasons between October 1 and December 5.  Hunters would have to choose which season, or by a limited entry draw. Then they would choose between an antlered or antlerless tag of a set quota in specific game unit(s).  This would be the hunters primary tag and hunt for the year.  They still could get a second cow permit in another hunt option. 


· Change archery season dates to August 25 to September 30.  Have archery only elk and deer specific permits.  During this season it’s the only antlered elk hunt for the year for the hunter. Give archery elk hunters the option to buy a second archery cow elk only permit over the counter.  Hunter could buy an archery only cow elk permit and hunt an antlered elk in another season.



· Allow archery, muzzleloader, youth, senior citizen over 60 hunters buy a second cow elk only permit over the counter.    



· Make elk and deer hunters choose weapon, season, antlered or antlerless elk permit, by game unit.



· Change Age Limit Only properly licensed youth to 10 or older may hunt big game. They must first, however, successfully complete an approved hunter education course.

	

· Change the Apprentice Hunter program allowing anyone 8 or older to hunt for up to two years without completing a hunter education course. Certain restrictions apply, and anyone certified as an Apprentice must be accompanied by a certified Mentor. 



· Put more focused elk and deer hunts for all types of weapons in months of August, September, October.



· Greater inclusion of weapon types to help in getting greater hunter involvement/inclusion in elk hunting; Incorporate crossbow use without a special permit into all archery hunts.  Establish modern inline muzzleloader season(s) with 209 primers.



· Have August 1-31 statewide Elk and Deer Depredation hunt with any weapon within 1 mile of cropland


· Start a Ranching for Wildlife Program similar to Colorado or Cooperative Wildlife Management Unit (CWMU) program similar to Utah. Opens doors for hunters to have access on premium private lands


· Start a Landowner sellable and transferable elk, deer voucher program similar to CO, NM, NV, and UT. Gives incentive to work with game managers, hunters, and for financial reimbursement


· Start a landowner trade of hunter access for paid FWP fencing of crop storage areas and hay yards


· Trespassing with today’s technology: $10,000 fine, loss of hunting privileges for 3 years, 30 days in jail


· Increase Mountain Lion, Bear and Wolf harvests numbers around problem big game depredation areas/units to help in keeping them from dropping onto private land prematurely.  Also, allow bear baiting in these areas as well






· Encourage MT Attorney General to sue Forest Service and BLM to force active management of lands in MT for forest Fire reduction, Wildlife habitat improvement, better Access for Users, Wildlife damages 


· Encourage MT Attorney General to sue for access to land lock public lands.  Like they award easements to landlock private land. Public lands access should be treated the same for easements for Ingress & Egress. All state land needs to be opened to public hunting with an 20' easement to outdoor user groups just like private land easements.


·  Encourage MT Attorney General to sue to force Forest and BLM federal agencies to conduct science-based wildlife management on their lands which would include no trace logging and forest thinning. 


Note: Let face it loggers do an absolute terrible job cleaning up after a cut for decades that’s has led to overall misguided public opposition. Logging must be conducted to a much higher of operation standard, so it more accepted management practice. It also beats spending so many millions on Forest Fire Fighting.



· Establish a Predator Bounty Program much like the South Dakota Nest Predator Bounty Program for: Coyotes, Red Foxes, Raccoons, Skunks, Badgers



· In high depredation game units extensive use of forest thinning, prescribed burns are needed, to reduce the forest canopy to dramatically increase nutrition on summers ranges and next to private lands.     



· Separate elk and deer seasons. Manage completely independent of each other. One shoe doesn’t fit all



· Eliminate most either sex elk hunting and elk shoulder seasons. Manage Bull and Cow numbers independent of each other by each game unit and weapon types.  Hunters would choose or by limited entry draw a season, antlered or antlerless permit in specific game unit as a primary permit for the season. i.e., Bull or Cow


· Establish limited entry cow elk draw hunts in a specific game unit in months of December and January


· Create 10-day September elk limited entry draw hunt for modern inline (209) muzzleloaders, which would be unit specific for either an antlered or antlerless specific elk permit  


· Establish FWP mandatory Elk, Deer, Antelope harvest reporting system for accurate harvest data  


· Include Montana Tourism Department and a 6 Sigma Black Belt on Game Regulation planning


· I encourage FWP to review following western states of ID, WY, CO, NV, NM, AZ, OR, UT elk and deer regulations and pull the best practices from each state.



· Rifle, and modern muzzleloader hunts when roads and trails are open on BLM and Forest lands


· Allow resident veterans with a 100% service-connected disability rating obtain free deer, elk, bear, turkey, or wolf permits.



· Increase bull ratios in units to 20-35 bulls per 100 cows. 10-15 is way to low. 



· On State land leases, state needs to retain all hunting and outdoor rights of the lease lands, not the leaser.


· Create senior citizen elk and deer hunts in August, September, and October when the weather is better, and more trails and roads are open on Forest Service, State, and BLM lands. 



· Create youth elk and deer hunts in August, September, and October when the weather is better, and more trails and roads are open on Forest Service and BLM lands.


· Other western states of ID, WY, CO, NV, NM, AZ, OR, UT already concluded you must spread out hunting pressure, force hunters to focus by choosing a weapon, elk and deer permit based on antler or antlerless, PICK a Single Unit to hunt, pick specific date, with many hunts by a DRAW.


· No Mountain Lion Harvest Quota.  Remove male and female mountain lion quotas statewide. There will be a mandatory check of all harvested mountain lions. Spotted kittens and females with spotted kittens prohibited. Annual bag limit is two adult mountain lions of either sex



· Allow Resident and non-residents purchase a second half priced mountain lion tag for any unit with designated wilderness or has a wilderness study in it.



· No Limit, not a daily or season limit on wolves. No person may take more wolves than the number of legal tags they possess. Either sex may be taken.



· Electronic Calls: E-calls may be used to attract wolves.



· Resident and Nonresident Deer or Elk tags: Hunters may use an unfilled nonresident deer or elk tag to take a gray wolf during the open season corresponding to the deer or elk tag hunt area or unit when gray wolf season is also open.



· Allow baiting for wolf hunting on private lands with landowner permission. It is not legal to use edible meat portions of any game bird or animal, except legally salvaged roadkill. Wolves may be taken incidentally to bear baiting.



· Allow extended hours for hunting wolves. The hunter may take wolves outside of hunting hours, only if: On private land, the hunter is the landowner or has written permission from the landowner to hunt outside of hunting hours.



· Allow resident and non-residents purchase a second half priced black bear tag for any unit with designated wilderness or has a wilderness study in it.



· Electronic calls may be used black bear hunting



· Established a spring Black Bear Baiting season for hunting. April 15 - June 15. Bait is any substance placed to attract game animals. Bait may be used to hunt black bears but only under the following conditions: 



· No parts of animals or fish that are currently classified as game animals or game fish in Montana may be used as bait. This includes game animals and fish that come from the wild and commercial domestic sources (i.e., pen-raised game birds/ animals or hatchery-raised game fish).



· The skin must be removed from any mammal parts or carcasses used as bait. 



· No person shall use salt in any form (liquid or solid) for bait. Time: No bait or bait containers may be placed for the purpose of attracting or taking black bears before the opening of black bear take season, except in Units with designated wilderness or wilderness study in it where bait may be placed up to 7 days before the take season. 



· All bait containers and materials must be removed, and all excavations refilled, no later than 7 days after the close of spring, fall, or dog training season. Location: 



· No bait site may be located within 200 feet of any water (lake, pond, reservoir, or year-round free-flowing stream or spring).



· No bait site may be located within 200 yards from any maintained trail or any established roadway that is open to the general public for motorized traffic and capable of being traveled by full-sized automobiles. An established roadway is defined as any road that is established, built, maintained, approved, or designated by any government entity or private landowner for the purpose of travel by full-sized automobiles. An established roadway shows evidence of repeated use by full-sized automobiles and may include a traveled way of natural earth with depressed wheel tracks and little or no vegetation in the tracks.   



· No bait site may be located within one-half mile of any designated campground or picnic area, administrative site, or dwelling. Containers: 



· No bait may be contained within paper, plastic, glass, metal, wood, or other nonbiodegradable materials, except that a single metal container with a maximum size of 55 gallons may be used if securely attached at the bait site.  



· No bait may be contained in any excavated hole greater than 4 feet in diameter. Establishment of Bait Sites: Any structures constructed at bait sites and all materials must be removed by the permit holder within 7 days after the close of the spring and fall black bear seasons.  



· All bait sites must be visibly marked at the nearest tree or on the bait container using a site tag issued by Fish and Game. Baiting Permits: All persons placing bait must possess a baiting permit issued by Fish and Game. Baiting permits are issued by mail or in person at Fish and Game offices beginning March 1 of each year.



· Baiting permits will be valid in the calendar year for which they are issued.  



· A hunter may possess only one Fish and Game baiting permit each year and may maintain up to three bait sites. The number of bait sites maintained by licensed outfitters may be specified by the land management agency in the outfitter’s operating plan. 



· Bait site tags are valid for spring and fall seasons in the calendar year for which they are issued. No person may hunt over an unlawful bait site. 



· Guides and clients of outfitters are not required to obtain a baiting permit, but they must have a copy of the outfitter’s permit in their possession while hunting over a bait site.   



· Possession of a Fish and Game baiting permit does not exempt the permit holder from any restrictions



· More needs to be done to expand accessible season hunt opportunities for Handicapped, Mobility-impaired, and Person with disabilities to participate in big game hunting.  In keeping with intent and spirit of Americans with Disability Act. Greater strides need to be made toward providing access, and quality opportunities for sportsmen with disabilities.


· Better Terms to describe persons with disabilities, because not everyone disabled is in a wheel chair or missing limbs

*Accessible - describes places, facilities and programs that accommodate persons with disabilities.

*Handicapped - needs to be used in conjunction with designated parking spaces regulations.

*Mobility-impaired - describes the inability of a person to use one or more of his/her extremities, or a lack of strength to walk, grasp, or lift objects.

*Person with disabilities - describes a person with physical, and/or mental impairment that substantially limits an individual.



Wildlife Management Unit (CWMU) program similar to Utah. Opens doors for hunters
to have access on premium private lands

Start a Landowner sellable and transferable elk, voucher program similar to CO, NM,
NV, and UT. Gives incentive to work with game managers, hunters, and for financial
reimbursement

Start a landowner trade of hunter access for paid FWP fencing of Elk crop storage areas
and hay yards

Trespassing with today’s technology: $10,000 fine, loss of hunting privileges for 3
years, 30 days in jail

Increase Mountain Lion, Bear and Wolf harvests numbers around problem big game
depredation areas/units to help in keeping them from dropping onto private land
prematurely.  Also, allow bear baiting in these areas as well

Encourage MT Attorney General to sue Forest Service and BLM to force active
management of lands in MT for forest Fire reduction, Wildlife habitat improvement,
better Access for Users, Wildlife damages 

Encourage MT Attorney General to sue for access to land lock public lands.  Like they
award easements to landlock private land. Public lands access should be treated the
same for easements for Ingress & Egress. All state land needs to be opened to public
hunting with an 20' easement to outdoor user groups just like private land easements.

 Encourage MT Attorney General to sue to force Forest and BLM federal agencies to
conduct science-based wildlife management on their lands which would include no trace
logging and forest thinning. 

Note: Let face it loggers do an absolute terrible job cleaning up after a cut for
decades that’s has led to overall misguided public opposition. Logging must be
conducted to a much higher of operation standard, so it more accepted
management practice. It also beats spending so many millions on Forest Fire
Fighting.

 
Establish a Predator Bounty Program much like the South Dakota Nest Predator Bounty
Program for: Coyotes, Red Foxes, Raccoons, Skunks, Badgers
 

In high elk depredation game units extensive use of forest thinning, prescribed burns are
needed, to reduce the forest canopy to dramatically increase nutrition on summers
ranges and next to private lands.
 

Separate elk and deer seasons. Manage completely independent of each other. One shoe
doesn’t fit all
 

Eliminate most either sex elk hunting and elk shoulder seasons. Manage Bull and Cow
numbers independent of each other by each game unit and weapon types.  Hunters
would choose or by limited entry draw a season, antlered or antlerless permit in specific
game unit as a primary permit for the season. i.e., Bull or Cow

Establish limited entry cow elk draw hunts in a specific game unit in months of
December and January

Create 10-day September elk limited entry draw hunt for modern inline (209)
muzzleloaders, which would be unit specific for either an antlered or antlerless specific



elk permit  

Establish FWP mandatory Elk, Deer, Antelope harvest reporting system for accurate
harvest data  

Include Montana Tourism Department and a 6 Sigma Black Belt on Game Regulation
planning

I encourage FWP to review following western states of ID, WY, CO, NV, NM, AZ, OR,
UT elk and deer regulations and pull the best practices from each state.
 

Elk rifle, and modern muzzleloader hunts when roads and trails are open on BLM and
Forest lands

Allow resident veterans with a 100% service-connected disability rating obtain free
deer, elk, bear, turkey, or wolf permits.

 
Increase bull ratios in units to 20-35 bulls per 100 cows. 10-15 is way to low.

 
On State land leases, state needs to retain all elk hunting and outdoor rights of the lease
lands, not the leaser.

Create senior citizen elk and deer hunts in August, September, and October when the
weather is better, and more trails and roads are open on Forest Service, State, and BLM
lands.
 

Create youth elk and deer hunts in August, September, and October when the weather is
better, and more trails and roads are open on Forest Service and BLM lands.

Other western states of ID, WY, CO, NV, NM, AZ, OR, UT already concluded you
must spread out elk hunting pressure, force hunters to focus by choosing a weapon,
season, elk and deer permit based on antler or antlerless, PICK a Single Unit to hunt,
pick specific date, with many hunts by a DRAW.

No Mountain Lion Harvest Quota.  Remove male and female mountain lion quotas
statewide. There will be a mandatory check of all harvested mountain lions. Spotted
kittens and females with spotted kittens prohibited. Annual bag limit is two adult
mountain lions of either sex

 
Allow Resident and non-residents purchase a second half priced mountain lion tag for
any unit with designated wilderness or has a wilderness study in it.

 
No Limit, not a daily or season limit on wolves. No person may take more wolves than
the number of legal tags they possess. Either sex may be taken.

 
Electronic Calls: E-calls may be used to attract wolves.

 
Resident and Nonresident Deer or Elk tags: Hunters may use an unfilled nonresident
deer or elk tag to take a gray wolf during the open season corresponding to the deer or
elk tag hunt area or unit when gray wolf season is also open.



 
Allow baiting for wolf hunting on private lands with landowner permission. It is not
legal to use edible meat portions of any game bird or animal, except legally salvaged
roadkill. Wolves may be taken incidentally to bear baiting.

 
Allow extended hours for hunting wolves. The hunter may take wolves outside of
hunting hours, only if: On private land, the hunter is the landowner or has written
permission from the landowner to hunt outside of hunting hours.

 
Allow resident and non-residents purchase a second half priced black bear tag for any
unit with designated wilderness or has a wilderness study in it.

 
Electronic calls may be used black bear hunting

 
Established a spring Black Bear Baiting season for hunting. April 15 - June 15. Bait is
any substance placed to attract game animals. Bait may be used to hunt black bears but
only under the following conditions:

 
No parts of animals or fish that are currently classified as game animals or game fish in
Montana may be used as bait. This includes game animals and fish that come from the
wild and commercial domestic sources (i.e., pen-raised game birds/ animals or hatchery-
raised game fish).

 
The skin must be removed from any mammal parts or carcasses used as bait.

 
No person shall use salt in any form (liquid or solid) for bait. Time: No bait or bait
containers may be placed for the purpose of attracting or taking black bears before the
opening of black bear take season, except in Units with designated wilderness or
wilderness study in it where bait may be placed up to 7 days before the take season.

 
All bait containers and materials must be removed, and all excavations refilled, no later
than 7 days after the close of spring, fall, or dog training season. Location:

 
No bait site may be located within 200 feet of any water (lake, pond, reservoir, or year-
round free-flowing stream or spring).

 
No bait site may be located within 200 yards from any maintained trail or any
established roadway that is open to the general public for motorized traffic and capable
of being traveled by full-sized automobiles. An established roadway is defined as any
road that is established, built, maintained, approved, or designated by any government
entity or private landowner for the purpose of travel by full-sized automobiles. An
established roadway shows evidence of repeated use by full-sized automobiles and may
include a traveled way of natural earth with depressed wheel tracks and little or no
vegetation in the tracks.  

 
No bait site may be located within one-half mile of any designated campground or
picnic area, administrative site, or dwelling. Containers:

 
No bait may be contained within paper, plastic, glass, metal, wood, or other
nonbiodegradable materials, except that a single metal container with a maximum size
of 55 gallons may be used if securely attached at the bait site. 

 
No bait may be contained in any excavated hole greater than 4 feet in diameter.
Establishment of Bait Sites: Any structures constructed at bait sites and all materials
must be removed by the permit holder within 7 days after the close of the spring and fall



black bear seasons. 
 

All bait sites must be visibly marked at the nearest tree or on the bait container using a
site tag issued by Fish and Game. Baiting Permits: All persons placing bait must possess
a baiting permit issued by Fish and Game. Baiting permits are issued by mail or in
person at Fish and Game offices beginning March 1 of each year.

 
Baiting permits will be valid in the calendar year for which they are issued. 

 
A hunter may possess only one Fish and Game baiting permit each year and may
maintain up to three bait sites. The number of bait sites maintained by licensed outfitters
may be specified by the land management agency in the outfitter’s operating plan.

 
Bait site tags are valid for spring and fall seasons in the calendar year for which they are
issued. No person may hunt over an unlawful bait site.

 
Guides and clients of outfitters are not required to obtain a baiting permit, but they must
have a copy of the outfitter’s permit in their possession while hunting over a bait site.  

 
Possession of a Fish and Game baiting permit does not exempt the permit holder from
any restrictions

 
More needs to be done to expand accessible season hunt opportunities for Handicapped,
Mobility-impaired, and Person with disabilities to participate in big game hunting.  In
keeping with intent and spirit of Americans with Disability Act. Greater strides need to
be made toward providing access, and quality opportunities for sportsmen with
disabilities.

Better Terms to describe persons with disabilities, because not everyone disabled is in a
wheel chair or missing limbs

*Accessible - describes places, facilities and programs that accommodate persons with
disabilities.

*Handicapped - needs to be used in conjunction with designated parking spaces
regulations.

*Mobility-impaired - describes the inability of a person to use one or more of his/her
extremities, or a lack of strength to walk, grasp, or lift objects.

*Person with disabilities - describes a person with physical, and/or mental impairment
that substantially limits an individual.



From: D and E Outfitters
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Don Schwandt: ELK PLAN PUBLIC SCOPING input
Date: Monday, August 8, 2022 9:27:03 PM

Hello, I reviewed the Montana elk game units bull to cow target ratios.  I was shocked to see
most elk games units in Montana are managed for between 5 to 10 bulls per 100 cows.  I
believe no elk game unit should ever be managed below 16 bulls per 100 cows. I also believe
18 to 25 bulls per 100 cows would be ideal ratio.  Please rise bull to cow ratios across all
Montana elk game units above 16 bulls to 100 cows.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Don Schwandt

mailto:dehunts@msn.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Roger Huffman
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk and Deer management in Montana
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 5:19:27 PM

Please make hunters choose between bow season and the rifle
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://season.You__;!!GaaboA!pCXUL2smj6nOQPCLWsZIbu1Jzwq4XBMA4lYBEw8X6U68EVW4QpZPlNodaDmRA-
NwTyjo1qAKB4CNzmAt$   shouldn’t be able to hunt both,there are too many hunters and not enough game.Please keep the Wolf season open year
round,don’t issue more tags for non-residents.Also please get the land locked deer and elk off of private property.
Thank you for your consideration about these problems!

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:huffy399@icloud.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://season.You__;!!GaaboA!pCXUL2smj6nOQPCLWsZIbu1Jzwq4XBMA4lYBEw8X6U68EVW4QpZPlNodaDmRA-NwTyjo1qAKB4CNzmAt$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://season.You__;!!GaaboA!pCXUL2smj6nOQPCLWsZIbu1Jzwq4XBMA4lYBEw8X6U68EVW4QpZPlNodaDmRA-NwTyjo1qAKB4CNzmAt$


From: Roger Huffman
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk and deer populations in Montana
Date: Thursday, August 25, 2022 7:23:27 AM

Have hunters decide before the seasons start,whether they are going to bow hunt or rifle hunt during the
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://year.Do__;!!GaaboA!rH7aRiNHCm_WK-
6HU5aNEOkAOtliOmq9Bf22ZYv0TAu1bFHd4qCgY3FHk86n4AJU89cy2HrGwx6LRNZ9$   not keep in place the
current system of being able to hunt both.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:huffy399@icloud.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://year.Do__;!!GaaboA!rH7aRiNHCm_WK-6HU5aNEOkAOtliOmq9Bf22ZYv0TAu1bFHd4qCgY3FHk86n4AJU89cy2HrGwx6LRNZ9$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://year.Do__;!!GaaboA!rH7aRiNHCm_WK-6HU5aNEOkAOtliOmq9Bf22ZYv0TAu1bFHd4qCgY3FHk86n4AJU89cy2HrGwx6LRNZ9$


From: Jacob Lundstrom
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk comment
Date: Friday, August 12, 2022 1:49:03 PM

In areas where elk are above target population by a landslide I think a good management
practice would be to implement a cow tag that had to be filled first. This would be especially
important where outfitters have large tracks tied up, and access is limited. So if you are an
outfitted client you need to shoot a cow before you shoot your bull, if the cow tag isn’t filled
and you kill a bull you and your outfitter owe the state $500.00 each and that goes into a
depredation or conservation fund that is used for research or damages cause by the wildlife. 

I am not lucky enough to be a guy that can pay to play, but unfortunately with elk that’s where
is seems to be heading. And to drop elk numbers I think something like I stated above may be
helpful. I am afraid that when my son is old enough to hunt we will have lost access to such a
great resource, and maybe something would promote access even to shoot cows. 

Thank you, 
Jacob 

mailto:badlandsdroptine@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Sue Glaus
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Damage Hunts
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 5:50:01 PM

Why not give land owner a permit along with hunters(shoulder seasons) to reduce damage on their
private property? The landowner is feeding the animals and suffering the loss of feed and in a lot of
cases fence damage.
 
Sent from Mail [go.microsoft.com] for Windows
 

mailto:bigskygooz@msn.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986__;!!GaaboA!pPz4yv9yRSxdstez4wv2CzjV7engopjxhYN16DvHuewybDpPdVg4K4FRW50AnoBBSaE0awFKoRof5zka$


From: robert jensen
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Hunting Comments
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2022 12:42:27 PM

To whom it may concern:
The privatization of elk hunting in Montana must be stopped.  To allow any landowner special
privileges in harvesting game is unacceptable.  If they do not want elk on their land then let
the public come on in supervised hunts and help them out.  The current practice of allowing
them to draw elk to the properties using agriculture and water and landlocked public land
serves the few and not the common good.  Please do not sell our public elk or sell out the blue
collar Montana residents.  Thank you, Rob Jensen

mailto:jensenrw.2000@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: DOREEN BIGLEN
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 1:02:50 PM

 
 
Sent from Mail [go.microsoft.com] for Windows
When I first started hunting Elk age 13 in the early 50’s Elk were overpopulated in the
Yellowstone Park, FWP would open a late season so hunters with tags could take either
Sex, this worked for awhile, then in the later 50’s early 60’s there was not enough snow
To drive the Elk out of the Park, sharpshooters were hired and Elk were killed by the
Thousands, butchers were on site to skin and take care of the meat.  This worked as
Well, however  it was very unpopular to us hunters.  I do think this might be what is
Needed to satisfy the landowners.  FWP needs to keep a pool of good shooters to
Go where the problem is and take down the Elk,  take care of the meat and show
Both landowners and the public that something is being done.
Landowners don’t want to deal with people they don’t know or trust.
Many people unable to hunt would love to have Elk meat.
This could be started on a limited basis until everyone gets used to the idea.
I know it would never be a perfect solution, it could be a way to show the landowners
Of at least one solution to the Elk problem.
Later
Ron Biglen
 

mailto:BIGLEN3@msn.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986__;!!GaaboA!qoIOuvrbqo21HEk2rcXMtH0o-Dl3eHoXxr33uG8kPbOmGgYQ2uxltun56AwFA9uf_5lE9S40wnHg$


From: Jake Phillips
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Comment
Date: Tuesday, July 26, 2022 4:11:02 PM

Good Day,
First I would like to thank the department for taking the time to seek public comment on these
issues which are so important to the future of Elk health in Montana. As a lifelong resident I
truly hope that these received comments are taken into consideration seriously and that
Montana’s are heard. 
I suggest a few things to implement and improve upon in the next elk management plan. One
is to come up with an additional way to count elk. I would suggest the FWP use their new
app and create a function where hunters in the field can report elk numbers. I realize these
numbers can possibly become blurred if you have multiple hunting parties counting the same
elk but I believe  the department can easily decipher these depending on dates and areas. Use
this in addition to the winter aircraft count initially but I believe if hunters buy into this it can
become dependable. Hunters are at the forefront of conservation and most want to help if they
can. 
Use local knowledge as a primary resource in setting target quotas, improving habitat,
and setting seasons. The local biologists and wardens need to be a part of the conversation,
after all they know these areas best and are willing to do what’s necessary to help. 
LEAVE POLITICS OUT OF THE NEW ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN!! 
Law makers have no business in the biology or ecology of the elk in Montana. They should
not have any say in anything about a wild animal and the control of them. There is
professionals at the Montana fish wildlife and parks department who do this day in and day
out and are very good at it. Leave this to the people who are educated in wildlife!! 

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jdp_7306@yahoo.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: John Buck
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management in Montana
Date: Friday, September 2, 2022 12:44:17 PM

It seems kind of foolish if you draw a special tag, that is the only area you can hunt that animal.   All I
have heard is the Elk are over objective numbers and we need to lower this population.   So if we
need to kill Elk, give the hunters every opportunity to do so.   If you draw a special tag, you should
still be able to hunt elk elsewhere until your tag is filled.   Think of people who draw elk tags, live
several hours away from the area, and are unsuccessful in the draw area.   Maybe an area closer to
home is over capacity and they have an opportunity to kill one there.  
 
The other issue I have is choosing a weapon, where, that is the only season you can hunt.  Again, if
you are over objective on Elk, that doesn’t seem like a change that will help. 
 
Lastly, I want to comment on damage hunt, you call shoulder hunts.   Recently there was one of
these hunts in the area I hunt.   They had this hunt up until the day before the archery season
opened.  Talk about treating the sportsman poorly.   They have successfully moved the elk onto land
that has no access to the public, and they killed very few.   Why not let the archery hunters kill some
of these elk, or have the damage hunt in January, when they will be killing two elk, instead of one.   
The other thing that bothers me in this hunt, is that 90% of the land owners don’t allow access or if
they do, it is very very limited.   We should not be facilitating hunts, spending sportsman’s money,
 for people who do not allow public access.     
 
Sincerely,
 
 
John Buck
 
 
Sent from Mail [go.microsoft.com] for Windows
 

mailto:bucker59@hotmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986__;!!GaaboA!uIiBpMk_82zLzpAoHp38nm0BDKaP9qofTn4ORZRf-fLsk6-KXBI5J9dtDPhVRIzC6hDkYamALsRtvm7Apw$


From: Jill Safken
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Issues
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 11:55:14 AM

> Hi,
> I have been a Montana resident for 47 years.  I continue to hunt public lands for Elk and my family is
unsuccessful.  I am extremely frustrated.  I am hoping FWP will address the following inputs fairly.
> 1.    Landlocked public land.  There should be an easement to access ALL public/state lands.
> 2.    Outfitters herding Elk back on their property while claiming they are looking for lost livestock. If the
Outfitters are found looking for livestock or running the trails with loud vehicles during the hunting season, they
lose their right to operate an outfit for the current year plus 2 yrs.  Fines don't work. Repeat offenders lose their
ability to outfit.
> 3.    Out of state tags and outfitters should be limited to a 2 week period during the hunting season to allow
Montana residents time to hunt and limit the amount of Bulls.
> 4.    Outfitters turn their land into Montana resident draw hunts when they are not running their outfit at no
additional cost other than the
> standard draw cost to the Montana Resident and/or Guided hunt for a $100
> (Montana Residents only) with the option to get a refund if the resident is unsuccessful.
> 5.    If there is a shortage of Elk tags, priority goes to Montana Residents first.
> 6.    If people fly in or travel with meat, they must provide proof of how the meat will travel or donate the meat to
a local shelter.  I will not name which airline but a non-sealing cooler, non-packaged meat, no ice and thawed was
checked into baggage.  It was just a cooler with bloody meat slopping around in a cooler.  Yes, there is a video. 
That is a waste of meat.
> 7.    Shoulder season is pretty disturbing especially if the Cow is pregnant.  Not sure I have a fix action for this. As
I come up with more issues I will send them in. 
>
>
> Thank you!

mailto:jcs89115@yahoo.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Steven Stieler
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Plan 2022
Date: Saturday, August 13, 2022 6:02:21 PM

FWP,

I would like to see FWP mimic Idaho for our mule deer and elk management plans. They have figured out a way to
have quality animals, opportunity and quantity with a mixture of OTC and Limited Entry Tags. I believe we can
have similar results in our great state.

Thank you,

Steven Stieler
Townsend, MT

mailto:smstieler@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Sean Saliicurran
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Plan
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 1:07:06 PM

  I would like to see hunters pick between rifle and bow hunting.  Also more block management implemented for the
private landowners that complain about to many elk but don’t allow public access.   Thank you!

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:saliicurran@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Alex Russell
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Plan
Date: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 9:07:58 PM

Dear Sir/Madame, 

I encourage you to continue managing elk as a resource owned by all Montanans. Elk herds
may occaisionally cause some agriculture damage, but it's has long been established that
wildlife impacts come with the land. There are good tools to manage elk numbers such as cow
hunts by lottery drawn hunters on private land. Some of my best hunting experiences have
been challenging cow hunts on private land on a frigid Janary morning. 
Bull elk permits must continue to be equitable in their distribution. Landowner bull tags go
against many decades of wise management. Montana has a reputation for allowing any
persistent hunter to have a chance at a trophy bull on public land. Please keep this time-
honored tradition alive. 

Thank you,

Alex Russell 
Livingston MT

mailto:russella17@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Paul Stantus
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Plan
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 9:07:09 PM

I would like the plan to incorporate a way for elderly hunters to be able to draw a permit to hunt only cow elk.  I
don’t mean draw one every year, but have some areas where the terrain is relatively flat and they can apply in a
drawing. This is done for youths, so why not old hunters over 70?

Sent from Paul Stantus
Libby, Montana

mailto:pstantus@icloud.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Stanley Strizic
To: Boccadori, Vanna; FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Planning
Date: Friday, August 5, 2022 3:44:17 PM

Vanna-
Thanks for all of the information you pass on and the ability to be involved. These are
comments I have regarding Elk Management Planning. They were also forwarded to the FWP
comment site.

Managing elk on private land poses the most difficult part of population objectives. Population
surveys can be done, permit numbers can be changed, and population objectives set, but when
elk are on private land the tools necessary to control the population are only partially effective.
Landowners preventing access removes the effectiveness FWP has to control numbers and
prevent damage to private land. It is time to put the burden of helping to solve this problem
onto the landowners also. They are creating some of the problem and they should be part of
the solution. Since FWP does not control this entire situation, it cannot be solved by FWP
alone.

Landowners that allow guided hunts and no public access benefit financially from elk on
private property yet claim damage to their property when animal numbers are too high.
Providing permits to landowners gives partial de facto management to landowners and
removes it from FWP. For the most part, the bulls are shot, and the cow overpopulation
continues on. Shoulder seasons are reasonable, but don't seem to make enough difference.
How can shoulder seasons be made more effective? 

I live near cattle open range and public land. My responsibility to prevent cattle from
coming onto my land is to fence them out. That same responsibility should extend to other
landowners if game animals are posing problems on private property and are not wanted. 

If overpopulation occurs on public land where motorized use is restricted, the restrictions
should be reviewed. Access should be granted while maintaining elk security. This will
involve actually knowing each area's characteristics and finding a balance of access and elk
security. 

Thank You for the opportunity to be involved in this process.

Stan Strizic
Wise River, Mt.

mailto:strizicstanley@gmail.com
mailto:VBoccadori@mt.gov
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Denise Boggs
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management scoping
Date: Friday, September 9, 2022 11:55:11 AM

Wait a minute. I thought all the draconian rules to murder wolves using non fair chase
methods was because they were decimating Montana’s elk and deer? You mean the
commission under old Hank lied to the public and government officials? Old Hank needs to be
fired. He is as incompetent as he is stupid. 

MDFWP needs to have autonomy to manage wildlife in the state using science - not politics. I
used to work for the agency years ago in the late 80s when it still had a good reputation.
Gianforte and Worsech have destroyed the agency. 

Elk are not a corn crop. Their main purpose is not to make money off of them. The rich want
trophies; the outfitters want to make big bucks; and the average hunter wants to fill their
freezer. Only the last reason has any legitimate purpose, and fair chase should be mandated to
fill it. 

This is not Texas - a state with no ethics, integrity or fair chases principles. Old Hank can
move there and work for their shoot-in-the-barrel agency.

It is incomprehensible how MT has gotten to this point. This is what happens when idiot
politicians stick their ignorant noses in business they know absolutely nothing about. Let the
biologists do their job and keep the government out of it. 

If you want to really control elk populations then quit killing wolves. Wolves self regulate
their populations and they kill the old, sick and diseased (think chronic wasting and killing two
birds with one stone), thereby making remaining elk stronger and healthier. Quit being stupid
about this. My god, every retired FWP employee is fed up with the current agency and their
cowardice in refusing to stand up to Gianforte and Worsech. 

“If people sat outside and looked at the stars each
night, I’ll bet they’d live a lot differently.”

Bill Watterson

Denise Boggs,
Great Falls, MT

mailto:deniseboggs@hushmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Chuck Fergerson
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management, by now your members must of read comments on your posts.The majority of

responder’s are against any changes where you have to pick between rifle or bow during Montana’s hunting
season.We are all aware it is a privilege to hun...

Date: Sunday, August 21, 2022 10:00:48 PM

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:chuckfergerson@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Joshua Diettert
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management, Overcrowding
Date: Thursday, August 18, 2022 9:43:29 AM

Hello, I'm writing to you today to voice my concerns with how FWP is managing our
wildlife. 
 For starters, the fact that you are entertaining the idea of giving private land owners bull tags,
for managing populations is blatant collision. You don't manage populations by removing
trophy bulls. You do it by removing cows. The reason we may only take 2 Hen ducks as our
daily limit is because shooting more than that would result in a population drip. We can shoot
all drake's all season and not put a dent in the population. So how would giving land owners
bull tags help lower the elk population?
 Private land owners should not get perks, or priority over any other hunter. If you want to
manage elk herds, allow the public to shoot cows on private land. Land owners can apply for
BMA status. 
 Hunters need access to more private land, including land locked public land. The elk know
when hunting season starts and move to inaccessible land. They know where they are safe. If
land owners won't budge on public access, you or the DNRC need to aquire easements so we
can actually access public land. Landlocked public land is treated as private property. It's Our
land, and We should always have access to it. 
 In regards to the Choose Your Weapon advisement; this should never be a way to resolve any
issue. The over crowding is directly caused by Non-resident hunters. I can't tell you how many
out of state plates I see every year. By making people choose between archery or rifle will
overload the rifle season. 
 I personally experienced this in the 2021 season. I showed up at a BMA an hour before
shooting light. There was a group signing in before I got there. I waited for them to finish. I
noticed in the book where they were from. 4 guys, all from Mississippi. I asked them what
they were targeting. They were going after whitetail does, each of the bought multiple doe
tags. They were able to do so because it is so cheap for Non-resident hunters to hunt here.
That's one reason we have so many hunters. The other reason seems to be the amount of tags
for non resident hunters, or the fact that they get priority on draw areas. 
 I and many others believe that the Non-resident hunters are catered to.
 Raising the price for Non-resident hunters by a factor of 4, will limit numbers and generate
more money for the department, this will also elevate the need to nickel and dime resident
hunters. 
Give priority to residents on draw areas. 

 At the end of the day, resident hunters should be the ones you look out for and help. Not the
out of staters. 

mailto:jjdietts@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: brian smith
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 10:41:17 AM

My concern is the preference point system. I’m 69 years old and now I have to wait a minimum of two years to draw
a tag. Why can’t you issue land owner or outfitter tags. I would be willing to pay more for a tag if I knew I could
hunt.

Arthur B Smith
212 Woodland Dr
Lewisburg, WV
24901
bsmith_87@hotmail.com

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:bsmith_87@hotmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: William Opie
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Sunday, August 14, 2022 3:28:57 PM

Please leave the choose your season out of any rules for Montana residents I am approaching 60 with a full military
career behind me that did not always allow me to come home to hunt. I enjoy archery hunting to spend my time in
the mountains during the nice weather my success rate is very low but experience is high. The general season is
where I fill my freezer.
Some suggestions would be get rid of the shoulder season it has had little impact on over populations in areas that
have limited hunting opportunities. Open corner crossing for the public. This would give public land hunters more
access and help limit overcrowded public areas. Quite catering to outfitter’s they should not be given special
conditions. Let them deal with what the market determines like every other business. They have bought private land
leases and have access to landlocked public ground this alone limits the public.  They have priced the local hunter
out of access. Lastly truly limit nonresident hunters Montana residents should always be your first priority we pay
high taxes with lower wages than most other areas.  I truly don’t have issues with sharing public land with them. I
have met a lot of quality people who have become friends over years
Any questions you have for me please ask I am willing to help with what I can.
Thanks
Will Opie
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:opie.william@icloud.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: tworr
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management
Date: Monday, August 15, 2022 8:47:56 PM

Giving Rich wealthy land owners Bull tags to allow few people opportunity to hunt Cow is not
sound management.
YOUR job as managers will be to manage the population.
Let me say, and its going to be tough.
But pure simple must somehow get Land Owners to open up closed private property to allow
Cow hunts!!! Not trade Bull tags for Cows. But manage the Cows. $$$ for Land Owners to
allow people on their property isnt going to work. They are already RICH!! 
The answer lies somewhere not sure where but somewhere.
Maybe start small 100-200 tags and get landowner support somehow.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

mailto:tworr@frontiernet.net
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Ralph Willmore
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Tuesday, August 30, 2022 4:03:42 PM

As I sat in the elk management meeting in lewistown just listening to what had to be said,  Iam not much of a talker
but more of a do person,  so while Iam sitting in a tractor I have plenty of time to do thinking,  my name is Ralph
Willmore and I leave North of Roy montana, in hunting district 417,  my dad was born in a homestead shack here in
the breaks and leave a good 98 years, and Iam probably older than most of you people that work for fwp,  Iam own
land in 410 and 417 and have some in enrolled in block management, so here I go, your elk management plan is
bullshit,  cause you will never address the problem,  oh what’s the problems??  People , so when you start to manage
the people that are causing the problems than nothing will ever be change,  I no you can’t stop big money from
buying, but you can stop a lot of this land locking,   And do you really think when your board of commissions are
mostly Outfitters that there going to look out for the good old sportman, Your full of shit, #1 Outfitters need to be a
employee of the state of Montana and draw a wage just like you, that would open up a lot of this public ground
that’s behind lock gates, the game belongs to the state and the people of the state not a Outfitter that’s making a big
profit from it, that the rest of the people can’t Outfitters are not there for the people they are there for the money and
that it, Outfitters  need to go knock on the door just like everyone else, #2  big rich land owners, how in the hell do
they just up and get tags just given to them. Must be some big ass kissing going on that the public don’t no about,
and why wasn’t I just given tags for letting people hunt,  what’s that word  discrimination ‘  
And when when Sonja Andersen sets there and tell the people that the elk population was almost wipe out in the
breaks, Iam still trying to figure when that was, ??                  So may blow all the smoke you want but Nothing will
change until tell you deal with problems.   And everything thing I said here, I want you to come tell me that Iam
wrong. Cause I bet you can’t, ,             Thank you.  Ralph willmore.   2350 Birdwell Lane Roy mt 59471.      406-
366-1556
Sent from my iPad

mailto:rscnwill@midrivers.com
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From: Jake Petersen
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Thursday, August 11, 2022 4:43:15 PM

To whom it may concern,
First of all let start by saying this and this should carry some weight I am a lifelong Montanan,hunter,angler,and
outdoorsman of this great state who has watched our outdoor experience go to hell because of one thing money.
With that being said I’ll explain, everything for hunting,fishing,and recreation has been driven by money, not proper
management of a resource. This improper management began when the late season shoulder hunts and liberal tag
giving began around 2008. Jumping forward to now hunting is a complete and utter shit show due to not only the
liberal amount of tags but technology and lack of the enforcement of our laws. If you are only looking for solutions
then here are some ideas quit giving out so many damn tags to out of staters and quit catering to these ranchers who
harbor the great animals of this state. Out of staters should only be allowed the 17000 tags that are originally in the
constitution of Montana and them tags should be triple the amount they are now. Large land owners who are caught
charging money to enter land to hunt are animals should be prosecuted ( that means your going to have to get off
your ass and right laws that don’t benefit them),and if this is all about money and funding then raise the price of tags
for in state hunters. With that last idea I know people say it’s about hunting opportunities and by raising prices it
makes it hard on people well the sad truth of the matter is if you can’t afford the 40 dollar elk tag how can you
afford the gas and cost of processing then. Thank you for your time jake petersen
(First thing first get rid of the out of staters before you take in state tax payers opportunity away)

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jacobpetersen2@yahoo.com
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From: Jim Fulton
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Saturday, September 10, 2022 9:07:24 PM

The public land is over crowded and the management needs to involve ways to eliminate that .
My idea
Have separate season for bulls and cows
Example
 month of oct rifle bull season
Nov 1 till dec 15 cow season
Maybe this also allows some public hunters to access private lands to shoot cows. Where it doesn’t hurt the bull
hunting where the land owners make their $
Win win for everyone more elk harvested and better hunting on public lands
Thanks
Jim Fulton

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jimthetinman@icloud.com
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From: Amy Hughes
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management.
Date: Monday, August 15, 2022 7:06:53 PM

I believe that making elk hunters pick a weapon is a great idea. Way too many people are
attempting to archery hunt which ends up crowding the woods in September. Many archery
elk hunters are wounding elk due to lack of experience and or vested interest in the sport. If
you were to put this into affect some consideration would have to be made for youth hunters
trying to get into archery hunting. I also think you should allow archery hunters to harvest
cows during the rifle hunt or with a B tag. This would allow these dedicated archery hunters to
get meat for the year and help you meet game management objectives. 
Thanks for your consideration. 
Austin Hughes 
406-270-1817
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From: Neal Meier
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 10:21:08 AM

To whom it may concern:

I would like to submit a proposal, during Montana’s Muzzleloader Season which is only 9 days.  I propose that
hunters that hunt that season be able shoot either sex as they are allowed in bow season.   I live and hunt in  Region
3.   Cows are abundant bulls not so much and a lot the animals have moved in on private ground and that is where
they stay.  Landowners are very reluctant to let you hunt.  I understand why landowners are reluctant to us hunters
hunt.  This email is not to complain about landowners.  If there is a way where us muzzleloader hunters could shoot
either sex during the 9 day season that would be great.

Thank you for your time,

Neal Meier
Iceman59632@yahoo.com
Boulder Mt 59632
406-202-0979

mailto:iceman59632@yahoo.com
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From: Beth Sirr
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management-my public comment
Date: Thursday, August 25, 2022 3:27:08 PM

Neighbors north of Gardiner have been complaining about the number of elk on their land.  What they’ve noticed is
elk are “calving outside the park because of the wolves in the park”, and “only getting one hay cutting because there
are too many elk outside the park”.  Their answer would be to kill wolves everywhere.

The ecosystem problem of killing wolves means removing the best chance of controlling the spread of chronic
wasting disease, controlling elk populations, and preserving a balanced ecosystem for aspen and other wildlife.

Human ignorance and self centeredness must be allowed to determine what must be a scientific and ethical decision.

I can think of no greater sickness of a soul, than to desire to kill or harm other living things. 
There is something deeply wrong with the heart and mind of a person who kills a creature without the need to eat
them as food, or when those beings pose no threat to them. 

Our policies must support respect and understanding for the life in the ecosystem we share.

Killing or trapping for some human’s “pleasure” is indulging and enabling an evil.

If you have the power to end this please do what you can.

Thank you.
Beth Sirr
25 Papesh Rd.
Gardiner, MT 59030
406-451-4525
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From: Chester Evitt
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk managment
Date: Sunday, September 18, 2022 11:07:08 AM

Hello
I live in Gardiner (313) We are over run with  Cow and spike elk,yet you choise to take away
our oppritunity to harvest cows here.
I understand your desire to provide the RICH and Affluent there Bulls,but many of us who
live here ,love the MEAT and cant eat antlers.
Ive spent the past 16 days afeild,seen 2 shooter bulls,17 spikes,hundreds of cows.
Please ,With out taking away your money making bull access,at least give us our shoukder
season cows back and add the  the unused General tags as late season cow tags .

Another Idea I and many of us Disabled vets would love to see a Resident ONLY state wide
accessable (with in reason) COW/SPIKE tags made available to purchase,say 50% to 90%
disabled vets up to 2 tags,good for all accessable seasons,this would be a great managment
tool,show Montanas Support for more of its disabled and often overlooked vets.

Last Idea.
Since we are restricted to traditional side lock muzzle loaders (great idea),and right now lead
ONLY ,no sabots,or plastic sleeves,could you add LEAD FREE conical bullets,so we can
access and Hunt the many Ranchs that require LEAD free bullets only.
There not performance enhancing,just a alternitive to LEAD.

Thank you
Ora chester Evitt
Combat Disabled Veteran
Gardiner Mt.

mailto:chesterevitt@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Dorian Boling
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk objectives public comment
Date: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 12:01:49 PM

Hello FWP,
 I feel the current elk objectives are set to correct numbers considering terrain and elk numbers
given in any and all HDs across the state. Especially after considering tree areas and less tree
areas. I believe a lot of hunters in the state simply want more elk across the board so they can
simply go pick a elk out and not get the entire experience of elk hunting and possibly not
filling a tag. I believe FWP already has enough tools to meet elk objectives and has a good elk
harvest plan as long as it is actually followed and not socially ran over by hunters that want to
have less of opportunity for all vs what they believe would be easy pickings.
Thank you for your time,
Dorian Boling

mailto:dorianboling@gmail.com
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From: Marcus Hockett
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Comments - Restructure of the BMA Program
Date: Thursday, July 14, 2022 4:23:15 PM

To whom it may concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this process.

I have to start with my disappointment on the date of the statewide meeting... September 26? I
find it ironic that FWP would choose one of the best elk hunting days of the year to hold the
statewide meeting when hunters are your primary constituent... or are they? Makes one
wonder...

There is a lot of talk about elk population objectives, but the objective is a completely
arbitrary number when the access to hunt those elk varies greatly in a mixed land ownership
pattern in almost every hunting district. Too much focus is put into elk numbers, while not
enough focus is on finding ways to effectively adjust elk numbers.

For the purpose of this email, I would like to comment on how an overhaul of the Block
Management Program could help alleviate some of the issues in regards to access to elk during
the hunting season. 

While there are certainly district specific issues, I think there are far more concerning issues
that span the entire state, primarily getting hunters access to the "problem elk".

I would suggest a restructuring of Block Management. 

1. Make being a Block management coordinator a prestigious position, pay the employee well
and hire people with good personal skills who can effectively communicate with ranchers. I
have heard  horror stories of inexperienced coordinators that have forever lost access to some
amazing properties, because they lacked the personal skills or knowledge to work
collaboratively. 

2. Create a new ranking program for properties that focuses on gaining access to big-game
(primarily elk). Why are there currently tens of thousands of acres of stubble fields enrolled
that have virtually no game? Stop focusing on acreage and focus on access to animals.

3. Pay BMA cooperators well when deserved. FWP has record sales of applications and
licenses this year. Put that money to work, getting access to elk. Find the high quality
properties and pay competitive rates. Landowners with quality elk hunting will enroll, but not
for pennies on the dollar compared to leasing their land to outfitters. 

4. Have checks and balances to avoid corruption. Put a system in place so landowners who
have subpar wildlife habitat are not rewarded because of who they know. Likewise, don't let
BMA cooperators get away with only allowing access to their friends.

5. Give landowners options of higher quality hunters. Create a system where hunters are vetted
before gaining access to private property. An advanced hunter education course where hunters
need to prove they can follow a set of ethics that respects private property could be a good

mailto:m.a.hockett@gmail.com
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option. I know this was attempted with the Master Hunter program, but I think there is space
for a similar program under the umbrella of FWP.

Just a few thoughts.

Thank you,

Marcus Hockett
(406) 660-1249



From: Karl Schroeder
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Public Scoping - General Comments
Date: Sunday, September 18, 2022 7:55:17 AM

It’s clear elk management in Montana is facing many challenges related to access, hunter
overcrowding on public lands, non-working ranch landowners creating sanctuaries adjacent to
working ranches, crop damage, and disease. Current objectives for the state are set based on
landowner tolerance in many areas but when most of the elk are pushed to these lands the
tolerance declines. There needs to be more focus on fixing this problem, difficult as it is, and less on
overly aggressive hunting seasons that only perpetuate pushing elk onto sanctuaries. Overall, the
objective numbers in the state are lower than they should be, if we met these current numbers, it
would require killing off about 40% of the elk in the state. Outside of a few landowners who would
be happy with this? The hunting community wouldn’t be, the tourism community wouldn’t be, and
the general public wouldn’t be.

The recommendations of the biologists should carry the most weight when adjusting the objective
numbers in the state. In areas that are primarily private land it’s reasonable for those landowners to
have more weight in what that number should be. In areas with ample public land these numbers
should be closer to the carrying capacity of that public land. Numbers should be based on a
multiyear average so they actually are statistically viable (3 years seems reasonable) and knee jerk
reactions are avoided. There should be opportunity for the biologists to recommend adjusting
objectives when factors change the capacity of the land. Say a unit burns, habitat increases, and elk
numbers increase with it, the objective should increase to reflect this.

One major flaw with how the current elk management plan is being implemented is that inaccessible
elk (during the general rifle season) were not supposed to be considered as part of the population
count. Based on the region 3 scoping meeting there has been no effort to adjust numbers to exclude
these inaccessible elk even though there are units with large sanctuaries that could easily be
counted from the ground. This part of the plan needs to be revised to be more clearly defined,
practical to implement, and then actually implemented in units where this is an issue. Something
along the lines of: In an over objective unit if 20% or more of the objective herd reside on lands that
do not allow cow hunting during the general rifle season those elk shall be counted and removed
from the population count.

The elk management advisory group has made some excellent recommendations, although some
are outside the purview of the objective plan my hope is FWP takes their recommendations
seriously. My hope is as human populations increase Montana is able to maintain healthy wildlife
populations. This does not mean a 40% reduction in our elk population. I will make comments on
individual HD’s important to me separately but hope these general comments are considered on a
state basis.

Thank you,

Karl Schroeder

Bozeman, MT

mailto:karllschroeder@gmail.com
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From: Dalen Longfield
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Public Scoping, Thoughts and comments
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 12:09:16 PM

To whom it may concern,

I was excited when FWP created a public advisory team to give additional input and a voice for the little
people (locals) concerning our elk "problem" (even though it should be an absolute boon for everyone).
That being said I was thoroughly disappointed with their thoughts and suggestions. 

They want to punish locals just like all the other interest groups involved in this. Seriously, the best they
could come up with is making locals choose between bow hunting or rifle hunting?? what a new and
exciting idea (sarcasm). Why is it that the locals are treated as the problem?

Here's a novel idea, instead of attacking locals first lets focus on the less important class. Out of state
hunters; try new ideas on them, dissect their seasons, restrict their tags, their access, what weapon to
use, etc. Fracture their seasons into Bow 1, Bow 2, Rifle 1, 2, 3.  It's a privilege for out of state hunters to
come here and exploit our resources, we seem to forget that and punish locals who pay taxes.

All this being said let's move on to the cause of everyone's frustration, the poor elk management.

Pretty easy to see the cause and I think we can all agree. Over hunting public lands has forced elk heards
on to private landowners property's and in turn they are overly exploiting the situation for trophy hunting
and then bitching about the damage cow/calfs are causing. This results in huge elk populations in a small
area and in-turn makes us "over objective" yet low numbers on public land.

Simple problem to understand and some how FWP thinks it's an awesome idea make pretty much the
whole state general season with no special draw, one doesn't have to look very hard to see how this
would exasperate the problem. A solution I know that would work is compete with the private land
owners, create carved out trophy districts in all of the hunting regions. 

HD 380 is considered arguably the most trophy district in the state yet you can hunt cows and spikes it's a
terribly managed trophy district, if you're going to do a trophy district do it right. Now lets look at  HD 250
in the Bitterroot; the heard was "wiped" out and strict "trophy" regulations were applied to the area. you
know what happened? trophy elk and hunting returned to the area, shocking!! Then, FWP wanted to
make it general season again and the people (rightfully so, lost their shit), FWP wanted to throw away
what was just built up and that makes me suspicious that they're catering to land owners.

If small niched areas were created for elk to run and hide on with only a select few people able to draw
you'd have elk running to the trophy districts to hide instead of private land. Lets go back to HD 380, it's a
massive hunting district surrounded by private, if you cut out all general season hunting and made it draw
only for bulls that would create a true trophy district.  And it doesn't have to be a huge district like 380
either, studies could be done to determine where the best locations for these trophy districts to be
located, they could be quite small honestly and wouldn't have to be a full district.  In summary we need
areas where the elk can run and hide on public lands without pressure, otherwise we'll never be able to
compete with private land owners and our hunting will become privatized (which I think is what some of
you want).

Now To counter my thought's about carving out trophy districts all across the state; how do you manage
the cow elk? similar to shoulder season once the trophy season has ended allow hunters to go into these
trophy districts and harvest cows for a short period of time.   

Now obviously there needs to be some fine tuning to my thoughts but if you applied this logic strategically
all across Montana the state would become a trophy destination yet still maintain it's reputation as quality
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general season hunting with incredible public access . have your cake and eat it too.

I have to get back to work but in my closing statement, DO BETTER! the agencies, politicians, advisory
team, everyone; this is a joke it doesn't take much to come up with actual solutions and to have only
come up with the garbage you have so far is pathetic, it diminishes credibility and trust which turns into
distain and hatred quickly.

Dalen Longfield
Lifetime Montana
Environmental Engineer 
406-270-6201



From: Dalen Longfield
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Public Scoping, Thoughts and comments
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 12:09:16 PM

To whom it may concern,

I was excited when FWP created a public advisory team to give additional input and a voice for the little
people (locals) concerning our elk "problem" (even though it should be an absolute boon for everyone).
That being said I was thoroughly disappointed with their thoughts and suggestions. 

They want to punish locals just like all the other interest groups involved in this. Seriously, the best they
could come up with is making locals choose between bow hunting or rifle hunting?? what a new and
exciting idea (sarcasm). Why is it that the locals are treated as the problem?

Here's a novel idea, instead of attacking locals first lets focus on the less important class. Out of state
hunters; try new ideas on them, dissect their seasons, restrict their tags, their access, what weapon to
use, etc. Fracture their seasons into Bow 1, Bow 2, Rifle 1, 2, 3.  It's a privilege for out of state hunters to
come here and exploit our resources, we seem to forget that and punish locals who pay taxes.

All this being said let's move on to the cause of everyone's frustration, the poor elk management.

Pretty easy to see the cause and I think we can all agree. Over hunting public lands has forced elk heards
on to private landowners property's and in turn they are overly exploiting the situation for trophy hunting
and then bitching about the damage cow/calfs are causing. This results in huge elk populations in a small
area and in-turn makes us "over objective" yet low numbers on public land.

Simple problem to understand and some how FWP thinks it's an awesome idea make pretty much the
whole state general season with no special draw, one doesn't have to look very hard to see how this
would exasperate the problem. A solution I know that would work is compete with the private land
owners, create carved out trophy districts in all of the hunting regions. 

HD 380 is considered arguably the most trophy district in the state yet you can hunt cows and spikes it's a
terribly managed trophy district, if you're going to do a trophy district do it right. Now lets look at  HD 250
in the Bitterroot; the heard was "wiped" out and strict "trophy" regulations were applied to the area. you
know what happened? trophy elk and hunting returned to the area, shocking!! Then, FWP wanted to
make it general season again and the people (rightfully so, lost their shit), FWP wanted to throw away
what was just built up and that makes me suspicious that they're catering to land owners.

If small niched areas were created for elk to run and hide on with only a select few people able to draw
you'd have elk running to the trophy districts to hide instead of private land. Lets go back to HD 380, it's a
massive hunting district surrounded by private, if you cut out all general season hunting and made it draw
only for bulls that would create a true trophy district.  And it doesn't have to be a huge district like 380
either, studies could be done to determine where the best locations for these trophy districts to be
located, they could be quite small honestly and wouldn't have to be a full district.  In summary we need
areas where the elk can run and hide on public lands without pressure, otherwise we'll never be able to
compete with private land owners and our hunting will become privatized (which I think is what some of
you want).

Now To counter my thought's about carving out trophy districts all across the state; how do you manage
the cow elk? similar to shoulder season once the trophy season has ended allow hunters to go into these
trophy districts and harvest cows for a short period of time.   

Now obviously there needs to be some fine tuning to my thoughts but if you applied this logic strategically
all across Montana the state would become a trophy destination yet still maintain it's reputation as quality
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general season hunting with incredible public access . have your cake and eat it too.

I have to get back to work but in my closing statement, DO BETTER! the agencies, politicians, advisory
team, everyone; this is a joke it doesn't take much to come up with actual solutions and to have only
come up with the garbage you have so far is pathetic, it diminishes credibility and trust which turns into
distain and hatred quickly.

Dalen Longfield
Lifetime Montana
Environmental Engineer 
406-270-6201



From: Kyle Reedy
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ELK PLAN PUBLIC SCOPING
Date: Tuesday, June 28, 2022 8:42:03 PM

Hello,

I just wanted to comment about the reevaluating of the elk management plans and how we
move forward. I'd like to reiterate that wildlife are public property. The government holds
them in trust for the benefit of all people in accordance to the North American Wildlife
Model. Wildlife are also not to be slaughtered for commercial use. I'm a little nervous on how
much favoritism has been shown recently to outfitters and private landowners. Giving
landowners bull tags that are sold for large sums of money is a commercial use. Plus giving
them bull tags doesn't address overpopulation. If overpopulation is truly trying to be
addressed, then they should be allocated cow tags if lowering the population numbers is
desired.  

So lets keep the North American Model for Wildlife Management in mind throughout this
process.

Thanks,
Kyle 

mailto:kyle_reedy@msn.com
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From: Nate Thompson
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Public Scoping
Date: Friday, August 5, 2022 11:42:23 AM

Hello,

For the next revision of the elk management plan, please consider the following:

- Closing BLM/Forest Service roads during rifle season, as a majority were closed up to the late 2000s then, around
2010 most were then opened until Dec 1st. My understanding was original intent was to have a ‘vehicle retrieval’
time period during day, but that seemed to snowball quickly to people driving everywhere. The added pressure of
vehicle traffic has pushed elk from public towards private lands over the last decade. There were already rules/roads
that allowed handicap access and we should return to that type of vehicle access during rifle season.
- Social media and lockdowns of 2020 lead to a hunting fad, which now seems to be starting to wane. Similar to
proposals of using multi-year trends to determine elk population objectives, we should do the same for tag/permit
allocations of resident v non-resident.
- Continued FWP land acquisitions, block management, and the proposed hunting land leasing. Financial incentives
should be increased to keep up with inflation. The state has a $1billion surplus, let’s do some good with it. For block
management participants that have been in the program for years, we should consider a bonus payment based on
years of participation as a thank you for the participation.
- Similar to our State Constitution and federal Constitution, the currently active elk management plan has proven to
work if elk populations are healthy. It really doesn’t need a major revamp or rewrite. The current plan was drafted at
a time of less polarization, lead to good compromise, and set the state up well for well over a decade. I know
everyone wants to change things or just use a typical ‘well it’s xxxx so things just have to change’. I don’t agree
with that. We’re in what I would consider a golden era of hunting, and the drafters of the existing elk management
plan deserve a great amount of thanks for that: the existing plan has proven to work.
- I think FWP biologists in each district have done a great job and should be thanked for their efforts. The elk
management plan should ensure de-centralized authority and decision making to make sure FWP biologists have
proper and necessary impact.
- Focus on cleaning up what are the tinder boxes in national forests. Outside control of FWP, but we can and should
be much better stewards of our public lands. That includes getting better judges that don’t prevent active forest
management and enhancement. Anybody that walks our forests is not surprised at the number and intensity of forest
fires anymore. Most readily admit they’re in such a shape, fires are necessary to clean them up.

Long winded email, so I’ll close with just saying ‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’. We have some things our state is still
working  to perfect, so give it time. Existing plan is working, we should thank those who drafted the current plan,
and take a slow and cautious approach to calls for immediate change or overhauls.

I don’t even think the existing plan needs an update.

Thank you,

Nate Thompson

mailto:natethompson11@live.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Alex Dado
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk plan scoping comments
Date: Tuesday, August 2, 2022 11:06:45 AM

MT FWP:

I would like to submit comments in regards to the Elk Plan Public Scoping.

First and foremost I would like to say that I think current elk population objectives and 
bull:cow ratio objectives, as presented in the supporting documentation for each Hunting 
District on your website, are too low in the districts that I hunt.  I submitted individual 
comments for those districts using the survey monkey.  These comments are meant to be 
more broad and statewide.  

I strongly encourage FWP to adopt elk population objectives based on the quality of habitat/ 
elk carrying capacity, with considerations or modifiers based on potential agricultural or 
other social impacts. I know that all elk habitat isn’t created equal, and each district has 
differing levels of agricultural production that may necessitate a lower objective to satisfy all 
stakeholders.  The exact numbers I would leave up to the biologists, but I would propose a 
system whereby the biologists could classify the habitat as “high quality”, “average quality”, 
or “marginal quality”, each of those designations with a baseline elk/sq mi number. Then, in 
districts where higher elk numbers can cause proportionally more agricultural damage a 
modifier of some sort can be applied to lower the elk/sq mile number to a more acceptable 
number for all stakeholders.  

I am satisfied with current elk populations in the districts that I hunt, even though they are 
“over objective”.  Current objectives are too low.  

In regards to bull:cow ratio, I would support a shorter season length for brow tined bull 
hunting, both for general rifle and archery hunting, if the biologists feel it would noticeably 
improve the bull:cow ratio and improve the hunting experience.  

I would also like to see the new Elk plan consider access routes to public lands and 
propose working with the appropriate government agency to consider managing for more 
limited access during hunting seasons. Closing more roads, while probably unpopular, 
could create more area for hunters willing to walk to disperse into. 

Thank you.

Alex Dado
McAllister, MT
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From: Chris Morgan
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk proposals
Date: Thursday, July 14, 2022 2:06:40 AM

I’d like to start by saying I’m pleased that there is movement towards revising our dated elk management plan. 
Unfortunately, that’s about the extent of what pleases me.
I’m in no way trying to be disrespectful here, but the scope of the intent of these proposed changes is incredibly
narrow. It’s great that the committee has a good understanding on what the issues we’re facing are, but the ways of
fixing the issues are missing the mark by a considerable amount.
Here’s my take on our issues, take them for what they are worth.

Issue #1 (and one NO ONE has ever addressed: our elk migrate. We cannot continue to use our winter counts to
make decisions on tag allocations. For a perfect example, look no further than unit 339. Virtually no elk
permanently reside in this unit during season anymore. It was a great idea to combine the cow tags with 343, but it’s
a terrible idea to continue to allow there to be a drawing for bulls there anymore.

Issue #2 with all the current growth in the state, there HAS to be focus put towards our residency requirements. I’ve
talked to numerous hunters with nonresident license plates who claimed they “just moved here” and are hunting
under a resident license. If you’re not going to enforce it, why even have the requirement. Enforce it, prosecute these
individuals, take their license privileges for two years, and give our big game a needed break

Issue #3 elk that reside largely on private land that has never allowed access should not be utilized towards counts
that consider a unit “above objective”.  It makes no sense to sell a pile of b tags for a unit when none of the elk are
accessible

Issue #4 This issue ties in with issues #2. We need to go back to the principal that a maximum of 10% of available
tags go to nonresidents. Not “10% of buck and bull tags”, 10% of ALL tags.
Our herds can’t sustain the pressure of 56,000 nonresident hunters.

Issue #5 wolf proposals are also currently on the table. The floating start date for trapping needs to disappear.
Wolves need to be allowed to be trapped starting no later than November 1st. Incidentals caught in coyotes traps set
before wolf trapping season need to be able to be legally kept. By the time most seasons start elk have moved down
into lower country that is typically privately owned, and  the wolves follow. As of an influx of 2 legged predators
wasn’t enough, we’re now giving their #1 predator a considerable advantage. We’ll harvest more wolves on public
land while the elk are still in good shape. We’ll reduce stress on our herds in the most critical time of the year.
I give zero concern to grizzly bears. Lean on the ESA definition of “take” all you want. If that’s the case, we should
reconsider our archery elk seasons, our fly fishing seasons, allowing people to raise livestock in this state, allowing
photographers to leave the beaten trail… I don’t need to go on. All of the listed activities cause far more “takes”
both Lethal and nonlethal than wolf trapping ever will. Why is trapping the ONLY activity that has to be regulated
around this? I’ll hear any reasoning you can provide.

Pick your weapon seasons will fail miserably. They are not a solution to our problem. They will only serve to keep
our accessible land just as crowded and you’ll see people sneaking out in seasons they aren’t supposed to be hunting
in. Our wardens are spread thin enough already. Let’s not make more work for them.

Shoulder seasons need to disappear. If there is a genuine need, we have the damage hunt roster. Breathe a little life
into it and it will be FAR more successful.

Make a general tag good for “any elk” in all OTC units during all seasons. Most people only want to fill a freezer.
The faster they can do it the more pressure we take off accessible land.

I could go on, but I feel I’ve taken up enough of your time already. I’ve covered my pain talking points. Consider
the things I’ve said. You’ll be surprised at how well they could work. I appreciate your time

mailto:c.morgan11@icloud.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


Chris Morgan
Clancy, Mt



From: Berryman, Orion
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback for Elk Management Plan
Date: Wednesday, August 10, 2022 3:24:20 PM

Dear FWP,
 
I was very disappointed this year when I found out that brow-tined bull permits would limit antlered
elk hunting to only the designated HD. I love bow hunting in the fall and using those hunts as an
opportunity to explore and hunt in different areas around the state. However, with these new
regulations I was reluctant to apply for bow specific permits as they would prevent me from hunting
antlered elk closer to home. I would love to hear the reasoning behind this regulation change--
especially given the low success rate with bow hunting, the large number of permits in that HD and
the lack of a new elk management plan? Please remove the restriction to only hunt antlered elk in a
specific HD if you have a permit.
 
Additionally, being both a bow and rifle hunter I am adamantly opposed to any proposals related to
picking a weapon and season to hunt. I also do not like the idea of shortening the bow and rifle
seasons to accommodate a private land hunting season between bow and rifle season. The bigger
issue is increasing access to hunts on private land.  
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Orion Berryman
 
--
Orion B. Berryman, PhD.
Associate Professor, Chemistry
Director of small molecule X-ray diffraction
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 59812

http://cas.umt.edu/departments/chemistry/lab/berryman/ [cas.umt.edu]
 

mailto:Orion.Berryman@mso.umt.edu
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http://cas.umt.edu/departments/chemistry/lab/berryman/__;!!GaaboA!vethi3vPg4lkpSYAu6lI7i72Dj-rwwf3rt8qvbXepZK02l_nO8-trhAqJ3Ycld2GTaPmKBAcv-j5QCI1L_7dFtsGF9_f$


From: ChrisCross
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Guided hunts
Date: Friday, July 15, 2022 7:50:52 AM

Hello,

      My name is Chris Grenfell and I have been a resident for over twenty years. I have been
hunting for almost as long here in Montana. Last year I witnessed a guiding service harvest 4
bulls on opening day for all out of state clients. I truly believe that there needs to be stricter
regulations for these guiding services. When people pay thousands and thousands of dollars to
these guides who have unlimited resources(cameras, employees, time) it takes away the fair
chase from us local people who can only put in two days a week. Our animals are harvested
before we even have a chance. I personally feel when that kind of money is involved in our
hunting, it is no longer fair chase, it is pay to play. Thank you for your consideration.

Chris Grenfell
Hamilton, MT

mailto:chrisgfell@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: coalmine1
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] If a landowner qualifies for the 454 permit, they need to be able to do whatever they choose with it.

We could give it away, or sell it to help compensate for part of the damage, caused by the elk. You could
increase the number of hunters, t...

Date: Friday, August 19, 2022 9:03:06 AM

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone

mailto:coalmine1@itstriangle.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Dwight Guynn
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comment on Montana"s Elk Management Plan
Date: Thursday, July 14, 2022 4:03:08 PM

The biggest problem is lands being closed to the public and elk grouping up
on those closed lands. Elk are relatively mobile (unlike WT Deer with a small
home range.) Thus, elk move to lands with little hunting pressure. FWP
radio telemetry data show this to be the case since the 1990s!

This limits the opportunity for FWP to reach population goals and
landowners are complaining about too many elk. 

The challenge is how to provide unpressured elk hunting to the public.
Limited tags is a very unpopular solution since hunters want to hunt every
year. Opening closed private lands is unlikely since landowners essentially
privitize elk for hunting and make great profits. 

Perhaps drawing for tags, while unpopular, would prevent the
privitization of elk hunting to some extent. Landowners charging fees to
hunters would be unable to guarantee a hunter a tag and thus, the
outfitting/leasing options would be less attractive.

There is no easy solution, but Montanans are tired of seeing the wildlife
privitized for the wealthy. Shoulder seasons help some but just allow those
with closed lands to kill some cow elk after they have made their money on
bull hunting. More needs to be done. 

I would support limited tags as a way to curtail leasing/outfitting and
provide unpressured elk hunting on public lands. The trade off of being able
to hunt only every two/three years is a tough pill but I would agree to it
given the current situation. 

mailto:dwight@guynngroup.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: timevenson87@gmail.com
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Regulation changes
Date: Sunday, October 2, 2022 7:36:33 AM

I just wanted to reach out with a few ideas I have for some basic regulation changes. First, I firmly believe that the
orange requirements are a bit outdated and ridiculous. Perhaps hunters under a certain age, say 18, should be
required to wear orange. But beyond that it’s a bit silly. Second, we don’t have a true muzzleloader season and that
is far beyond the times. Requiring hunters to use flintlock or wheel lock muzzleloaders is so bizarre. Why not allow
modern inline muzzleloaders that are substantially more effective and ethical at killing big game. Which leads to my
last thought, seasons. I feel September should be for archery, October for inline muzzleloaders and November for
general/rifle. What’s so wrong with that plan?

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:timevenson87@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Bob Egusquiza
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Seniors hunting archery
Date: Saturday, September 24, 2022 3:54:23 PM

At 72 I would like to be able to take a spike during archery season.
My other subject is E BIKES! If they can be used behind locked gates, I should be able to do it
with by Jeep. It's cheating.

mailto:bobegu@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


From: Rick Trefny
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Suggestions for elk mgmt
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 1:56:35 PM

1. All objectives should be considered over a 3 year average and not yearly. 
2. Hunters in Montana should not be subject to deciding what weapon they have to
pick in order to hunt. 
Out of state hunters should have to pick and this would allow outfitters and land
leases more flexibility during the seasons. 
3. If an area is below or above objectives then manage through the distribution of
tags. Don't throw a blanket over the whole hunting population and make us decide
what weapon and season we have to hunt. 
4. Try to get landowners to open more property. 
5. Do NOT cull elk in areas (Deer Lodge) and allow hunters an opportunity to take
an animal. This will also reduce numbers during the regular season. 
6. Raise the cost for nonresident hunters and use that money for projects to improve
elk habitat in the state. 

Thanks, 
Rick Trefny
425-652-1358
Resident for 14 years in MT

mailto:beaujoa@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
















From: Scott Schulz
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Thoughts
Date: Thursday, October 13, 2022 9:36:51 AM

My name is Scott Schulz, I have been a Montana resident for 18 years. I live in Billings, but
have lived in Missoula and Bozeman as well. I have hunted elk and deer in 54 hunting districts
across the state and until recently have spent 30 plus days in the field each year, and the last
few years spend 10-15 days. A high majority of these days have been public lands or block
management except for the 2022 season so far. I believe our current elk management system is
flawed and I have yet to speak with another hunter that doesn’t believe so as well. Ultimately,
we (hunters) all want more elk. I think something that is frequently overlooked is that from
what I can find Montana has 25,000-30,000 ranches and over 100,000 resident elk hunters and
of those ranches I would think many fewer have significant financial losses due to elk damage.
It seems our system really promotes the desires of a minority. However, I acknowledge that
agriculture is incredibly important to Montana’s economy and heritage and there needs to be
support given where needed to maintain this legacy. Also, of note is that every year more
ranches and farms are being sold to parties that likely desire higher elk numbers and have less
concern for agricultural income. It has become an unfortunate reality that with increased land
prices we are likely to see a steady decrease in family run ranches and an increase in
recreational ranches or investment properties. So our system that landowner tolerance guiding
wildlife objectives is quickly becoming more and more outdated and should be changed to
how many elk can biologically live on the land. Personally, I believe Montana can biologically
support higher numbers of elk. Many of the current objectives, especially those in the eastern
portion of the state are objectives in which only 1 or 2 large ranches within a district can and
do support the current objective number, let alone the whole district. If we were to reduce
herds to current objectives, we would nearly eliminate elk from every portion of a hunting
district except a few of those larger private havens.

A few areas of note that I am very familiar with are hunting districts 417, 590, 535, & 411. In
these districts a vast majority of elk live on a small handful out of state landowner ranches.
The numbers of elk dramatically decrease as you get further away from these havens. I have
found this to be consistent in many other parts of the stateas well. This year I had the privilege
to hunt further west on private land in the far north side of HD 210, another district over
objective. However, in a large area with lush forests, creeks, mountains, and irrigated
meadows there is only a small herd of elk with only 9 cows, 1 calf and 10 older class bulls
fighting for those 10 cows. This area in my opinion could and should have an elk herd 20-40
times this size given the large area and that other landowners are pro-elk. (I submitted full
details on this area in the HD210 comments). I also know of a landowner who has 1500 acres
just west of Billings, he loves elk and was excited to see a steady growth of elk numbers from
nothing to about a herd of 30 cows. Then shoulder seasons were implemented, even though he
doesn’t hunt cows or allow other hunters on his land, the herd is no longer there, but obviously
can support elk.

Below are some ideas and hopefully solutions to help the state better manage elk herds.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->Alaska has had a hunt survey system that asks districts
hunted, drainages hunted, what was seen, what was killed, dates hunted. Etc. that  was

mailto:scottbschulz@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


required to be submitted before you could get a hunting license the following year. I think a
system like this would be better than the random phone survey Montana performs now. A
system like this gives exact details of what is happening in the field from every hunter. It
could be easily implemented with the new my FWP app or have people fill out at license
dealers or by mail and would give us a much clearer picture of how to manage elk herds.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I think we need to study how many of the
rancher/farmers are actually having significant financial lose to elk damage and try to develop
the true numbers lost for these farms, without that, the ranchers feelings and the hunters
feelings towards the issue are somewhat impossible to solve. Knowing how much a rancher
needs to be compensated for their loss I think makes everything easier and could lead to more
creative solutions to be developed.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I know of a rancher east of Billings that was having
significant elk damage to his alfalfa fields. They completely solved the situation by installing a
6’ electric fence. They said this was cheaper and easier to install than a typical barbed wire
fence and it paid for itself quickly since they had large yields and their alfalfa only needed to
be reseeded every 4-5 years instead of every 2 when elk where able to graze it all year. I think
a program could be developed with money from licenses or additional fees to the licenses or
donations to provide low interest short term loans to ranchers and farmers to put up such
fences, with the tradeoff being a dramatic increase in elk population objectives. It may be wise
to partner with a non-profit like RMEF to assist with the loans as some ranchers would rather
go in debt with a non-profit than the government. I think this is one of the easiest ways to
protect our important ag industry, while being able to increase elk numbers on public land and
the property owners who wish to have them.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I think districts should be re-evaluated and re-drawn with
potentially more created. I think right now they capture a wintering herds area, but do not
properly evaluate where elk are during the hunting season. Some districts have heavy elk
numbers in some portions and almost no elk in other portions that could sustain a herd.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->Eliminate shoulder seasons. I understand why these were
implemented, however if we move to higher elk population objectives, I think they should be
eliminated. Even if objectives stay the same, the hunts have notoriously caused rancher burn
out, hunter misconduct, extremely pressured herds during the challenging winter months, and
we do not know where these elk have migrated from. It’s possible we could be wiping out
herds from another district with low elk numbers that happen to winter in a higher population
dense hunting district.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I think archery season should be limited to bull elk only.
I have come across a significant number of general license holders hunting cows in special



permit areas during archery season. The harvest numbers are already extremely low during
archery season. This puts additional pressure on mating elk herds and congestion in the woods
when most hunters enjoy hunting bugling bulls. The success rate is so small during archery
season anyways, that many of these hunters will still be in the field during rifle season so
eliminating cow hunts during archery will have minimal impact on hunting pressure during the
rifle season but make a significant difference during the archery season. This should especially
be the case if the state decides to make hunters pick their season.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I think all resident landowners above 640 acres should be
given a landowner tag only to use on their deeded ground. It just seems wrong to me that a
person who pays property taxes and has property is not allowed to shoot a bull elk on their
own land, but it should be limited to their land only. I think taxing paying non-residents should
be able to get this perk as well, but I think the first one may be easy to convince the public of.

 

--[if !supportLists]-->-       <!--[endif]-->I think a controlled transferrable landowner tag for
residents and non-residents would benefit ranchers and public land hunters alike. Landowners
could sell these tags for use only on their deeded land only based on the size of the elk herd on
their land. However, they would be able to give them out for free or give to family members,
they could only be sold through the FWP in which half the proceeds go to the landowner and
half go to the FWP.  These proceeds to the FWP should then be earmarked only to be used in
the purchase of public access easements to public land, block management expansion, or the
purchase of deeded property to add to our wildlife refuge system. I think it would benefit all
parties as the rancher could benefit from game damage losses and this less concerned with elk
numbers allowing us to increase our population objectives that would then put more elk on
public land and increase hunting pressure on private land, all while opening more access to the
public on top of that.

hank you for your work and all you do to help manage our precious wildlife resources. Have a
great day!

Scott Schulz
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October 14, 2022 
 
 
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 
Attn: Wildlife 
PO Box 200701 
Helena, MT 59620-0701 
FWPWLD@mt.gov 
 
The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation (RMEF) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) Elk Management Plan during the scoping period.  
 
The mission of RMEF mission is to ensure the future of elk, other wildlife, their habitat and our 
hunting heritage. We represent more than 225,000 members nationwide and over 14,000 
members in Montana. Since its inception in 1984, RMEF has permanently conserved or 
enhanced more than 8.5 million acres of North America’s most vital habitat for elk and other 
wildlife, including over 900,000 acres in Montana. As such, RMEF has a vested interest in 
ensuring the sustained productivity of elk and other wildlife in Montana. 
 
RMEF recognizes the work that FWP has committed to updating the Elk Management Plan. 
Much has been done already to help make this plan a success.  
 
RMEF strongly supports the following principles in all plans/proposals related to elk 
management: 

• Science–based wildlife management 
• Healthy elk populations maintained at both biologically and socially sustainable levels 
• Hunting as the primary tool for managing elk populations  
• Impactful programs designed to increase hunter access to elk on both public 

and private lands 
• Appropriate distribution of elk on public and private lands 
• Maximizing hunting opportunity and quality 
• Recognition of the role private landowners play in providing elk habitat during critical 

seasons 
• Simplification of unnecessarily complex hunting regulations 

 
Throughout the development of the Elk Management Plan, RMEF recommends that FWP 
consider these broad actions: 

• Revamp data collection for elk counts, hunter participation, and harvest estimates to 
connect hunter effort, elk harvest, and population objectives at relevant spatial scales.  
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• Reassess elk population objectives based on the most recent science, accounting for 
ecological, political, and social components. Realign hunt districts and/or elk 
management units to better meet population goals.  

• Recognize the value of nonresident hunters in helping meet elk management goals. 
• Respond to the increase in general outdoor recreation and varied uses of public lands 

(multi-use conflict), and impacts to elk population dynamics, distribution, and hunting.  
• Consider the impacts of current elk season structure (long season of hunting pressure) 

to elk distribution and population dynamics. 
• Recognize the abundance of large predators on public land areas. 
• Incorporate habitat quality into elk planning efforts (i.e., the lack of high-quality forage 

on public lands) and the impacts to elk distribution/movement.  
 
In addition to the above recommended principals and broad actions, RMEF provides the 
following specific plan recommendations:  
 
I. Data: Elk counts and population estimates 

A. The reliance on raw data from Elk Count surveys may not support the use of the 
best available science based on contemporary standards. For example, Elk Count 
surveys and data are affected by several factors, which leads to an unknown level of 
variability. In turn, this increases uncertainty when making assessments of annual 
trends and comparisons with Population Objectives. 

1. Recommendation:  
Sightability (or other statistical) models may be an appropriate method to 
estimate population abundance and trends by Elk Management Unit (or another 
spatial scale). In 2019, a population model was developed for Montana that 
incorporated Elk Count, herd-composition, and harvest data to improve the 
understanding of elk population dynamics (Patterson et al. 2019). Since 
Population Objectives were at least partially based on raw Elk Counts, 
adjustments to (or elimination of) Population Objectives should follow.  

B. Various aspects of elk population data collection are inconsistent within and across 
spatial units (e.g., state, Elk Management Unit vs. Hunting District). For example, 
collection of Elk Count survey data over the past several years has varied with 
boundaries of Hunting Districts. In addition, some Population Objectives were set at 
the Elk Management Unit level, others set for individual Hunting Districts. This 
approach complicates direct comparisons among spatial units and limits the ability 
to make inferences about whether Population Objectives are being met.  

1. Recommendation:  
Revise data-collection protocols for spatial and temporal consistency to help 
ensure data can be applied to inform management decisions.  

 
II. Population objectives and management unit boundaries  

A. A disconnect exists between the geographic scale of licenses/elk harvest and elk 
counts/objectives. This is exacerbated by elk population trends on public 
land/private land: Generally, elk populations are over objective for Elk Management 
Units with a relatively small proportion of public land, compared to Elk Management 
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Units with a relatively high proportion of public land. The composition of public-
private lands affects elk distribution, hunter distribution, hunter access to elk, 
landowner tolerance to both elk and hunters, or some combination of these 
depending on area, and in turn affects the ability of FWP to effectively manage elk 
based on Population Objectives.  

1. Recommendation:  
Realign or redefine spatial boundaries for elk management (Elk Management 
Units and Hunt Districts) based on current research and ecological structure. In 
addition, reassess elk population objectives based on the most recent science, 
accounting for ecological, political, and social components. Given the general 
pattern described above, consideration should be given concerning hunter 
access to elk (public/private land, etc.).  

2. Recommendation:  
Elk population objectives should be based on the most recent science 
(ecological, social, etc.) and thus fall under an adaptive management framework 
with the ability to adjust objectives based on the most current information. 
Moving objectives and related management goals out of statute and into a 
planning framework would improve FWP’s ability to adapt elk management to 
changing conditions.   
 

III. Hunter participation and harvest  

A. FWP collects harvest data from elk hunters through phone calls to a subset of 
license holders. Based on the calls, successful hunters may receive a mail survey to 
collect more information. Collection of accurate and complete hunter participation 
and harvest data is critical for informed and defensible management decisions.   

1. Recommendation:  
Implementation of a mandatory harvest reporting system, which would allow for 
a substantial increase in data quality and quantity. Data collection should be 
expanded to assess which Elk Management Unit and Hunting District was hunted 
and whether the hunter was on private or public land. Other data may be 
collected to help assess hunter preference and harvest success (weapon used, 
timeframe that was hunted, etc.) 

B. Despite FWP approaches to increase elk harvest in certain areas, hunter success 
rates do not appear to be increasing. In comparing the elk counts with license 
demand, elk numbers generally appear to support the level of hunting opportunity 
(and harvest) currently available. However, in some Hunting Districts (e.g., Snowy), 
elk herds may not be distributed in areas where license demand is high, or for 
specific hunting opportunities (e.g., bull harvest). And in several over-objective Elk 
Management Units, there are leftover Elk B (cow) permits each year. Despite an 
increase in number of applications and number of permits issued, generally, the 
number of hunters actually using those licenses, harvest success, and the number of 
elk harvested has remained fairly stable throughout the past 10 years. This is 
particularly true for units with high proportions of private land: Elk counts continue 
to increase, hunter numbers have increased only slightly, and harvest success has 
not increased significantly.  
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1. Recommendation:  
Implementation of targeted harvest strategies for over-objective herds and/or 
artificial concentrations of elk. Approaches that include hunting as the primary 
tool are recommended. See ‘Distribution of elk’ section for additional 
recommendations.      

 
IV. Distribution of elk; access to elk 

A. Recent research in Montana has revealed trends in elk population dynamics and 
distribution – More elk tend to forego local or seasonal migration and during certain 
times of the year  avoid public land. Four main factors affect elk distribution and 
hunter access to elk: Increased general use of public lands (and increased hunter 
congestion); extensive elk season length and prolonged hunting pressure; 
abundance of four large predators on public land areas; lack of high-quality forage 
on public land. Approaches to tackle these challenges, collectively, are needed to 
change current/future distribution patterns.  

1. Recommendation:  
Many elk permits are valid across a wide range of hunt areas. Areas with high 
proportions of public land are congested with hunters throughout all seasons. 
Combined with incomplete hunter survey information, FWP cannot fully assess 
where hunting pressure is greatest. Reducing or redistributing the number of 
hunters in known high-pressure areas will reduce the continued disturbance to 
elk. This can be achieved through various approaches such as requiring hunters 
to choose a weapon (and thus season), requiring hunters to choose an area, and 
implementing other methods to reduce hunter congestion. Also, with better 
hunter harvest data collection in the future, FWP can adjust permits to reflect 
biological and social hunting needs. 

2. Recommendation: 
Elk and elk hunters in Montana experience an extremely long hunting season. An 
adaptive management system allowing for greater flexibility across the seasons 
should be implemented with a goal of obtaining successful antlerless harvest. 
This would allow for a reduction in hunting pressure where high and targeted 
harvest are needed. Shoulder seasons have had some success, but now suffer 
from negative associations and may be losing ground. Overall, a shorter season 
or significant breaks between seasons will help ensure herds are not pushed off 
public land due to constant disturbance.  

3. Recommendation:  
Several areas in the state support high multi-species predator populations. This, 
combined with high hunting pressure affects the survival and distribution of elk. 
Increased predator management in areas with under-objective elk populations 
and/or with distribution challenges should be considered in addition to changes 
in hunting pressure.  

4. Recommendation:  
Much of elk habitat on public land (state, federal, etc.) suffers from overly dense 
forests, invasive species, and low-quality forage to support elk throughout their 
life cycle. Executing active forest management techniques such as prescribed 
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burns, thinning, and other treatments enhance habitat for elk and other wildlife 
while improving overall forest health. A formal partnership across public 
landowners targeting elk resource needs is needed to help slow/reverse the 
shift of elk movement patterns from public to private land (in addition to 
approaches recommended above). 
  

V. Private land elk management  

A. FWP partners with private landowners on a number of programs designed to 
increase tolerance of elk, assist with game damage management, and provide 
hunting opportunities. However, few of these programs have measurable metrics 
which would allow assessment of whether the program is meeting the specific 
landowner and/or FWP elk management goals. In addition to assessing current 
programs, new approaches are needed to meet goals of both landowners and 
wildlife managers. There is recognition that a variety of tools will be needed to meet 
these goals based on location, challenges faced, elk population dynamics, etc. RMEF 
recognizes the important role of private landowners in elk management. 

1. Recommendation:  
Implementation/expansion of new or existing tools: 

a.  One Montana Master Hunter Program 
b.  Blackfoot Clearwater hunter management  
c.  Brucellosis surveillance in elk and livestock    
d.  Livestock disease testing/mitigation assistance 
e.  Elk occupancy agreements 
f.  Elk hazing 
g.  Hunter access leasing 
h.  Private land habitat leasing 
i. Partnerships with federal private land farm bill programs 

2. Recommendation:  
Establish quantitative and qualitive measures of success (biological and social) 
for each program implemented.  

3. Recommendation:  
Landowners participating in the citizen’s advisory groups have expressed 
frustration with increased challenges caused by hunters on private land. 
Strengthening laws/fines and enforcement around trespass, littering, and other 
damage that hunters might impose on landowners would be beneficial.   
 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment during the FWP Management Plan scoping 
period. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Blake L. Henning 
Chief Conservation Officer 



From: Austin Wargo
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] EMP Comments
Date: Thursday, October 13, 2022 8:30:28 AM

I have commented on specific districts that I hunt, but want to give an overall comment for the
elk management plan.  Lately it seems that the elk distribution has drastically changed from
public land to private, and when elk are over objective FWP opens up more tags for the unit,
but the elk killed are the accessible ones which just make less elk available on public and more
on private not solving the overall issue.  In the end it seems like instead of studying elk
distribution in a district and fixing the issue where it occurs, a broad blanket approach is
taken,  which sadly degrades hunting for the majority of hunters that do not have access to
private.  this issue needs to be addressed in the new EMP.

My other comment is elk being over objective seems to take all the focus of FWP and districts
that are under objective are not studied and no plans are put in place to increase populations in
these districts.  This is especially true in regions one and two.  The bob marshall should be an
elk hunting paradise for Montana, but sadly there are hardly any elk left in that area.  FWP
should be putting as much or more effort into increasing elk population in under objective
areas. It seems to me that fwp should be putting a large effort into studying the elk in these
areas, and doing habit improvements or look at other options to increase the elk population.

Sincerely,
Austin Wargo
East Helena, MT
 

mailto:austinwargo@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
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Parsons, Lindsey

From: John Palmer <JPalmer@valleybankhelena.com>
Sent: Monday, August 8, 2022 4:53 PM
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management plan

Hello – 
 
As a native born Montanan with ~50+ years in the field, I have a genuine vested interest in the Elk management plan.  In 
addition, I actually live in the heart of HD 380 and have a unique perspective on any wildlife plan because I literally see 
effects (good or bad) in my backyard…. 
 
First of all, more enforcement of any plan is needed.  More wardens.  More presence in the field.  With the influx of out-
of-state and un and/or under educated people in the field, “Fair Chase and Ethics” are becoming rare.  I have 
personally  experienced 2 poachings near me– one 350 class Bull and 1 cow on my property. 
(not to mention trespassing shed hunters). 
 
Second, I have witnessed mountain bike enthusiasts using chainsaws and shovels to enhance ‘existing’ game trails.   The 
influx of unnatural (not to mention illegal) activity has adverse effects on birth rates, birth weights, and  patterned trail 
use.  This must be addressed.  Any game management plan must address land use(s) and provide a solution to opposing 
objectives of said desired land use/public access. 
 
Third, in no way or under any circumstance do I favor having to choose rifle or bow season.  If there are too many elk in 
an area, allow a hunter to harvest two animals.  And, if there are too many hunters in the field in a given area, reduce 
the out-of-state tags for that area (or make it a draw area).  Native Montanans should have preference to hunt 
regardless of lost revenue (from out-of-state tags).  Revenue should be a function of proper management of resources 
and staffing across departments -not be reliant on tag sales.  This should be about the management of an extremely 
valuable resource: land and critters – not the agenda of some political faction. 
 
Fourth, the whole process seems to have become way too complicated. For example, current shoulder seasons allow an 
elk to be harvested as early as August and as late as February.  The pressure on the elk for 6 months is not good for them 
and in my experience, is counter-productive to herd reduction because they are pushed way deeper than Joe Public can 
get or they are on private land and not accessible to Joe Public.  If a specific HD is over-objective, then allow hunters to 
harvest more than one elk in December.  
 
Finally,  with regard to private ground, if the land owner wants to allow someone to hunt, that is their choice.  But the 
hunter needs to have legally obtained a tag specific to that HD – not be handed one from a guide. 
 
 
 
John Palmer | P:   406-274-6918 | 
 
 
This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) 
and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any 
unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If 
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply 
email and delete the original message. 







From: Gary Hammond
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Plan Comment
Date: Thursday, September 22, 2022 6:48:24 PM
Attachments: hhp white paper feb 2016.docx

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:mtduke1911@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov

To: FW Commissioners

From: Gary Hammond

Subject: Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP)

The following Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP) white paper describes a hunting access-incentive program that represents the efforts of former FWP staff (all now retired) that addresses private land hunting access. We believed then, as now, that establishing elk population objectives through the season-setting process (and through the Elk Plan) without addressing the larger question of access is bound to fail. We believe that the HHP program should be included as an integral part of both season setting and the future implementation of the Elk Plan.         

Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP)

The Montana Constitution declares in Article 9, section 7 that, “The opportunity to harvest wild fish and game animals is a heritage that shall forever be preserved to the individual citizens of the state and does not create a right to trespass on private property or diminution of private rights.”

The Montana Constitution in that section implies that there is a balance to be established between the public wildlife trust and private property rights. Part of the solution lies in the need to create a new incentive effort whereby all relevant parties contribute to solutions and where all relevant parties receive an appropriate reward, while simultaneously protecting both the public wildlife trust and private property.

The majority of sportsmen and landowners inherently recognize that there is a need to restore a sense of community between sportsmen and landowners. Not that many years ago, there were rural communities that welcomed hunters each fall, and where landowners and sportsmen got to know each other, which also helped the economies of those small communities.  

Toward that end, HHP endeavors to incentivize counties and private landowners who provide public hunting access. The target landowner group for HHP includes landowners who are not presently enrolled in FWPs block management program, and landowners who do not choose to provide commercial outfitting services. According to FWPs 2009 Responsive Management Unit research summary # 27, the previously targeted HHP landowner group includes the majority of private landowners.

Specifically, HHP would establish a grant program whereby counties play a lead role in working with local private landowners to provide public hunting access. 

Counties benefit economically by increased revenues to local businesses, and counties become eligible for infrastructure funding which includes, but are not limited to road maintenance, weed control, fire protection, search and rescue…

Private landowners benefit by the aforementioned improved county services (road maintenance, weed control, fire protection) and by game damage reductions, by addressing disease issues shared by both wildlife and livestock, by participating in land (habitat) stewardship programs, which may include grazing system improvements (which may include fencing, water developments, weed control, etc.).

Hunters benefit by increased hunting access.

A citizens’ board, including county commissioners, sportsmen, livestock operators, and FWP would  evaluate grant applications and prioritize grants for funding. Counties would provide hunter access services in coordination with landowners. 

Funding sources could include a Montana Legislative appropriation (such as funding provided through  proceeds generated by the recently approved marijuana initiative), a private land access stamp, a federal appropriation, and, private funding sources, including sporting equipment stores, gun manufacturers, conservation NGOs, others… 

It is time for a new effort to reestablish relationships between sportsmen and landowners!

CC: Director Hank Worsec







To: FW Commissioners 

From: Gary Hammond 

Subject: Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP) 

The following Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP) white paper describes a hunting access-incentive 
program that represents the efforts of former FWP staff (all now retired) that addresses private land 
hunting access. We believed then, as now, that establishing elk population objectives through the 
season-setting process (and through the Elk Plan) without addressing the larger question of access is 
bound to fail. We believe that the HHP program should be included as an integral part of both season 
setting and the future implementation of the Elk Plan.          

Hunting Heritage Partnership (HHP) 

The Montana Constitution declares in Article 9, section 7 that, “The opportunity to harvest wild fish and 
game animals is a heritage that shall forever be preserved to the individual citizens of the state and does 
not create a right to trespass on private property or diminution of private rights.” 

The Montana Constitution in that section implies that there is a balance to be established between the 
public wildlife trust and private property rights. Part of the solution lies in the need to create a new 
incentive effort whereby all relevant parties contribute to solutions and where all relevant parties 
receive an appropriate reward, while simultaneously protecting both the public wildlife trust and private 
property. 

The majority of sportsmen and landowners inherently recognize that there is a need to restore a sense 
of community between sportsmen and landowners. Not that many years ago, there were rural 
communities that welcomed hunters each fall, and where landowners and sportsmen got to know each 
other, which also helped the economies of those small communities.   

Toward that end, HHP endeavors to incentivize counties and private landowners who provide public 
hunting access. The target landowner group for HHP includes landowners who are not presently 
enrolled in FWPs block management program, and landowners who do not choose to provide 
commercial outfitting services. According to FWPs 2009 Responsive Management Unit research 
summary # 27, the previously targeted HHP landowner group includes the majority of private 
landowners. 

Specifically, HHP would establish a grant program whereby counties play a lead role in working with 
local private landowners to provide public hunting access.  

Counties benefit economically by increased revenues to local businesses, and counties become eligible 
for infrastructure funding which includes, but are not limited to road maintenance, weed control, fire 
protection, search and rescue… 

Private landowners benefit by the aforementioned improved county services (road maintenance, weed 
control, fire protection) and by game damage reductions, by addressing disease issues shared by both 
wildlife and livestock, by participating in land (habitat) stewardship programs, which may include grazing 
system improvements (which may include fencing, water developments, weed control, etc.). 

Hunters benefit by increased hunting access. 



A citizens’ board, including county commissioners, sportsmen, livestock operators, and FWP would  
evaluate grant applications and prioritize grants for funding. Counties would provide hunter access 
services in coordination with landowners.  

Funding sources could include a Montana Legislative appropriation (such as funding provided through  
proceeds generated by the recently approved marijuana initiative), a private land access stamp, a 
federal appropriation, and, private funding sources, including sporting equipment stores, gun 
manufacturers, conservation NGOs, others…  

It is time for a new effort to reestablish relationships between sportsmen and landowners! 

CC: Director Hank Worsec 

 

 





















14 October 2022

Montana Wildlife Federation
40 West Lawrence Street
PO Box 1175
Helena, MT 59624

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Attn: Wildlife
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT, 59620-0701

RE:  Elk Management Plan Revision Initial Scoping

Dear Director Worsech,

The Montana Wildlife Federation (MWF) is the state’s largest hunter and angler advocacy
organization consisting of thousands of Montanans who value sound fish and wildlife
management and our storied hunting and outdoor legacy. Together with our nineteen
(19) affiliated clubs, we ensure that wildlife conservation dollars and efforts are
efficiently spent on wildlife-related activities, promote sound biology in managing our
state’s wildlife, and safeguard our hunting heritage.

No creature stirs the hearts and minds of Montanans quite like elk. Since the restoration
of public trust elk to the Montana landscape decades ago, hunter-conservationists,
organized by the Montana Wildlife Federation, have worked tirelessly to ensure the elk
will roam the mountains and prairies of Montana in perpetuity. This public scoping
effort by the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (Department/FWP) comes at a time
when the future of Montana's long-standing traditions of ethical, fair chase hunting,
wildlife management primarily for the benefit of Montanans and public access for all are
at a crossroads. For this reason, we are grateful to be able to participate in the
Department's Elk Plan Public Scoping process as we rewrite our Elk Management Plan
(EMP).

The following are some broad recommendations and initial observations at the outset of
this process. Additionally, we would strongly encourage the Department to heed the
feedback from our local biologists and affiliated organizations, given the breadth of their
local knowledge and experience. Finally, we embrace this opportunity to provide public
comment and collaborate with our friends and allies in the Department.

Elk Plan Guiding Principles
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We recommend the Department make updates to the EMP that align with and are based
on the Guiding Principles developed by the Department’s Elk Management Plan Initial
Guidance Citizens Group (2020). These Guiding Principles are critical to the successful
implementation of the elk management plan:

- Represents the diversity of Montanans who are impacted by elk management
- Considers all viewpoints and is collaborative in nature
- Ensures the new  elk management plan is biologically and sociologically balanced
- Maximizes collaborative opportunities for stakeholders to be involved in the

decision-making process both in transparently formulating and implementing the
Elk Management Plan

- Maximizes the integration of the best available peer-reviewed scientific data into
the elk management decision-making processes

- Maintains the public trust management of elk
- Maintains FWP’s primary role in the management of elk
- Ensures regular review and update of management and population objectives

With these sideboards in place, we believe we can develop a plan to manage our public
wildlife for the good of all Montanans and foster closer ties between all those who care
for Montana’s wildlife.

Opportunities vs. Success
Montanans know that with complexity comes opportunity, both in terms of harvest and
quality wildlife management. Montana has had long seasons based on hunter
satisfaction and abundant game on public land, which has served Montanans well for
decades. Family traditions have been formed around opening days, thanksgiving hunts,
and hunting camps. Maintaining those traditions and their long seasons becomes
challenging as legislation creeps in for special seasons and the push for shoulder seasons.

The fact is that Montana is significantly low on the success spectrum of states that
harvest bull elk on public lands during the regular seasons. The current success rate in
Montana is 13% for public land elk hunters. It rises to 26% when all seasons and either
sex is added. This information tells us that the Department’s current elk management
approach is inconsistent with what the customers want. The desired outcome is
legitimate opportunities to harvest a mature bull elk on public land and sensible
management of overall herd numbers based on biological information relative to
carrying capacity as much as it means social tolerance from landowners.

Structure, Timing, and Length of Seasons
Other states with higher harvest levels than Montana during their general seasons often
split deer and elk, change seasons based on hunter distribution, and ensure minimal
conflicts in the field. MWF supports looking at how we structure seasons to maximize
harvest success and maintain long seasons and opportunities. Additionally, season length
could be tailored around opportunities and ensuring that animals are not constantly
pressured through six months of hunting.

Shoulder Seasons
When Montana began extended elk “shoulder seasons” in 2015, they were not
meant to be permanent. More importantly, they were never meant to replace the
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elk harvest during our five-week general rifle season. Years of peer-reviewed science and
the ethics of Montanans tell us that this is not the way to address high elk numbers.

The Commission previously shortened these seasons because they weren’t meeting the
criteria the people of Montana agreed to. Those included data collections on how these
late seasons were working, whether there was an increase in elk harvest during the
five-week rifle season, and whether we were getting half of the needed harvest in the
archery and general rifle season. The Department has yet to provide the public with the
data on how these seasons are working and whether they’re meeting the criteria for a
shoulder season.

Shoulder seasons aren’t meant to replace general season harvest. Hunters support fair
chase and ethical hunting. Chasing elk in deep snow and bitter cold are unethical
practices not endorsed by hunters or the general public. This was never the deal with the
Montana hunters; extending these hunts another month after elk have been hunted for
five months is wrong.

As the trustee of our public wildlife resources, we recommend that the Department
maintain the agreements made with the public. In addition, we asked that the
department follow its own criteria, including shoulder seasons only in districts that are
over-objective, shoulder seasons only as a last resort, shoulder seasons as a supplement
to the harvest achieved during the general season, and shoulder seasons only in areas
where the public has been actively involved in helping address undesirable elk numbers
on private land. To do this, we strongly recommend that the department base these
decisions on the best available science and current data. Finally, we encourage the
commission to rely on the public, collaborative process of the Elk Management Plan
revision process to continue, utilizing this process to identify issues and potential
solutions.

Objective numbers
We feel that current elk population objectives need to be modified. We support FWP’s
desire to develop more strategic and flexible elk population objectives; however, some
management units that are chronically over-objective are well below nutritional
carrying capacity. Additionally, these population objectives have not been adjusted for
almost two decades.

We suggest increasing district population objectives more closely aligned with current
observed populations. We propose balancing those objectives based on nutritional
carrying capacity and landowner tolerance.

We propose that FWP work with local hunters, landowners, and outfitters toward this
goal to develop triggers within the revised elk plan that include higher sex and cow/calf
ratios, which encourage more age diversity in bull elk, and overall herd integrity.

Habitat
Habitat management and public and private land improvement should be a significant
focus of the new EMP. To do this, FWP should cultivate collaboration between public land
management agencies at the local level, improve public land elk habitat, seek innovative
ways to encourage and incentivize private-land habitat, and develop more effective
relationships for conservation, restoration, and stewardship of private lands.
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Additionally, we encourage FWP to increase its focus on restoring native ranges and
grasses in eastern Montana, work toward improving and increasing habitat functionality
in western Montana, and control noxious weeds.

Conclusion
As the trustee of our public wildlife resources, we recommend that the Department
maintain the agreements made with the public and ask that the Department follow its
own criteria. To do this, we strongly recommend that the Department base these
decisions on the best available science and current data. Finally, we encourage the
commission to rely on the public, collaborative process of the Elk Management Plan
revision process to continue, utilizing this process to identify issues and potential
solutions.

We are grateful and thank the Department for this opportunity to comment. In summary,
we support strong protection for robust wildlife, quality habitat, and meaningful access
for outdoors people. We appreciate the Department’s effort to seek public input and now
ask that you heed the sound recommendations you receive. We appreciate the
complexity of these issues and look forward to being a partner with
landowners, hunters, wildlife enthusiasts, and the Department as we seek to find the best
solution for the resource and all Montanans.

Sincerely,

Marcus Strange
Director of State Policy and Government Relations
Montana Wildlife Federation

4



From: Logan Jackson
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Elk Plan
Date: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 7:16:10 PM

Good Evening,

I live and predominantly in region 3. However, I every year or two I travel to other regions to
hunt, depending on draw results. I have spent a fair amount of time in every region, often
camping, hiking, fishing or hunting. That is simply stated to indicate I have some boots on the
ground experience. 

It seems recent changes were made to address elk and elk hunting in Montana. As many of
these changes are going into the first season of applicability, it seems that making additional
changes without knowing the result would be premature. Further it would appear to be
completely antithetical to the scientific method. As a supporter of the very successful North
American Model of Wildlife Conservation, I would suggest relying on the tenants established
in this model.

It appears, based on the numbers provided the crux of the issue is not simply an
overpopulation of elk. It is hunters inability to access elk due to the elk moving onto private
land. It appears the number of hunters in Montana has been on the increase, as out of state tags
are addressed in statute, the likely assumption is due to our increasing population exasperated
by CoVID. At the same time hunter success rates are falling. More hunters on the same land
encourage elk to move to other areas, in this case private lands. 

I wholeheartedly value private property, and the related rights, and that is most certainly at this
point a complicating factor. Historically more land was available to hunters as the land owners
wished to lessen the toll on their land. A question may be, what has changed in regards to this.
Certainly demographics have and are changing. However, Montana values must not be lost. 

My suggestion would be to further programs to work on the public/private interface.
Additionally we need to grow programs such as BMA to facilitate the access, possibly
increasing payments to landowners. I would be more than willing to pay more for tags to assist
in facilitating this.

I am opposed to the privatization of wildlife. We historically have been a guiding light
worldwide in regards to wildlife management. I am opposed to the choose you weapon
concept as that appears knee jerk without see if prior changes had a measurable effect. I am
opposed to public welfare for outfitters. As a proponent of free market capitalism, if they can’t
make it on their business model they deserve to go out of business. We vote everyday with the
dollars we spend.

I am optimistic an appropriate plan will be developed. I am raising my two sons to appreciate
the great outdoor Montana traditions. To continue this I must remain optimistic. I believe that
engagement involving wildlife management agencies, land owners, and hunters can result in
increased hunting opportunities, reduced toll from wildlife on private lands, and better
management for wildlife. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if I can provide anything further.

mailto:kloganjackson@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov


Best Regards,
K. Logan Jackson 
-- 
Best Regards, 
Logan Jackson



From: Randall luken
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I’m Randall Luken. I started bow hunting big game 57 years ago in Minnesota. I have taken my

share of animals . PS fact I have learned is animals know it’s hunting season after about 2weeks of hunting.
They know from seeing, smelling an...

Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 2:26:40 PM

Thank you Randall Luken

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:lukenro@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov




 

 

 

 

 

October 13, 2022 

 

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 
Attn: Wildlife 
P.O. Box 200701 
Helena, MT 59620-0701 
 
 
RE: TRCP Comments Regarding Scoping for the Elk Management Plan Revision 

 

Dear Elk Management Plan Revision Team: 

The Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership (TRCP) is a conservation organization working to 

guarantee all Americans quality places to hunt and fish. The TRCP works with sixty-two formal partners and 

represents over 130,000 individual members nationally, including more than 3,500 throughout Montana. 

The conservation of fish and wildlife habitat and public access for outdoor recreation on our public lands 

are of great interest to us and our members. We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments for 

scoping for the Montana Elk Management Plan (EMP) revision. 

Elk as a Public Resource 

In support of the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, elk and other wildlife are a public trust 

and are to be scientifically managed by the State for the long-term benefit of the resource and this resource 

belongs to everyone not just the privileged. Public policy, excise taxes and federal and state laws have 

supported conservation efforts since the early 1900s and have combined money with management 

philosophy to create one of the most successful wildlife recovery and management systems in the word. 

We ask that management directives aimed at resolving conflict between varying groups support and 

maintain elk as a public resource. 

Population Objectives 

Estimating big game population numbers is one of the most challenging and expensive aspects of wildlife 

management. Except for specific and local research projects, most big game counts are estimates. For key 

areas and populations, trend counts are conducted that attempt to determine change in population 

numbers from year to year. Estimating elk populations in NW Montana is much different than estimating 

populations in other parts of the state. 



Conditions on the ground across Montana have changed since the last Elk Management Plan was  updated 

in 2005. Montana has experienced significant increases in human population, exploding recreation 

demands, increasing habitat fragmentation, and amenity ranches. When these are changes combined with 

challenges to habitat and forage conditions, longer warmer growing seasons, lower snowpack averages and 

expanding large predator populations it points to a need to reset objectives both biologically and socially. 

New objectives for selected HDs should be established using the best available data, proven methodologies 

and educating the public and landowners as to how these objectives are reached. 

Hunting District 250 

Montana FWP should consider lowering objectives in this HD from its current level. This would give more 

flexibility in management decisions. Since 2012 the unit has had no cow harvest and brow-tine bull hunting 

is by limited permit only and numbers are still well below objectives. Consideration should be given to 

lowering the objectives, retain limited entry for archery and consider incremental loosening of rifle 

restrictions. This district could also benefit from habitat disturbance and other restoration projects to 

improve forage conditions for big game. 

Hunting District 201 

Montana FWP should consider developing sub-objectives for this HD. Since the HD was redrawn, it holds 

several smaller, distinct herds that interface, at least part of the year, with urban and developed areas that 

have varying habitat conditions, opportunities for access, hunting pressure, and social tolerances.  

Migration Habitat Conservation  

Over the course of the past five years, significant new state and federal policies, research and mapping 

have been completed on ungulate migrations and winter range that are not presently fully considered in 

the current EMP. First, in 2020, the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks adopted a Terrestrial 

Wildlife Movement and Migration Strategy to focus on migration corridor conservation. The purpose of this 

Strategy Document is to clarify how wildlife movement and migration conservation is incorporated into the 

existing habitat and big game conservation efforts of FWP. The FWP Strategy Document includes Action 4, 

which directs the agency to “Incorporate wildlife movement and migration areas more explicitly in FWP 

habitat programs and plan updates to make resources available for conserving habitat and improving 

landscape permeability specific to wildlife movement and migration.”  The Departments involvement in 

science-based land use planning is important. It is considerably cheaper to protect wildlife corridors before 

development pressure arrives. Montana FWP has further identified multiple migration corridors and other 

crucial seasonal habitats in their most recent State Action Plan that was updated to include eastern 

portions of the state (Figure 1). These migration routes were derived from FWP’s GPS collar data which 

delineates low, medium, and high-use corridors to elucidate specific habitat types. For example, this 

research has confirmed or identified important elk migration routes in HD 270, 319, 300, 302, 441, 442, and 

704. 

Second, in 2018, The Secretary of Interior signed SO 3362, which Directs DOI to work with western states, 

including Montana to enhance and improve big game winter range and migration corridors. This policy 

directive was further reinforced by the May 2021 Conserving and Restoring America the Beautiful Report, 

where the current federal administration committed to “Expand Collaborative Conservation of Fish and 

Wildlife Habitats and Corridors,” and continuing with the implementation of SO 3362. 



According to polling information conducted by New Bridge Strategy, 88% of Montanan’s that were 

surveyed said that efforts to conserve migration routes in Montana was important (Figure 2). One of the 

most effective ways to protect these habitats is Habitat Montana. This popular program needs robust 

funding to permanently protect important wildlife and migration habitats by working with willing 

landowners on conservation easements and targeted fee title acquisitions. This program also provides for 

public hunting opportunities and keeps working lands intact. We recommend that FWP ensures that the 

new Habitat Leasing Program is additive to conservation outcomes and doesn’t get used to replace other 

Habitat Montana opportunities. 

FWP Should Consider Expanded Partnerships with NRCS and Local Stakeholders 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture recently announced an expanded partnership with the State of 

Wyoming that uses diverse Farm Bill investments to support voluntary conservation of private working 

lands and migratory big game habitat. The program utilizes existing NRCS programs that owners of working 

lands are already familiar with such as Grassland CRP, EQIP, and the Agricultural Conservation Easement 

Program (ACEP). This expanded work with NRCS could complement existing state programs such as Habitat 

Montana and the new Habitat Leasing Program.   

Landowner Incentives and increased elk tolerance on private lands 

We recommend that FWP consider the creation of a new program or modification of existing programs to 

achieve the following outcomes: 

 • Help reduce and mitigate conflicts on agricultural working lands and facilitate wildlife movement, 

primarily by providing assistance to landowners for depredation, habitat improvement, disease prevention, 

fencing improvement, carnivore conflict reduction, and local collaboration capacity. Public access would 

not necessarily be a requirement.  

• Further FWP’s mission for the stewardship of the fish and wildlife resources of Montana. 

 How it could be organized: 

 Local working groups or committees are formed where conflict areas have been identified. The groups are 

comprised of landowners, agencies, sportsmen, and other local stakeholders.  

Where it could be applied:  

Both private and public lands. Financial resources must be significant, predictable, and provided for by 

statute, and which could be matched with other public and private funding sources. Applicants submit 

proposals for funding to the local committee for review.  

Likely benefits:  

• landowners, agencies, sportsmen, and stakeholders work together to solve conflict issues;  

• landowners have a place to go to be heard and to resolve conflicts locally;  

• committees and financial partners provide direct funding for awarded projects; 

 • seasonal wildlife movement is sustained on the landscape and supported by landowners; and  

• FWP has the political and social support to manage wildlife as determined through the statewide elk and 

mule deer management plans, and the statewide Terrestrial Wildlife Movement and Migration Strategy.  

 

Types of projects that could apply: 

https://www.fsa.usda.gov/news-room/news-releases/2022/usda-commits-to-big-game-conservation-partnership-with-the-state-of-wyoming-initial-investments-forthcoming
https://www.fsa.usda.gov/news-room/news-releases/2022/usda-commits-to-big-game-conservation-partnership-with-the-state-of-wyoming-initial-investments-forthcoming


 Habitat improvement; fence improvement and/or repair; game damage; quarantine costs; information and 

education; measures to reduce conflict with carnivores; transaction costs for conservation easements on 

working lands; and capacity for local collaboratives. 

 Similar existing programs:  

Montana presently has the Game Damage Program, the Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program, and the 

Livestock Loss Board. These provide value, but they are either restrictive in what they will fund, or funding 

is inadequate, or both. FWP could consider the Habitat Partnership Program in Colorado, which is popular 

with landowners and sportsmen, to identify expanded opportunities in Montana. 

 This program, if designed successfully, could address the following common needs identified at the PLPW 

December 2020 landowner panel:  

• improved communications and relationships between landowners and agencies;  

• engagement with locally led collaboratives;  

• conservation finance;  

• state-wide venue to work towards solutions; and 

 • moving beyond access to resolve issues 

Montana FWP could also consider expanding the regional hunter coordinator position that has been piloted 

in Region 2. These coordinators develop relationships with landowners and work to connect vetted hunters 

with landowners that could allow limited access for public hunters to elk populations that would otherwise 

be inaccessible. This helps develop lasting relationships between landowners and agency personnel, moves 

the burden of managing access away from the landowner to the agency and select hunters, and improves 

the likelihood of a positive experience for both the hunter and the landowner. 

Recreation Impacts 

 Montana outdoor recreation activities appear to be at an all-time high. Especially camping, boating, 

hunting, hiking, mountain biking, and OHV use. Below specifics pulled from recent reports and articles that 

help demonstrate this trend:  

• According to the Dillon Tribune, “Hunting districts in the Tendoy Elk Management Unit have received 

increasing amounts of hunting pressure, reaching record highs in the 2020 hunting season.”  

• A 2020 poll conducted by the University of Montana on public land use, asked Residents if they had 

“visited any new public lands in Montana that they had not previously visited in the past 12 months,” and 

40 percent of respondents from southwest Montana said yes. “Over half (59%) of all residents surveyed 

indicated that they had camped in Montana in the last year (trailer/RV camping included)” and “roughly a 

quarter of respondents (23%) claimed they tried to go camping but couldn't find availability at their 

preferred location.” 

 • A new report shows that outdoor recreation in counties such as Beaverhead County is a massive 

economic driver, generating more than $167 million each year for Montana’s economy while creating over 

1,400 jobs. 

 • Yellowstone national park visitation set a record in 2021, up 28% from 2020. Montana State Park 

visitation set a record in 2020 that was followed by another big year in 2021. Further, TRCP understands 

state and federal agencies are receiving increased requests for mountain bike trail expansion, 

demonstrating the continued increase of recreational demands in many areas of the state. There is a 



growing body of scientific research on the impacts of trail-based recreation activities on big game, 

particularly elk populations. 1 2 3 4 Wildlife researchers in Colorado have documented that unrestrained trail-

based recreation during the summer calving season disturbs elk and can negatively impact elk calf survival, 

resulting in negative impacts to elk populations. 5 There is also evidence that removal of recreation 

disturbance during summer calving can increase survival rates and bolster elk populations.6 To be proactive 

in planning recreation settings, recreation interactions, and to mitigate wildlife impacts from recreation, 

the state should reevaluate OHV designations in selected areas to consider if additional area closures— 

including seasonal closures—are necessary to protect sensitive habitats, or if it is necessary for the state to 

establish recreational trail density limits in popular recreation areas to maintain habitat function for big 

game. Based on current research, these trail densities and area closures should include restrictions on 

nonmotorized recreation. 

Habitat Restoration on State, Federal and Private Lands 

Montana FWP should continue to pursue partnerships and funding opportunities for habitat improvement 

such as rangeland restoration, and improved forage conditions on WMAs and other state, federal and 

private lands. Game ranges that anchor big game migrations such as Sun River, Judith River, Wall Creek, 

Blackfoot-Clearwater, Mount Haggin, etc. remain essential for elk winter survival and reducing depredation 

on adjacent private lands. The Blackfoot-Clearwater Forest thinning and encroachment project, Mount 

Haggin Uplands project and the Three-mile WMA thinning project are excellent examples of habitat 

restoration, fuel reduction projects on federal and state lands. The FWP should continue to pursue 

partnerships and leverage funding programs such as the USFS’s Good Neighbor Authority to accelerate 

habitat improvement projects in and around these important wildlife areas. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Scott Laird 
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership 
725 W. Alder, Ste 1 
Missoula, MT 598902 
slaird@trcp.org  

 
1 Wisdom, M. J., H. K. Preisler, L.M. Naylor, R.G. Anthony, B.K. Johnson, M.M. Rowland. 2018. Elk response to trail 
based recreation on public forests. Forest Ecology and Management 411 (2018) 223-233. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.01.032 
2 Naylor, L. M., M. J. Wisdom, and R. G. Anthony. 2009. Behavioral responses of North America elk to recreational 
activity. The Journal of Wildlife Management 73:328-338. 
3 Wisdom, M. J., A. A. Ager, H. K. Preisler, N. J. Cimon, and B. K. Johnson. 2004. Effects of off-road recreation on mule 
deer and elk. Transactions of the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference 69:67-80. 
4 Taylor A. R., and R. L Knight. 2003. Wildlife response to recreational and associated visitor perceptions. Ecological 
Applications 13:951-963. 
5 https://www.hcn.org/articles/wildlife-hiking-trails-are-a-path-to-destruction-for-colorado-elk-vail 
6 Phillips, G.E and Alldredge, A.W. 2000. Reproductive success of elk following disturbance by humans during calving 
season. Journal of Wildlife Management. 64(2):520-530 



 



 



From: Montana Chapter
To: FWP Wildlife
Cc: Montana Chapter
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Montana BHA"s 2022 Elk Management Scoping Comments
Date: Friday, October 14, 2022 2:33:20 PM
Attachments: Elk Scoping Comments and the 2023 Elk Management Plan.pdf

Director Worsech -

The Montana Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers submits the following comments in response to the 2022
Elk Management Scoping process.

We appreciate your careful consideration,

- John B. Sullivan III, Board Chair

mailto:montana@backcountryhunters.org
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
mailto:montana@backcountryhunters.org
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October 14, 2022 


Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 


Attn: Wildlife 


P.O. Box 200701 


Helena, MT 59620-0701 


 


Re: 2022 Elk Management Scoping Comments 


  


 


Director Worsech: 


 


 


The Montana Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers is a grassroots, volunteer-led 


conservation group with roughly 3,000 dues-paying members in the state, plus tens of thousands 


of supporters. Our members care deeply about quality wildlife habitat and equitable, fair-chase 


hunting and fishing opportunities. There are few things that get our members more fired up than 


elk hunting and elk management. 


 


First, we’d like to recognize the hard work being put in by the Department, the Commission, 


PLPW and EQC to find a better path forward with elk management. 


 


Our Chapter has taken every opportunity to contribute towards improving elk management in 


Montana. We actively engage on legislative bills related to elk management and work with the 


Fish & Wildlife Commission, FWP staff, the PLPW, with the EQC and with FWP’s Citizen’s Elk 


Management Citizen Advisory Group. We’ve attended Elk Management Scoping Meetings, FWP 


open houses and more. We are one of the founding members of the non-governmental Montana 


Citizen’s Elk Management Coalition and we intervened in a lawsuit against FWP and the Fish & 


Wildlife Commission that threatens Montana’s elk populations, hunter opportunities and sound 


wildlife management. In other words, we are very aware of the issues before us, have spent a lot 


of time on these items and hope and expect that our comments are taken seriously as well-


intended solutions for the issues we face today regarding elk management.  


 


We submit the following comments relative to the 2022 Elk Management Plan Scoping effort: 
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1. Problematic Elk Objectives 


 


The elk management objectives set in 2005 have created more problems than solutions. Those 


numbers were set using social tolerance for elk at the time, or in some cases just the population 


at that time, and both have changed significantly in the last two decades. At the very least, FWP 


needs to revisit objectives while factoring in biological carrying capacities, land ownership 


changes, public access challenges, inaccessible herds, and deterioration to wildlife habitat on 


public lands – especially security habitat - and adjust elk objectives and management plans 


accordingly. 


 


However, we see the expectation that FWP must manage to meet those objectives as 


unreasonable and only exacerbating the problem. Here’s why this approach is incredibly 


problematic:  


 


While it sounds good in theory, the fact is that managing elk populations to meet objectives 


requires both hunter and landowner participation, and the state cannot force participation from 


landowners in elk management. Using the last 18 years as evidence, we can see that without 


landowner cooperation, the idea of managing to elk population objectives did not work, and 


quite likely never will. We cannot manage elk that we cannot access. 


 


To FWP’s credit, the department recognized this problem in the 2005 plan when they specifically 


mentioned that inaccessible elk should not be counted in management objectives; however, 


without exception, that direction has not been followed and inaccessible elk continue to balloon 


the elk counts. This misstep has led FWP to liberalize seasons, tags, and permits – thinking that 


more tags, longer seasons and more hunters will kill more elk – but what we’ve seen is that this 


strategy intensifies the problem rather than helping solve it (more tags for longer periods of time 


puts more pressure on the publicly accessible elk, pushing more elk onto inaccessible lands). 


 


We acknowledge that setting population objectives is an important tool in wildlife management, 


and a good goal to shoot for, but there are too many externalities that FWP cannot control and 


meeting those objectives should not be mandated. They should be goals, not ‘requirements.’ 


 


For those who believe there are too many elk, or are experiencing legitimate elk concentration 


issues, it’s important to remember that Montana FWP has worked hard to develop numerous, 


incentive-based programs in which landowners can participate in to reduce local elk numbers or 


to compensate landowners for losses caused by elk. These include but are not limited to the hunt 
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roster damage hunts, shoulder seasons, block management, widely available cow elk tags (up to 


three (3) per hunter), crop damage payments, the 454 elk hunting access agreements, landowner 


permits and more. Highlighting these tools in the new elk plan while continuing to improve them 


is key. 


 


It’s become clear that the controlling factor of elk management in Montana is not biological 


carrying capacity or landowner/social tolerance, or the number of hunters or tags, it’s access. 


FWP would be wise to accept that and adjust the elk plan accordingly to reflect that reality. 


 


2. Non-Resident Hunter Cap 


 


We understand the need to address hunter crowding and hunter distribution. We are not 


currently in favor of changing to a pick-your- season/weapon scenario, and we remain 


unconvinced that this will have any significant impact on the issue of either hunter crowding nor 


elk distribution. We are dedicated however to ensuring resident hunters do not lose the tradition 


and opportunities provided by Montana’s long and diverse hunting seasons, though we fully 


admit that unless changes are made, the current season structure may not be sustainable. 


 


Along those lines, we suggest that Montana FWP strive for a firm 10% cap for all non-resident 


hunting opportunities. This would include not just the current non-resident A tag permits and 


licenses that are capped, but also cow B tags as well as other big game licenses and permits. 


Currently, we have a complicated system which is both deceptive and confusing and allows for 


far more than 10% non-resident elk hunters – not to mention non-residents hunting deer, upland, 


bear, and others – which creates a significant amount of hunting pressure. Elk don’t know what 


tag a hunter has in their pocket, and a 90:10 split between resident and non-resident hunters is 


both reasonable, and equitable and puts the resident hunters first, as it should be, while still 


allowing ample opportunity for non-residents and the guiding and outfitting industry. We believe 


changes to current discounted licenses for non-residents, along with the increasing number of 


resident licenses being sold, combined with increases in Pittman Robertson funds as well as 


potential new funding sources like the Recovering America’s Wildlife Act will more than make up 


for any fiscal loss for the Department resulting from a firm 10% cap. 


 


3. Elk Security, Habitat Improvements and Travel Management  


 


Simply put, we can't expect elk to be - or stay - on public lands if they don't have both quality 


feed and a sense of security. We encourage FWP to continue to work with - and perhaps put even 


more resources into collaborative efforts with - public land management agencies including the 
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U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management on both grazing management and travel 


management plans. 


 


So much of the discussion and focus regarding elk management lately has centered on private 


lands and public access to inaccessible elk, but we encourage FWP to look at the other side of the 


fence of this issue as well. More emphasis on public lands habitat improvements and careful 


travel management as well as utilizing Habitat Montana to create new opportunities from 


acquisitions and perpetual easements will help to both better distribute elk and provide access 


to them during hunting seasons. 


 


We cannot underemphasize how important this public lands (or publicly accessible lands) habitat 


piece of the elk management puzzle is, and we encourage the department to continue and to 


expand their efforts with public land management agencies in this regard. 


 


4. Mandatory Reporting and Elk Counts 


 


Accurate harvest reporting is a key component of herd and population management, and one 


that needs to be significantly improved on. Mandatory harvest reporting has been adopted by 


neighboring states and has been successful. Every license holder should be required to report 


harvest (or lack thereof) before they are allowed to buy another. Today’s technology makes this 


very simple, and it could dramatically improve harvest data in Montana. FWP’s cell phone app 


could be a great tool for this. 


 


Additionally, better population counts are needed. In many Region 1 Hunt Districts, for example, 


phone-collected harvest data is the only tool being used to measure herd numbers, giving FWP 


and Montanans an incomplete picture of elk populations at best. We need to get a better grasp 


on herd numbers year after year and the impact hunting has on elk populations and distributions, 


and then adjust accordingly. 


 


5. Annual Hunting Regulations Adjustments  


 


When needed, Montana FWP should allow for hunting regulations to be adjusted annually. This 


would allow prescriptive management based on previous year’s (mandatory) harvest reporting 


and other inputs and would allow FWP to react to on-the-ground condition changes such as 


severe weather, success rates, or land ownership.  


 


6. Regional Meetings 
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We ask FWP institute annual Hunt District-specific stakeholder meetings facilitated by FWP field 


biologists to fine-tune season setting. Encouraging participation from landowners, hunters, and 


others, these could lead to direct and productive discussions about current on-the-ground 


conditions and identify solutions and uncontentious (or less contentious) paths forward. 


Meetings should be supplemented with a standardized online comment period to solicit input to 


help identify what is working - and what isn’t - at a very localized level. 


 


7. Increase the number of Hunt Districts  


 


Montana FWP should create more (not fewer) hunting districts. Fewer, larger districts with 


blanket regulations tend to experience overharvest in portions of the HDs, while harvest in areas 


with the higher populations remain relatively untouched due to poor access options.  


 


More, smaller hunting districts would allow for refined management allowing FWP and hunters 


to target elk management problem areas using a more adaptive, localized and 


temporally/spatially sophisticated approach. The recent consolidation of hunt districts has 


achieved the opposite and is not what we need to address the current elk distribution issues.  


 


 


In closing, we appreciate the Department for recognizing that an elk management plan revision 


is long overdue and being willing to take this on. We remain optimistic that with careful 


considerations and honest acceptance of on-the-ground realities around elk management, public 


access, and problematic concentrations of elk - and the real reasons behind those - that we can 


find a path forward that addresses the legitimate concerns while not giving into demands that 


would privatize and commercialize our elk. If we don't proceed carefully here, we risk 


accomplishing little while unnecessarily forcing Montanans to sacrifice the equitable hunting 


opportunities and traditions we cherish. And once they're gone, they'll be very hard to get back.  


 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment,  


 
John B. Sullivan III, Board Chair  


The Montana Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers 
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October 14, 2022 

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 

Attn: Wildlife 

P.O. Box 200701 

Helena, MT 59620-0701 

 

Re: 2022 Elk Management Scoping Comments 

  

 

Director Worsech: 

 

 

The Montana Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers is a grassroots, volunteer-led 

conservation group with roughly 3,000 dues-paying members in the state, plus tens of thousands 

of supporters. Our members care deeply about quality wildlife habitat and equitable, fair-chase 

hunting and fishing opportunities. There are few things that get our members more fired up than 

elk hunting and elk management. 

 

First, we’d like to recognize the hard work being put in by the Department, the Commission, 

PLPW and EQC to find a better path forward with elk management. 

 

Our Chapter has taken every opportunity to contribute towards improving elk management in 

Montana. We actively engage on legislative bills related to elk management and work with the 

Fish & Wildlife Commission, FWP staff, the PLPW, with the EQC and with FWP’s Citizen’s Elk 

Management Citizen Advisory Group. We’ve attended Elk Management Scoping Meetings, FWP 

open houses and more. We are one of the founding members of the non-governmental Montana 

Citizen’s Elk Management Coalition and we intervened in a lawsuit against FWP and the Fish & 

Wildlife Commission that threatens Montana’s elk populations, hunter opportunities and sound 

wildlife management. In other words, we are very aware of the issues before us, have spent a lot 

of time on these items and hope and expect that our comments are taken seriously as well-

intended solutions for the issues we face today regarding elk management.  

 

We submit the following comments relative to the 2022 Elk Management Plan Scoping effort: 
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1. Problematic Elk Objectives 

 

The elk management objectives set in 2005 have created more problems than solutions. Those 

numbers were set using social tolerance for elk at the time, or in some cases just the population 

at that time, and both have changed significantly in the last two decades. At the very least, FWP 

needs to revisit objectives while factoring in biological carrying capacities, land ownership 

changes, public access challenges, inaccessible herds, and deterioration to wildlife habitat on 

public lands – especially security habitat - and adjust elk objectives and management plans 

accordingly. 

 

However, we see the expectation that FWP must manage to meet those objectives as 

unreasonable and only exacerbating the problem. Here’s why this approach is incredibly 

problematic:  

 

While it sounds good in theory, the fact is that managing elk populations to meet objectives 

requires both hunter and landowner participation, and the state cannot force participation from 

landowners in elk management. Using the last 18 years as evidence, we can see that without 

landowner cooperation, the idea of managing to elk population objectives did not work, and 

quite likely never will. We cannot manage elk that we cannot access. 

 

To FWP’s credit, the department recognized this problem in the 2005 plan when they specifically 

mentioned that inaccessible elk should not be counted in management objectives; however, 

without exception, that direction has not been followed and inaccessible elk continue to balloon 

the elk counts. This misstep has led FWP to liberalize seasons, tags, and permits – thinking that 

more tags, longer seasons and more hunters will kill more elk – but what we’ve seen is that this 

strategy intensifies the problem rather than helping solve it (more tags for longer periods of time 

puts more pressure on the publicly accessible elk, pushing more elk onto inaccessible lands). 

 

We acknowledge that setting population objectives is an important tool in wildlife management, 

and a good goal to shoot for, but there are too many externalities that FWP cannot control and 

meeting those objectives should not be mandated. They should be goals, not ‘requirements.’ 

 

For those who believe there are too many elk, or are experiencing legitimate elk concentration 

issues, it’s important to remember that Montana FWP has worked hard to develop numerous, 

incentive-based programs in which landowners can participate in to reduce local elk numbers or 

to compensate landowners for losses caused by elk. These include but are not limited to the hunt 
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roster damage hunts, shoulder seasons, block management, widely available cow elk tags (up to 

three (3) per hunter), crop damage payments, the 454 elk hunting access agreements, landowner 

permits and more. Highlighting these tools in the new elk plan while continuing to improve them 

is key. 

 

It’s become clear that the controlling factor of elk management in Montana is not biological 

carrying capacity or landowner/social tolerance, or the number of hunters or tags, it’s access. 

FWP would be wise to accept that and adjust the elk plan accordingly to reflect that reality. 

 

2. Non-Resident Hunter Cap 

 

We understand the need to address hunter crowding and hunter distribution. We are not 

currently in favor of changing to a pick-your- season/weapon scenario, and we remain 

unconvinced that this will have any significant impact on the issue of either hunter crowding nor 

elk distribution. We are dedicated however to ensuring resident hunters do not lose the tradition 

and opportunities provided by Montana’s long and diverse hunting seasons, though we fully 

admit that unless changes are made, the current season structure may not be sustainable. 

 

Along those lines, we suggest that Montana FWP strive for a firm 10% cap for all non-resident 

hunting opportunities. This would include not just the current non-resident A tag permits and 

licenses that are capped, but also cow B tags as well as other big game licenses and permits. 

Currently, we have a complicated system which is both deceptive and confusing and allows for 

far more than 10% non-resident elk hunters – not to mention non-residents hunting deer, upland, 

bear, and others – which creates a significant amount of hunting pressure. Elk don’t know what 

tag a hunter has in their pocket, and a 90:10 split between resident and non-resident hunters is 

both reasonable, and equitable and puts the resident hunters first, as it should be, while still 

allowing ample opportunity for non-residents and the guiding and outfitting industry. We believe 

changes to current discounted licenses for non-residents, along with the increasing number of 

resident licenses being sold, combined with increases in Pittman Robertson funds as well as 

potential new funding sources like the Recovering America’s Wildlife Act will more than make up 

for any fiscal loss for the Department resulting from a firm 10% cap. 

 

3. Elk Security, Habitat Improvements and Travel Management  

 

Simply put, we can't expect elk to be - or stay - on public lands if they don't have both quality 

feed and a sense of security. We encourage FWP to continue to work with - and perhaps put even 

more resources into collaborative efforts with - public land management agencies including the 
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U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management on both grazing management and travel 

management plans. 

 

So much of the discussion and focus regarding elk management lately has centered on private 

lands and public access to inaccessible elk, but we encourage FWP to look at the other side of the 

fence of this issue as well. More emphasis on public lands habitat improvements and careful 

travel management as well as utilizing Habitat Montana to create new opportunities from 

acquisitions and perpetual easements will help to both better distribute elk and provide access 

to them during hunting seasons. 

 

We cannot underemphasize how important this public lands (or publicly accessible lands) habitat 

piece of the elk management puzzle is, and we encourage the department to continue and to 

expand their efforts with public land management agencies in this regard. 

 

4. Mandatory Reporting and Elk Counts 

 

Accurate harvest reporting is a key component of herd and population management, and one 

that needs to be significantly improved on. Mandatory harvest reporting has been adopted by 

neighboring states and has been successful. Every license holder should be required to report 

harvest (or lack thereof) before they are allowed to buy another. Today’s technology makes this 

very simple, and it could dramatically improve harvest data in Montana. FWP’s cell phone app 

could be a great tool for this. 

 

Additionally, better population counts are needed. In many Region 1 Hunt Districts, for example, 

phone-collected harvest data is the only tool being used to measure herd numbers, giving FWP 

and Montanans an incomplete picture of elk populations at best. We need to get a better grasp 

on herd numbers year after year and the impact hunting has on elk populations and distributions, 

and then adjust accordingly. 

 

5. Annual Hunting Regulations Adjustments  

 

When needed, Montana FWP should allow for hunting regulations to be adjusted annually. This 

would allow prescriptive management based on previous year’s (mandatory) harvest reporting 

and other inputs and would allow FWP to react to on-the-ground condition changes such as 

severe weather, success rates, or land ownership.  

 

6. Regional Meetings 
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We ask FWP institute annual Hunt District-specific stakeholder meetings facilitated by FWP field 

biologists to fine-tune season setting. Encouraging participation from landowners, hunters, and 

others, these could lead to direct and productive discussions about current on-the-ground 

conditions and identify solutions and uncontentious (or less contentious) paths forward. 

Meetings should be supplemented with a standardized online comment period to solicit input to 

help identify what is working - and what isn’t - at a very localized level. 

 

7. Increase the number of Hunt Districts  

 

Montana FWP should create more (not fewer) hunting districts. Fewer, larger districts with 

blanket regulations tend to experience overharvest in portions of the HDs, while harvest in areas 

with the higher populations remain relatively untouched due to poor access options.  

 

More, smaller hunting districts would allow for refined management allowing FWP and hunters 

to target elk management problem areas using a more adaptive, localized and 

temporally/spatially sophisticated approach. The recent consolidation of hunt districts has 

achieved the opposite and is not what we need to address the current elk distribution issues.  

 

 

In closing, we appreciate the Department for recognizing that an elk management plan revision 

is long overdue and being willing to take this on. We remain optimistic that with careful 

considerations and honest acceptance of on-the-ground realities around elk management, public 

access, and problematic concentrations of elk - and the real reasons behind those - that we can 

find a path forward that addresses the legitimate concerns while not giving into demands that 

would privatize and commercialize our elk. If we don't proceed carefully here, we risk 

accomplishing little while unnecessarily forcing Montanans to sacrifice the equitable hunting 

opportunities and traditions we cherish. And once they're gone, they'll be very hard to get back.  

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,  

 
John B. Sullivan III, Board Chair  

The Montana Chapter of Backcountry Hunters & Anglers 



From: Marcus Strange
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] MCEMC Elk Scoping Comment
Date: Friday, October 14, 2022 3:13:57 PM
Attachments: MCEMC EMP Scoping Comments_ .pdf

Hello,

Please see the attached letter on behalf of the Montana Citizens Elk Management Coalition
regarding the Elk Plan Public Scoping.

Cheers!

[facebook.com][linkedin.com][instagram.com]

Marcus Strange (He/Him)
Director of State Policy and Government
Relations
Montana Wildlife Federation

(406) 916-2585
mstrange@mtwf.org
www.montanawildlife.org
[montanawildlife.org]
PO Box 1175, Helena, MT, 59624

Become a Wildlife Advocate

[montanawildlife.org]

I gratefully acknowledge I live, work, hunt, fish, and grow in the homeland of
the Niitsítpiis-stahkoii and Salish Kootenai. Visit https://native-land.ca/ [native-land.ca] to
learn more about the Indigenous land where you live.

mailto:mstrange@mtwf.org
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.facebook.com/marcus.strange.54__;!!GaaboA!vcQwbup2JzrMV54gS1esBmq73ctBGQf5Mbteiw0NCmzcbNVGdLeqEZ0Ek3c30CI9ksttEcHxVPiTUn-u$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.facebook.com/marcus.strange.54__;!!GaaboA!vcQwbup2JzrMV54gS1esBmq73ctBGQf5Mbteiw0NCmzcbNVGdLeqEZ0Ek3c30CI9ksttEcHxVPiTUn-u$
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14 October 2022


Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
Attn: Wildlife
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT, 59620-0701


RE:  Elk Management Plan Revision Initial Scoping


Dear Director Worsech,


The Montana Citizens’ Elk Management Coalition submits the following comments
regarding the 2022 Elk Management Plan scoping effort. First, we appreciate the hard
work and commitment that the agency placed on scoping meetings, working with
advisory groups, and inviting public comments. Coalition members attended a majority
of the 41 scoping meetings, listening and sharing our ideas. We especially want to thank
you for keeping this broad-based elk planning effort moving forward at this critical
juncture.


1.) Introduction: Explanation of coalition and statement of standing
2.) Objectives
3.) Habitat
4.) Season Structure
5.) Problematic Concentrations
6.) Disease Management


Introduction: Managing elk in Montana is a challenge. We recognize that maintaining
the status quo is simpler than enacting new strategies for managing elk. However,
Montanans care deeply about elk and elk hunting, and the level of engagement around
this issue shows that status-quo maintenance isn’t a viable option. Inherent conflicts
surrounding elk management often force Fish, Wildlife, and Parks into unwinnable
situations. Montanans formed the Coalition to minimize those conflicts and foster
common-sense solutions to these complex challenges.


We thank FWP for reviewing elk management at a finer scale rather than just following a
simplistic approach. Current elk population objectives in many management units are
high, whereas other units are too low. We understand and are aware of FWP's inability to
modify these objectives over the last 18 years. We encourage the department to be bold,
open-minded, and ambitious in crafting the new elk plan as an opportunity to regain
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confidence in its core constituencies of hunters, landowners, and land managers. We
observe that discussions regarding several critical management units never occurred
during the regional scoping meetings. The following comments capture some of the
discussions absent from the scoping meetings but also provide themes we hope are
included in the new plan.


1.) Objective numbers: Current elk population objectives require modification. The
objective numbers in some districts are a function of habitat quality and
nutritional carrying capacity. In other areas, objectives are based on landowner
tolerance and local politics. Most hunters and wildlife enthusiasts want more elk.
Some landowners want fewer. Some landowners want better survey metrics, and
others ask for protection from problematic concentrations of elk. We think it’s
important to consider access as fundamental to any discussion of objectives and
management strategies, as access is common to each constituency’s view of elk.


We support FWP’s desire to develop more strategic and flexible elk population
objectives; however, some management units chronically over-objective are well
below nutritional carrying capacity. Moreover, despite numerous requests, these
population objectives have not been adjusted for 18 years.


We suggest increasing population objectives in districts more closely aligned with
current observed populations. We propose balancing those objectives based on
nutritional carrying capacity and landowner tolerance.


Some districts experience excessive hunting pressure on accessible lands
combined with landowners with a high tolerance for elk and little interest in
providing access. These factors create troublesome elk distributions and severe
management challenges. The current Elk Plan addressed this situation by
allowing FWP to subtract from the objective elk that are inaccessible to public
hunters during the regular season. We support this framework and recommend
maintaining a like-minded strategy in the revised Elk Plan.


We encourage the agency to use the best science available to improve habitat,
increase landowner tolerance, and better manage hunting pressure in districts
where elk populations remain well below current objectives.


Also, in areas with low objectives, marginal habitat conditions, and/or unequal
hunting pressure between public and private lands, we ask FWP to support
habitat improvement projects on seasonal ranges. Hunters and private
landowners share a concern over marginal conditions for elk habitat on public
lands. Large-scale habitat improvement projects are an essential tool for
improving elk distribution. Improving habitat conditions while reducing hunter
pressure on public lands will assist FWP in creating more desirable elk
distribution across the landscape.


We propose that FWP work with local hunters, landowners, and outfitters toward
this goal to develop triggers within the revised elk plan that include higher sex
and cow/calf ratios, ratios that encourage more age diversity in bull elk, and
overall herd integrity.
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2.) Habitat: FWP must include habitat management on public and private land as a
core component of a revised elk plan. We propose FWP initiate and support a
robust and productive interplay between public land management agencies at the
local level, improve public land elk habitat, seek innovative ways to encourage
and incentivize private-land habitat, and develop more effective relationships for
conservation, restoration, and stewardship of private lands.


We propose FWP increase its focus on restoring native ranges and grasses in
eastern Montana, work toward improving and increasing habitat functionality in
western Montana, and controlling noxious weeds.


3.) Season Structure: Over 20 years ago, FWP data suggested that the season
structure significantly impacted elk distribution. Other states, such as Utah, have
proven the same thing. Rather than work toward improving hunter distribution
outside the 2008 bundled limited-entry permit structure for the 23 districts in
central and eastern Montana, the agency has taken a far different approach -
adding more opportunity. The result of this approach has exacerbated
problematic concentrations of elk, and it has led to decreasing success rates
during the regular season. While many hunters support Montana’s long seasons,
the impact of pouring more hunters onto accessible land has led to elk fleeing
public land during all seasons. We suggest looking at how other states handle the
issue of hunter success, dispersal, and opportunity. There is no shortage of
hunting opportunities in surrounding states that have adopted staggered seasons,
more limited entry for bulls, etc. For example, Wyoming has almost twice the
hunter success rate of Montana, with roughly the same number of animals killed
in a shorter period. We encourage FWP to develop a suite of season structures that
can be applied in districts with variable habitat and access dynamics.


With shoulder seasons starting in August and running through February 15th,
there are currently six months of hunting pressure on elk, leading to greater
instances of problematic concentration on restricted private lands while reducing
hunter success on public land. The 2023 season-setting process will allow the
agency to work with stakeholders across the spectrum and bring about better
management outcomes than previous season setting processes.


4.) Problematic Concentrations: While we believe that hunter pressure drives the
majority of problematic concentration issues in Montana, there is a severe and
increasing issue with new non-resident landowners who disallow any public
hunting or who are viewed as “hoarding” elk for their pleasure. Forcing access
violates private property rights, yet the agency could play a more substantial role
in educating new landowners and the real estate companies that cater to this new
landowner about the biological and social benefits of allowing managed access.


Furthermore, we suggest continuing to study the issue of elk sheltering on
inaccessible private property, which may lead to learned behavior relative to
habitat selection and problematic concentrations for some elk herds. In our view,
problematic concentrations are multi-faceted and will take the most effort to deal
with in the new elk management plan and therefore should have a suite of
options that focus on increasing the fecundity of public land, managing season
structure for elk dispersal and helping landowners deal with problematic
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concentrations in a manner that benefits elk, landowners, and hunters in a
nuanced and consensus-based approach.


5.) Disease Management: With chronic wasting disease spreading across the state
and brucellosis in southwestern Montana, FWP must maintain an open, honest,
aggressive, and transparent approach toward combating disease issues. We also
strongly suggest that the agency look into mandatory testing, provide avenues for
proper carcass disposal, and increase hunter education regarding the importance
of sample collection. Mandatory reporting of big game harvest, in general, could
also be beneficial in identifying new outbreaks. The new EMP must reflect this
approach. We urge the agency to be thorough in its exploration and measured in
its application. The MCEMC stands ready to assist in this effort as best we can.


Conclusion: We sincerely appreciate FWP’s development of a new Elk Management Plan.
We look forward to working closely with you in this process. We feel our efforts to build
a new glide path between landowners, hunters, and outfitters are highly complementary
to FWP’s mission and the elk plan revision process.


Sincerely,


Marcus Strange
Montana Wildlife Federation


Justin Schaff
Keep it Public


Nick Siebrasse
Beapaw Bowmen


Chris Marchion
Anaconda Sportsman’s Club


Quint Nyman
Montana Union Sportsmen Association


Kathy Hadley
Montana Artemis Alliance


Jim Vashro
Flatehead Wildlife Inc.


William Sphar
One Montana
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14 October 2022

Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
Attn: Wildlife
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT, 59620-0701

RE:  Elk Management Plan Revision Initial Scoping

Dear Director Worsech,

The Montana Citizens’ Elk Management Coalition submits the following comments
regarding the 2022 Elk Management Plan scoping effort. First, we appreciate the hard
work and commitment that the agency placed on scoping meetings, working with
advisory groups, and inviting public comments. Coalition members attended a majority
of the 41 scoping meetings, listening and sharing our ideas. We especially want to thank
you for keeping this broad-based elk planning effort moving forward at this critical
juncture.

1.) Introduction: Explanation of coalition and statement of standing
2.) Objectives
3.) Habitat
4.) Season Structure
5.) Problematic Concentrations
6.) Disease Management

Introduction: Managing elk in Montana is a challenge. We recognize that maintaining
the status quo is simpler than enacting new strategies for managing elk. However,
Montanans care deeply about elk and elk hunting, and the level of engagement around
this issue shows that status-quo maintenance isn’t a viable option. Inherent conflicts
surrounding elk management often force Fish, Wildlife, and Parks into unwinnable
situations. Montanans formed the Coalition to minimize those conflicts and foster
common-sense solutions to these complex challenges.

We thank FWP for reviewing elk management at a finer scale rather than just following a
simplistic approach. Current elk population objectives in many management units are
high, whereas other units are too low. We understand and are aware of FWP's inability to
modify these objectives over the last 18 years. We encourage the department to be bold,
open-minded, and ambitious in crafting the new elk plan as an opportunity to regain

1



confidence in its core constituencies of hunters, landowners, and land managers. We
observe that discussions regarding several critical management units never occurred
during the regional scoping meetings. The following comments capture some of the
discussions absent from the scoping meetings but also provide themes we hope are
included in the new plan.

1.) Objective numbers: Current elk population objectives require modification. The
objective numbers in some districts are a function of habitat quality and
nutritional carrying capacity. In other areas, objectives are based on landowner
tolerance and local politics. Most hunters and wildlife enthusiasts want more elk.
Some landowners want fewer. Some landowners want better survey metrics, and
others ask for protection from problematic concentrations of elk. We think it’s
important to consider access as fundamental to any discussion of objectives and
management strategies, as access is common to each constituency’s view of elk.

We support FWP’s desire to develop more strategic and flexible elk population
objectives; however, some management units chronically over-objective are well
below nutritional carrying capacity. Moreover, despite numerous requests, these
population objectives have not been adjusted for 18 years.

We suggest increasing population objectives in districts more closely aligned with
current observed populations. We propose balancing those objectives based on
nutritional carrying capacity and landowner tolerance.

Some districts experience excessive hunting pressure on accessible lands
combined with landowners with a high tolerance for elk and little interest in
providing access. These factors create troublesome elk distributions and severe
management challenges. The current Elk Plan addressed this situation by
allowing FWP to subtract from the objective elk that are inaccessible to public
hunters during the regular season. We support this framework and recommend
maintaining a like-minded strategy in the revised Elk Plan.

We encourage the agency to use the best science available to improve habitat,
increase landowner tolerance, and better manage hunting pressure in districts
where elk populations remain well below current objectives.

Also, in areas with low objectives, marginal habitat conditions, and/or unequal
hunting pressure between public and private lands, we ask FWP to support
habitat improvement projects on seasonal ranges. Hunters and private
landowners share a concern over marginal conditions for elk habitat on public
lands. Large-scale habitat improvement projects are an essential tool for
improving elk distribution. Improving habitat conditions while reducing hunter
pressure on public lands will assist FWP in creating more desirable elk
distribution across the landscape.

We propose that FWP work with local hunters, landowners, and outfitters toward
this goal to develop triggers within the revised elk plan that include higher sex
and cow/calf ratios, ratios that encourage more age diversity in bull elk, and
overall herd integrity.
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2.) Habitat: FWP must include habitat management on public and private land as a
core component of a revised elk plan. We propose FWP initiate and support a
robust and productive interplay between public land management agencies at the
local level, improve public land elk habitat, seek innovative ways to encourage
and incentivize private-land habitat, and develop more effective relationships for
conservation, restoration, and stewardship of private lands.

We propose FWP increase its focus on restoring native ranges and grasses in
eastern Montana, work toward improving and increasing habitat functionality in
western Montana, and controlling noxious weeds.

3.) Season Structure: Over 20 years ago, FWP data suggested that the season
structure significantly impacted elk distribution. Other states, such as Utah, have
proven the same thing. Rather than work toward improving hunter distribution
outside the 2008 bundled limited-entry permit structure for the 23 districts in
central and eastern Montana, the agency has taken a far different approach -
adding more opportunity. The result of this approach has exacerbated
problematic concentrations of elk, and it has led to decreasing success rates
during the regular season. While many hunters support Montana’s long seasons,
the impact of pouring more hunters onto accessible land has led to elk fleeing
public land during all seasons. We suggest looking at how other states handle the
issue of hunter success, dispersal, and opportunity. There is no shortage of
hunting opportunities in surrounding states that have adopted staggered seasons,
more limited entry for bulls, etc. For example, Wyoming has almost twice the
hunter success rate of Montana, with roughly the same number of animals killed
in a shorter period. We encourage FWP to develop a suite of season structures that
can be applied in districts with variable habitat and access dynamics.

With shoulder seasons starting in August and running through February 15th,
there are currently six months of hunting pressure on elk, leading to greater
instances of problematic concentration on restricted private lands while reducing
hunter success on public land. The 2023 season-setting process will allow the
agency to work with stakeholders across the spectrum and bring about better
management outcomes than previous season setting processes.

4.) Problematic Concentrations: While we believe that hunter pressure drives the
majority of problematic concentration issues in Montana, there is a severe and
increasing issue with new non-resident landowners who disallow any public
hunting or who are viewed as “hoarding” elk for their pleasure. Forcing access
violates private property rights, yet the agency could play a more substantial role
in educating new landowners and the real estate companies that cater to this new
landowner about the biological and social benefits of allowing managed access.

Furthermore, we suggest continuing to study the issue of elk sheltering on
inaccessible private property, which may lead to learned behavior relative to
habitat selection and problematic concentrations for some elk herds. In our view,
problematic concentrations are multi-faceted and will take the most effort to deal
with in the new elk management plan and therefore should have a suite of
options that focus on increasing the fecundity of public land, managing season
structure for elk dispersal and helping landowners deal with problematic
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concentrations in a manner that benefits elk, landowners, and hunters in a
nuanced and consensus-based approach.

5.) Disease Management: With chronic wasting disease spreading across the state
and brucellosis in southwestern Montana, FWP must maintain an open, honest,
aggressive, and transparent approach toward combating disease issues. We also
strongly suggest that the agency look into mandatory testing, provide avenues for
proper carcass disposal, and increase hunter education regarding the importance
of sample collection. Mandatory reporting of big game harvest, in general, could
also be beneficial in identifying new outbreaks. The new EMP must reflect this
approach. We urge the agency to be thorough in its exploration and measured in
its application. The MCEMC stands ready to assist in this effort as best we can.

Conclusion: We sincerely appreciate FWP’s development of a new Elk Management Plan.
We look forward to working closely with you in this process. We feel our efforts to build
a new glide path between landowners, hunters, and outfitters are highly complementary
to FWP’s mission and the elk plan revision process.

Sincerely,

Marcus Strange
Montana Wildlife Federation

Justin Schaff
Keep it Public

Nick Siebrasse
Beapaw Bowmen

Chris Marchion
Anaconda Sportsman’s Club

Quint Nyman
Montana Union Sportsmen Association

Kathy Hadley
Montana Artemis Alliance

Jim Vashro
Flatehead Wildlife Inc.

William Sphar
One Montana
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From: neffa3
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk comments
Date: Friday, October 14, 2022 3:16:24 PM

I'm going to keep this high level because there's too much wrong at the high level to even start
to worry about the unit specifics. 

1. Please stop the war on elk (and mule deer). I'd trade months of "opportunity" for better
quality. Bull to cow ratios should be >20 to 100 post hunt. 
2. All herds in all units should be counted, if not every year than on a frequent basis. Use
whatever methods the expert biologist recommends, then make sure they have the support and
funding to make it happen. 
3. Mandatory reporting. 
4. No more shoulder seasons. They don't work. 
5. Get rid of that damn muzzleloader season at the end of the year. 
6. Stop catering to large (and largely) absentee landowners. Wildlife is a public trust to be
managed for all, not a select group of billionaires. If they have a problem with their neighbor
harboring elk, then it's their problem that they need to address with their neighbor. It's not
something FWP needs to solve. 
7. Trust. FWP needs to build trust, and that starts at the top. The director can't propose a bunch
of dog shit for policy then simply claim he wanted to "get a conversation started." 
8. Continue to seek out and pursue permanent conservation purchases and easements. 

Thank you. 

Adam

mailto:neffa3@gmail.com
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From: Raylee Honeycutt
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ELK PLAN PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS
Date: Saturday, October 15, 2022 10:34:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

MSGA MPLC MASGD COMMENTS_ Elk Management Plan 10.15.22.pdf

Please see the attached comments.
 

Montana Stockgrowers Association is a grassroots non-profit membership organization with over a 135-year
history of advocating on behalf of Montana cattle ranchers to ensure cattle ranching remains relevant, safe,
and a sustainable way of life for generations to come. If you are not a member, you should join today
[mtbeef.org]!

mailto:raylee@mtbeef.org
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
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October 15, 2022


Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Attn: Wildlife
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT 59620-0701


RE: Elk Management Plan


On behalf of the Montana Stockgrowers Association (MSGA), the Montana Public Lands
Council (MPLC), and the Montana Association of State Grazing Districts (MASGD), we
appreciate this opportunity to provide comments regarding the Elk Management Plan and the
importance of maintaining population objectives. Our organizations represent producers who
manage livestock on private, state, and federal lands in Montana and have a significant and
long-standing interest in elk management, due to their substantial impacts on ranching.


Two-thirds of our state is private property and as a result provides a significant amount of elk
habitat. Current areas where populations are over objective result in habitat damage and
economic hardship for landowners in the livestock industry. Efforts to control populations and
meet objectives are critically important. Present population management strategies to control
elk populations are not effectively maintaining agreed upon objectives. We encourage new
strategies to be implemented by FWP to control populations including harvest based hunting
seasons that achieve harvest quotas. We do not support a blanket increase in objective
levels.


We firmly believe maintaining hunting as a primary tool for elk populations is important. Elk
numbers are substantially increasing and in many districts are over objective. The
development and implementation of hunting seasons and harvest strategies including but not
limited to extended shoulder seasons, liberalized cow tags, disbursement hunts and party
hunting will result in targeted levels of elk harvest being achieved in each district.


Minimizing transmission of brucellosis to livestock is a priority for our organization. The
prevalence of brucellosis infected elk continues to significantly increase. Elk migrate to
livestock feeding, calving and grazing areas for a variety of reasons, therefore increasing the
risk of brucellosis from bison and elk to cattle. Bovine brucellosis has significant animal
health, public health, and international trade consequences. Currently, there are over 100,000
cattle in the Designated Surveillance Area (DSA) and roughly 100,000 brucellosis tests were
conducted on cattle during FY21. The financial burden on livestock producers as well as the
state’s DSA budget is significant. Our organizations support all efforts to eliminate the threat
of brucellosis transmission to cattle. It is imperative Montana keeps its brucellosis-free
certification.


MSGA, MPLC, and MASGD would like to thank the department for your consideration of our
comments. Our organizations and our members are ready to engage, serve, advise, and
participate where opportunities are available.


Sincerely,


Raylee A. Honeycutt
Interim Executive Vice President | Montana Stockgrowers Association
Executive Staff | Montana Public Lands Council & Montana Association of State Grazing Districts







October 15, 2022

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Attn: Wildlife
PO Box 200701
Helena, MT 59620-0701

RE: Elk Management Plan

On behalf of the Montana Stockgrowers Association (MSGA), the Montana Public Lands
Council (MPLC), and the Montana Association of State Grazing Districts (MASGD), we
appreciate this opportunity to provide comments regarding the Elk Management Plan and the
importance of maintaining population objectives. Our organizations represent producers who
manage livestock on private, state, and federal lands in Montana and have a significant and
long-standing interest in elk management, due to their substantial impacts on ranching.

Two-thirds of our state is private property and as a result provides a significant amount of elk
habitat. Current areas where populations are over objective result in habitat damage and
economic hardship for landowners in the livestock industry. Efforts to control populations and
meet objectives are critically important. Present population management strategies to control
elk populations are not effectively maintaining agreed upon objectives. We encourage new
strategies to be implemented by FWP to control populations including harvest based hunting
seasons that achieve harvest quotas. We do not support a blanket increase in objective
levels.

We firmly believe maintaining hunting as a primary tool for elk populations is important. Elk
numbers are substantially increasing and in many districts are over objective. The
development and implementation of hunting seasons and harvest strategies including but not
limited to extended shoulder seasons, liberalized cow tags, disbursement hunts and party
hunting will result in targeted levels of elk harvest being achieved in each district.

Minimizing transmission of brucellosis to livestock is a priority for our organization. The
prevalence of brucellosis infected elk continues to significantly increase. Elk migrate to
livestock feeding, calving and grazing areas for a variety of reasons, therefore increasing the
risk of brucellosis from bison and elk to cattle. Bovine brucellosis has significant animal
health, public health, and international trade consequences. Currently, there are over 100,000
cattle in the Designated Surveillance Area (DSA) and roughly 100,000 brucellosis tests were
conducted on cattle during FY21. The financial burden on livestock producers as well as the
state’s DSA budget is significant. Our organizations support all efforts to eliminate the threat
of brucellosis transmission to cattle. It is imperative Montana keeps its brucellosis-free
certification.

MSGA, MPLC, and MASGD would like to thank the department for your consideration of our
comments. Our organizations and our members are ready to engage, serve, advise, and
participate where opportunities are available.

Sincerely,

Raylee A. Honeycutt
Interim Executive Vice President | Montana Stockgrowers Association
Executive Staff | Montana Public Lands Council & Montana Association of State Grazing Districts



From: jonlang06@gmail.com
To: FWP Wildlife
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk management
Date: Saturday, October 15, 2022 10:07:01 PM

Hello,
This is Jon Lang. Landowner in Ravalli county and future full time resident. I want to thank you all for taking the
time to hear out the public and take seriously the feedback we provide.

#1. Please and always keep MT resident in mind with the allocation of tags. I am coming from Colorado where the
hunter experience has been greatly diminished by the amount of hunters in any given area and residents are pretty
bummed out to say the least.

#2. Unless you have an area that is way off the charts for population density I favor objectives being raised across
the board.

#3. Please do not consider giving landowners bulk tags and or prioritizing landowners in tag allocation.

#4. Please do not make hunter choose to either have to hunt rifle or bow. Or just one of the seasons. Let them hunt
multiple seasons if tags would allow

#5
Mandatory reporting would truly give us all a better idea of what’s happening and give you all better data to make
decisions.

#6 please do not consider taking hunting districts back and if anything we could benefits from adding more.

#7. Manage certain units for bigger bulls and let other units take spikes all depending on the management goals for
that unit.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:jonlang06@gmail.com
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Randy Newberg 
6341 Johnson Road 

Bozeman, MT  59718 
randy@randynewberg.com 

Phone: (406) 570-4399 
 
October 14, 2022 
 
 
RE:  Additional Comments on Elk Management Plan Scoping Document 
 
Dear Commissioners of the Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks Commission: 
Dear Director Worsech: 
 
Included herein are Elk Management Plan comments beyond what is allowed the scoping process 
currently being conduct by FWP as it relates to the upcoming Elk Management Plan restatement.  The 
scoping document at this link focuses almost exclusively on objectives for total population and for 
bull:cow ratios. 
 
So much more is imperative to an Elk Management Plan that addresses managing elk in the diverse 
landscape of Montana.  No two Regions are the same. Montana continues to manage elk under a “One 
Size Fits All” approach, while our neighboring states have customized their season types and season 
dates to reflect the diversity and uniqueness found in each hunting district. 
 
To that effort I am provide many other comments and suggestions that could be considered as a new 
Elk Management Plan is crafted.  You will find those comments provided herein. 
 
Also attached are comments previously provided to the Citizen’s Elk Advisory Committee, much of 
which would be relevant to a new Elk Management Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Randy Newberg

mailto:randy@randynewberg.com


 

Elk Management Plan Comments Beyond Scoping Input 
 

 
Mandatory Harvest Reporting: 

Proper elk management requires the best possible data, both of elk that are living and elk that have 

been taken by hunters. Not having mandatory harvest reporting is completely unacceptable.  Look at 

the small pictures of data that FWP does have on harvest, and you realize how incomplete the final 

picture is.  This needs to change if Montana is actually serious about “managing” or just “guessing.” 

 

I hunt every western state.  Montana is one of the few states that does not require mandatory online 

reporting.  Rather, Montana uses and ancient system of phone calls, something completely impractical 

in today’s world of phone spammers. 

 

I suspect I am not alone in declining any call that is not in my contact list.  I suspect that is the norm, as 

we have all grown tired of spammers trying to sell us extended car warranties, magical anti-aging 

potions, and solutions to tax problems we don’t have. 

 

As a result, the phone call is not answered, a message is left, and we embark on week-long games of 

phone tag.  And when a call is finally connected, only my deer B-tag is asked of, not my elk hunting. In 

the private industry world I operate in, a process of such inefficiency in today’s world of technology 

would result in folks needing to find new jobs. 

 

Summary being, Montana’s current system of data collection is likely as inaccurate as it is inefficient.  It 

is unacceptable in today’s world of technology to not have a mandatory online reporting system that 

mirrors that of other states. 

 

 
Count Elk that are Accessible to Hunters: 
 
The primary management tool available to FWP is hunting. For hunting to be a tool that works, elk 

must be accessible to hunters.  In the current Elk Management Plan, only elk accessible to 



 

hunting/hunters are to be counted when measuring elk populations against Elk Plan objectives. That 

needs to continue and be done consistently. 

 

To count elk that are inaccessible is good for knowing what is out on the landscape.  When applying elk 

counts to the liberal, moderate, or conservative season structure options listed in an Elk Management 

Plan, accessible elk are what matters. Those accessible elk counts are what should be used in 

determining what system structure is to be implemented. 

 

Count Elk Every Year: 

We have gaps in our elk counts, depending upon Hunting District.  Some of those gaps are many years 

in a row.  To have elk management, we need to know what is out there, every year.  This costs money 

and requires human resources.  The Department needs to make it a priority to fund accurate annual 

elk counts for every Hunting District. If that requires increased license fees, then that is what the 

Department needs to ask of the Legislature. 

 

Montana has the potential to be the premier elk destination on the continent.  We cannot have 

premium quality elk management on a dime store management budget. Having accurate data is 

paramount to good management. 

 

 
Regulation Simplification versus Customization: 

I disagree with the narrative that “simplification” of Montana wildlife management is necessary, as was 

the effort made by FWP in the January and February 2022 season settings.  I would suggest a more 

thorough examination of our existing regulations and season structures.  What is good for Alzada is not 

likely good for Libby.  What is good for Darby is not likely good for Scobey.  A state as diverse in 

habitat, species, and land ownership, as is Montana, needs more precise management strategies, not 

“one size fits all.”   

 

The Department needs to customize our season types, season dates, and permit structure to 

accomplish the goals that meet the demands of all stakeholders. This takes more work, more 



 

resources, and as much as some don’t want to hear it, it also takes more money.  We must invest more 

in elk management if we are to have to see the potential of what Montana could be. 

 

We cannot continue to have elk seasons that same dates in every unit. The Region 1 elk herds are far 

different than Regions 3 or 4 or 7.  We must adjust season dates, season types, and whatever aspects 

of management are necessary to do what is best for the elk resource. 

 

 

Alter the Block Management Program: 

Montana was one of the first states with a private land access program from public hunting.  Since 

then, other states have done something similar.  All those states prioritize properties that provide 

access to inaccessible public lands. As a result, those states get much better return on investment 

when it comes to big game hunting access dollars. 

 

We are often told that Montana’s Block Management Program is not a hunter access program, rather 

it is a hunting impact program.  We have been told that the Program is not designed to provide access 

to adjacent and inaccessible public lands, rather to compensate for impacts of public hunting. 

 

That needs to change if we are to have an effective Elk Management Plan.  Access to elk is required for 

hunting to be an effective tool.  The Block Management Program could follow the model of 

neighboring states that prioritize properties that can provide access to larger blocks of public land.  In 

many hunting districts we have smaller landowners who could benefit greatly if the Block Management 

Program would reward them for allowing access to public lands. 

 

Simplify Montana’s Season Structure for non-residents. 

Many of the complications that hunters face is related to our 1980’s licensing and drawing system.  

FWP states they receive almost 40,000 customer service calls each year.  That is not a surprise.  As 

someone who has large media platforms, I get inundated with questions about the Montana drawing 

system. 



 

 

Our system is antiquated.  It might have worked in the 1980s, maybe even the 1990s, but it is out of 

date and needs to be revamped. 

 

I would suggest conducting the Limited Entry draw (for both elk and deer) first. Award those Permits to 

the lucky recipients and allocate the Deer/Elk combo licenses to non-residents who draw a Limited 

Entry Permit.  That will leave the remainder, the majority, of General Deer/Elk combo licenses to be 

allocated to any non-resident who wants to apply for such.  It will eliminate the need for refunds and 

returned tags.  It will also improve draw odds for non-residents who are interested a Montana General 

tag. 

 

Shoulder Seasons: 

Shoulder seasons should be discontinued and not expanded to public lands. Hunters were promised 

that shoulder seasons would be an experimental effort and only expanded when multiple years of 

results were examined.  That is not what happened.  To date, we have very little data related to the 

harvest of antlerless elk in these shoulder seasons. 

 

Expansion of shoulder seasons to public lands will result in the same mistake made in the Madison 

Valley in the mid-2000’s when a huge effort was made to reduce cow elk numbers.  The elk that got 

killed were the “well-behaved” elk that lived on public land., migrating from the upper Gallatin 

drainage.  No progress was made in reducing the elk living on private sanctuaries.  

 

Fortunately, biologists saw what was happening and closed that process before even more damage 

was done. As such we now have an Upper Gallatin elk herd that according to your Department 

biologists is a fraction of what it once was. The trend line of that now-diminished population started 

with the liquidation of many of those migratory elk that got killed in an effort to kill the non-migratory 

problem elk. Expanding shoulder seasons to public land will replicate this same diminution of public 

land elk that we now live with in the Upper Gallatin. 

 



 

Manage for more elk in Regions where elk numbers have declined: 

Regions 1 and 2 were previously excellent elk hunting areas.  Over the last 30 years elk numbers have 

declined greatly yet are still considered within “objective” under the current Elk Management Plan. 

This is a lost opportunity. 

 

The Department has stated that “we must manage elk where they exist.” Yes, but we must also 

manage for elk where they no longer exist.  We cannot continue to have a large part of our landscape 

be almost void of elk, when the historical record shows these lands to be great elk habitat. 

 

Some will say that increasing elk in Regions 1 and 2 is too complicated due to working with the US 

Forest Service, due to lawsuits around Threatened and Endangered Species, due to lack of active 

timber management, and a host of other complications.  Those are all realities of the hard work that 

comes with wildlife management. 

 

The new Elk Management Plan should make a priority of managing elk where elk were once abundant 

though few currently exist.  To ignore this opportunity is a loss to Montanans and to the elk resource 

FWP is charged with managing.  Yes, it will be hard work, but the rewards will be worthwhile. 

 

Season Lengths: 

Montana needs to look at shortening some of our elk seasons. We can learn from neighboring states 

with similar land ownership patterns and robust elk herds, yet through proper management have less 

conflict with private lands than Montana has. There is more evidence in past Department studies that 

show extended season lengths exacerbate the problem of elk congregating on private land sanctuaries, 

than exists data to support the current process of hunting elk for the extended periods that currently 

exist and would expand under these proposals. 

 

We now have an added muzzleloader season that extends the pressure on elk. If one wonders why elk 

are spending more time on private land, one only has to look at the length of seasons where most 

hunters only have access to public land.  Elk are smart.  They respond to this intense hunting pressure 



 

on public land and move to private lands, often never leaving. 

 

Pick your Region: 

We should consider “Pick your Region” for elk hunting in Montana. Idaho does it with great success 

and no resistance from resident hunters. It would reduce the waves of hunting pressure that result 

from weather events or other factors that make elk vulnerable at certain times of the season.  It would 

disperse hunting pressure throughout the state. 

 

Apply Mule Deer Limited-entry permit policies to Limited-entry Elk permits: 

We currently restrict hunters awarded a limited entry mule deer permit to hunt the Hunting District 

and the season dates of that permit.  These mule deer hunters are not allowed to hunt mule deer in 

any other unit.  That policy should be expanded to all limited entry permits, for all species; to include 

elk.  If a hunter draws a limited entry permit, that is where they are allowed to hunt that species for 

that year.  It will help the crowding issues that are common complaints among Montana hunters. 

 

Antlerless harvest by permit only on public lands in Hunting Districts at or below objective: 

In Hunting Districts at objective, antlerless harvest on public lands should be by permit only.  For units 

below objective, no antlerless harvest should be recommended on public lands. 

 

The term “Not valid on National Forest” does not do enough to protect public land elk.  Focusing on 

only National Forest lands still allows the harvest of antlerless elk occur on Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) lands or State Trust lands.   

 

Many of the issues we have related to inaccessible elk is exacerbated by allowing hunting of antlerless 

animals on BLM or State Trust Lands. These B licenses and any general season harvest of antlerless elk 

should be restricted to “Private Land Only” (PLO).  

 

Season Dates for elk causing crop damage: 

Adjust the allowed dates for Private Land Only antlerless elk tags to coincide with the dates when 



 

damage is being incurred. Elk in corn fields need to be pressured away in August, not October. Give 

landowners flexibility to use Private Land Only antlerless tags as a tool to lessen the impacts of elk. 

 

Increase Private Land Only (PLO) antlerless tags when needed for crop damage: 

Many landowners want to be helpful to the cause of elk management. They are working landowners 

who incur significant damage from elk on their property.  The new Elk Management Plan needs to 

make liberal use of antlerless tags that are restricted to Private Land Only. 

 

These are not what we consider normal hunting seasons.  These are damage seasons intend to help 

alleviate problems and to give willing landowners as many tools as possible to address the impacts of 

elk. 

 

These PLO tags can be plentiful and not be restricted in dates. Make them valid for dates when elk are 

causing problems.  Using this tool in other states has shown to be helpful to landowners and helps 

move elk to public lands. 

 

Travel Management Restrictions on extended muzzleloader seasons to be the same as archery and 

rifle seasons: 

Many of the elk seasons in Region 3 that have been extended for muzzleloader season are in areas that 

have travel management restrictions through December 1.  Those restrictions were often coordinated 

with the Department for purposes of elk security during the general rifle season.  

 

With the extended muzzleloader seasons, hunting with motorized travel is allowed in any of these 

Hunting Districts where motorized travel was not allowed in archery and rifle seasons.  These long-

standing restrictions were supported by hunters as a way to reduce elk vulnerability. Now, we have 

one group of hunters, muzzleloader hunters, who are no longer subject to most of these travel 

management restrictions and get to hunt highly vulnerable bull elk during a time when these bulls have 

traditionally been allowed to recover from 11 weeks of general season.   

 



 

I oppose allowing muzzleloader elk hunting in the areas that are subject to motorized travel 

restrictions during archery and rifle seasons, yet open during muzzleloader seasons when elk are 

migrating and very vulnerable to motorized travel. I also oppose extended muzzleloader seasons in 

Hunting Districts that are under objective, both under the existing Elk Management Plan or under the 

soon to be crafted Elk Management Plan. 
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Randy Newberg 
6341 Johnson Road 

Bozeman, MT  59718 
randy@randynewberg.com 

Phone: (406) 570-4399 
 
 
May 24, 2022 
 
RE: Comments to the Montana Elk Management Citizens Advisory Council 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
Thanks for your service to this Committee. Montana has grappled with the problems related to 
elk numbers and location for thirty years, with acceleration in the last fifteen years. Many of 
our current programs are in place as short-term experiments.  We’ve been “in the short-term 
mode for the long-term,” as it relates to many elk management approaches. 
 
Montana needs to assess where FWP, and in turn, hunters, can be useful solutions to the 
problem stated to be “too many elk.” We have elk in many places where FWP and the most 
effective elk management tool, hunting, is not going to solve the problem. 
 
Montana has realized immense changes in the demographics of our landowners who make vital 
contributions toward wildlife and habitat. More and more of the private acreage, especially 
highly marketable elk acreage, is owned by landowners not reliant on agricultural production 
for their livelihood. This results in very complicated dynamics among neighbors with varying 
levels of elk tolerance and vast differences in the personal financial impacts created by the 
presence of elk.  For some, elk are a liability.  For others, elk are an amenity that keep property 
values high. 
 
I give this context to emphasize that in many instances where “elk problems” exist, we have a 
neighbor problem more than we have an elk problem. It is not possible for FWP or the 
management tool of hunting to solve neighbor problems.  
 
Montana has many great landowners who want to be part of a solution. Elk management 
programs that address “too many elk” need to be designed for those working landowners who 
want to be part of the solution, not those leveraging the issue for other reasons. 
 
I’m aware that some of my suggestions will need legislative action, and some might be beyond 
the scope of what your Committee was tasked with. I hope that the Legislature and FWP would 
look to the work of your Committee when crafting changes to Montana elk management. 
 
Thanks again for your service to this Committee.  My comments follow herein.  

mailto:randy@randynewberg.com
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1. Focus on where progress can be made: 
 
Identify where FWP and hunting can be an effective.  Focus on those areas and give 
particular attention to ideas from working landowners wanting to be part of solutions. 
Do not waste time, resources, and goodwill among us by trying to solve problems 
created by inaccessible elk. FWP and hunting cannot solve that problem. 

 
2. Shorten Montana Elk Seasons, if deemed helpful: 

 
We currently have the longest seasons of any western state.  With Shoulder Seasons, 
our seasons have gotten longer and longer, and the problem has gotten worse and 
worse.  There are studies that indicate the longer elk are pressured, the more they are 
attracted to private lands void of hunting pressure.  Over time, many of those elk lose 
their migratory patterns and become resident elk. In some areas, intense hunting 
pressure that comes with long seasons only serves to reinforce this behavior in elk. 
Consider the impacts season lengths and season types have in keeping elk on public 
land. 
 
Long-term studies by Kelly Proffitt and Kenneth Hamlin, both of FWP, done in the 
Madison Valley, document elk responses to hunting pressure and how this can be a 
long-term change in elk land use preferences. FWP studies prior their work documented 
the same. Recent FWP studies in the Larb Hills show a similar pattern of resource 
selection by elk in response to hunting pressure. 
 
The comment above considers the fatigue landowners have during hunting seasons. 
Part of our shrinking access to private land is a function of very long seasons that are a 
huge interruption to working landowners and their operations, increasing “hunting 
season fatigue.” 

 
3. Reduce elk numbers with antlerless harvest, not bull harvest. 

 
It seems obvious to say that the proven tools to address high elk numbers are focused 
on antlerless animals, cow elk.  Yet, we often see demands for more bull elk tags under 
the guise of reducing elk numbers. 
 
Do not be distracted by demands for bull elk tags when addressing population 
objectives.  We have two choices; 1) increase objectives, or 2) harvest more cow elk.   
 
Harvesting bull elk does not work for the goal of addressing elk numbers. Avoid 
implementing ideas that conflate the true goal of lowering elk number with the demand 
some are making for increased access to bull elk tags. 
 
  

https://emwh.org/pdf/elk/Effects%20of%20Hunter%20Access%20and%20Habitat%20Security%20on%20Elk%20Habitat.pdf
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4. Eliminate Shoulder Seasons: 
 

Shoulder Seasons were promised by FWP as a short-term experiment with effectiveness 
to be analyzed before expansion.  Expansion happened, but the effectiveness was not 
analyzed. Given we are now five years into expanded Shoulder Seasons and the 
problems with elk concentrations still exist, I think it is safe to say that the Shoulder 
Season experiment has not worked and has only served to push elk harder, longer, and 
further into inaccessible lands. 
 
In response to elk being pressured in these Shoulder Seasons, many are asking Shoulder 
Seasons to be expanded to public lands. Do not adopt a policy that expands this 
program to public lands. The elk on public land are the “well behaved” elk, the elk 
hunters have access to in general seasons.  We need to focus on the elk that are the 
problem, the center pivot elk, not the public land elk. 
 
To this date, FWP has provided no data that indicates shoulder seasons to have the 
long-term desired benefits of elk reductions. Given Montana studies cited in #2 above 
Montana and recent studies in Utah showing elk responses to intense hunting pressure, 
and given no evidence of success has been provided by FWP to counter the studies 
showing negative impacts of long seasons and intense hunting pressure, Shoulder 
Seasons should be eliminated until proven effective toward the stated goal. 

 
5. Private Land Only Antlerless Elk Tags: 

 
Our problem with elk is not too many elk on public land.  It is concentration of elk on 
private lands. Many landowners want relief from elk when elk are present. I would 
suggest replacing Shoulder Seasons with unlimited numbers of cow elk tags available for 
use on Private Land Only (PLO) to help those landowners wanting to be part of the 
solution.  Have those PLO tags be used during general hunting seasons, so elk will be 
moved at a time and hopefully to a place, public land, where more hunter harvest can 
occur in the general season. 
 
Consider allowing a hunter to acquire multiple PLO tags where helpful. This allows the 
problem to be addressed efficiently, and elk can be pushed elsewhere with the least 
disturbance to the working landowner who has to deal hunting and hunters. 

 
6. Separate Management Strategies from Access Programs: 

 
Do not tie elk management tools to private land access. Attempts to use elk as leverage 
for access to private lands have failed. We have an access program, Block Management. 
If that program is not working to provide enough access to elk, that program is where to 
focus reform and changes.  
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7. Restructure Block Management: 
 
Our Block Management Program, an access program, could be a great tool for access to 
land with elk.  Look at how much benefit Wyoming gets from the Hunter Management 
Areas (HMA) by focusing on properties with great big game hunting.  Our BMP is mostly 
focused on acreage goals.  We have tight caps that make BMP uncompetitive for the 
current market rates to get access to elk.  Wyoming emphasizes properties that have 
adjacent or landlocked public land.  Wyoming allocates their budgets and resources 
proportionate to the source of hunting demand (and revenue); in other words, if 60% 
comes from elk licenses, 60% of the BMP resources should be allocated toward elk 
access.  BMP is a good program.  It needs to be updated if it is going to be relevant as an 
access tool for elk hunting. 
 
Consider hiring well-trained Block Management Coordinators who can help alleviate 
some of the headaches for landowners in the program.  When competing for elk access 
and the high dollars elk access requires, it makes BMP even less competitive when the 
landowner must deal with the flood of hunters at all times of the day and all days of a 
very long season. 
 
Consider a third type of Block Management Property that is tightly controlled and 
managed with strong cooperation between FWP and the landowner.  Do a drawing for 
these high-demand/high-quality opportunities, the same as Wyoming does for hunting 
slots on their HMA elk properties. 

 
8. Season Dates for elk causing crop damage: 

 
Adjust the allowed dates for Private Land Only antlerless elk tags to coincide with the 
dates when damage is being incurred. Elk in corn fields need to be pressured away in 
August, not October. Give landowners flexibility to use Private Land Only antlerless tags 
as a tool to lessen the crop impacts of elk. 

 
9. Revamp Montana’s Non-resident licensing system: 

 
Part of our problem with elk and allocation of elk hunting opportunity is caused by the 
archaic licensing system. This is a project that needs to have its own committee.  Suffice 
to say, Montana’s Non-resident licensing system and the corresponding draw sequence 
for Limited Entry elk tags contributes to our elk problem. 
 

10. Learn from neighboring elk states: 
 
I suggest looking at programs that are working in other states in areas with similar elk 
numbers and distribution, and with similar land ownership patterns. There are many 
programs in other states that work better than what we are currently doing in Montana. 
Whether that is season dates, season types, tag systems, or non-resident license 
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systems. It would be a fair statement that Montana is still operating in 1982 when it 
comes to many of our important elk programs. 
 

11. Manage elk by herds, not arbitrary geographic boundaries: 
 

Many Montana hunting districts have been in place for decades.  We have come to use 
those for historical reference.  These districts are not necessarily the best for managing 
large herds of migratory animals that are most often move across multiple districts. 

 
Idaho manages elk by “Region.” Hunters pick their Region in advance.  The Regions are 
designed to reflect larger herds and the dynamics of transient animals across large 
landscapes. Population and Harvest Objectives, and associated management strategies, 
are set according to larger Regions, not smaller District.  
 
This has been working well for Idaho.  Montana should consider this idea.  Yes, it would 
require a restatement of our Elk Management Plan and the objectives for each Region, 
rather than each District.  A restatement of that EMP is already seven years past due. 

 
12. Increase penalties for poor hunter behavior. 

 
Again, this might require Legislative action, but we cannot deny the consequences of 
poor hunter behavior in the reductions of access to private lands and thus access to 
problem elk. Currently, bad actors get an easy pass for egregious acts. This needs to 
change. 
 

13. Clarify MCA 87-1-323 – Unreasonable mandate on FWP: 
 
I have attached this Montana Code Annotated as an appendix to this document. MCA 
87-1-323 requires FWP “to manage at or below” objectives set by FWP. This code 
section results in an expectation that FWP can manage elk even where they cannot 
access property to use the primary management tool, hunting.  
 
As currently stated, this MCA places an unattainable standard on FWP, resulting in 
lawsuits as we have seen recently.  FWP cannot reduce elk numbers in places without 
access. MCA 87-1-323 should be clarified that this law does not give FWP any power to 
access private land and this statute only applies to lands accessible for FWP 
management efforts. 
 
Yes, this will require legislative effort to clarify. Until this is clarified, and the 
unattainable standards are of the statute are amended, we can expect more angst and 
more lawsuits. 
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Appendix 

Montana Code Annotated 2021 
TITLE 87. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
CHAPTER 1. ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION 
Part 3. Fish and Wildlife Commission 

Viable Elk, Deer, And Antelope Populations Based 
On Habitat Acreage -- Reduction Of Populations 
As Necessary 

87-1-323. Viable elk, deer, and antelope populations based on habitat acreage -- reduction 
of populations as necessary. (1) Based on the habitat acreage that is determined pursuant to 87-1-
322, the commission shall determine the appropriate elk, deer, and antelope numbers that can be 
viably sustained. The department shall consider the specific concerns of private landowners when 
determining sustainable numbers pursuant to this section. 

(2) Once the sustainable population numbers are determined as provided in subsection (1), the 
department shall implement, through existing wildlife management programs, necessary actions with 
the objective that the population of elk, deer, and antelope remains at or below the sustainable 
population. The programs may include but are not limited to: 

(a) liberalized harvests; 

(b) game damage hunts; 

(c) landowner permits; or 

(d) animal relocation. 

(3) The department shall: 

(a) manage with the objective that populations of elk, deer, and antelope are at or below the 
sustainable population number by January 1, 2009; and 

(b) evaluate the elk, deer, and antelope populations on an annual basis and provide that 
information to the public. 

History: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 553, L. 2003. 

 

https://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/title_0870/chapter_0010/part_0030/section_0220/0870-0010-0030-0220.html
https://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/title_0870/chapter_0010/part_0030/section_0220/0870-0010-0030-0220.html


From: Kevin M. Kepler
To: FWP Wildlife; KC Walsh
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Elk Management Public Scoping Comments - Suspense 15 Oct - Specific to 411/535
Date: Monday, September 26, 2022 3:30:56 PM
Attachments: elk_management Public Comment KK 9.26.22.pdf

I respectfully submit the attached Document and respectfully request you take time to look at
your scientific data and statistics derived from your MT FWP site 

The statistics clearly show an increase in elk hunters and hunter days - a GREATER
Proportion of Hunter success to the ratio of hunters (NOT DECREASE if we had over
crowding as "perceived") and an even Greater increase in Elk Population Growth exponential
to both hunters and success.

For hunter heritage legacy to the "typical" DYI and traditional hunter
(father/son/daughter/grandson/granddaughter) please let us hunt elk with ease and simplicity
and opportunity !

Again - I respectfully request you to take time to read the attached document and statistics. I
stand by to answer any questions via email or phone ( Traveling 29 Sept - 5 Nov) 

Respectfully
Kevin Kepler
COL USA (RET) 
406-535-8283
kmkepler@gmail.com

mailto:kmkepler@gmail.com
mailto:fwpwld@mt.gov
mailto:commissionerregion4@mtfwp.org
mailto:kmkepler@gmail.com
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-----Original Message----- 
From: wade and lonnie murphy <wadeandlonnie@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2022 8:12 PM 
To: FWP Wildlife <fwpwld@mt.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on hunt proposals. 
 
First I need to say that it is a terrible idea to schedule state wide hunting meetings during a major 
hunting season such as general archery. Hunters are forced to choose between being in the field or 
attending meetings to stay informed. Please hold the meetings at a smarter date. 
 
I am strongly opposed to the “pick your weapon” proposal that is being pushed. This will be a huge step 
backwards for the hunters of Montana. I am a working man and struggle to find time to get in the field 
to hunt. I love the flexibility to spend some time in September with my bow and then find some time to 
rifle hunt. If there is truly a problem with Hunter over crowding then reduce the number of out of state 
tags that you give out. Montana residents should not be penalized because FWP lets so many out of 
state people in to hunt! 
 
Sent from Wade's phone 
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