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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:35 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Elk Preference Petition

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 

From: Tara Kaiser [mailto:tkaiser@tie.net]  
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:33 AM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Elk Preference Petition 
 

Dear G, F & P Commissioners, 
I would like to comment on the landowner elk preference petition. I believe this petition will benefit 
landowners and non‐land owners. Coming from a family of ranchers and farmers I know the struggle to raise 
cattle every year with the grass and hay provided. So when you add extra wild life such as elk and deer to the 
situation it makes for just that much more of a struggle. I believe this would benefit the sportsman and 
landowners with such high population of elk living on own their land on a day to day basis. Thank you for your 
time.  
 
 

 
 
Tara Kaiser 
Administrative Coordinator 
Black Hills Special Servces Cooperative 
Phone: (605)745-3408 Ext. #1312 
Fax: (605)745-6574 
www.bhssc.org 

 
Working Together to Achieve Goals and Dream! 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  
This e-mail communication, including any attachments,  
is intended solely for the use of the designated recipient  
named above and may contain confidential and privileged information.  
If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the  
recipient), you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, dissem- 
ination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly  
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 7:55 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Landowner Elk 

 
 

From: Rick Hanson [mailto:wapiti_24@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2018 8:17 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Landowner Elk  
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
Dear Commissioner’s 
 
I am writing you about my concerns for the proposed changes to the landowner elk tag. I am not a landowner but 
believe that this new proposal will only hinder the elk population in South Dakota. I know from the outside that it would 
look good to sportsmen, more tag opportunity but in the long run I have a few points that I would like you to consider. 

1. First of all, I would like to say without conservationist landowners, we as South Dakotan’s lose opportunity 

because they don’t complain about these animals. Which would also help our population of elk grow. Allowing 

more hunting opportunity on public land. More elk = more opportunity. 

2. I for one would like to see these conservationist landowner’s that like to see elk, to have the opportunity for this 

tag. In turn this might slow the development of the Black Hills meadows that these elk feed on. For example, all 

you have to do is go north or south of Trails Head Lodge in the northern Black Hills to see the development of 

the meadows. I think this adds value to these meadows so they are not developed. 

3. I don’t see the difference in landowners, a ranch, a recreational use, or whatever type of owner you want to call 

it they are all landowners. There should be no distinction between either. As long as these landowners comply 

with the current guide lines, I don’t see why we should change. 

4. The landowners that are complaining do they get the depredation payments we as sportsmen pay in preference 

points? We went from five to ten dollars for a preference point and I would pay twenty dollars if it would help 

with landowner tolerance, we as sportsman volunteer to give this money for the privilege to get a point and 

have an opportunity to get an any elk tag in South Dakota. Are these landowners trying to monopolize the elk 

tags, then later petition for transfer of elk tags? 

5. Elk tags are a privilege in SD and I understand that not all landowners are drawing their preferred tag. If this is 

the case, give the unlucky landowner a preference point for the next year and then a cow tag for year they did 

not draw.  

6. I know this is a proposal for just elk landowners but if you are going to change the requirements for elk I think 

you should consider change for all species, deer, antelope etc. As I stated before I do not see any reason to 

change the way land owner tags are given but it only seems fair to change all species if that is the direction you 

want to go. 

 
Thank you for your time, 
Rick Hanson 
Spearfish, SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 2:40 PM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] landowner elk preference petition

 
 

From: Jeanie Harper [mailto:jeanieroseh@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 12:11 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] landowner elk preference petition 
 
I would like to comment on this petition 
 
As a sportsmen I believe it is only right we give our landowners every opportunity to a landowner tag if they so 
want it. Having been a landowner and knowing first hand what destruction just deer and antelope can do to a 
place I can't imagine what the landowners losses are a year with elk. Quite frankly, it's probably the least that 
could be done for them. I'm talking about the landowners who make their living on their places and not the 
ones who just come in buy a few acres to qualify them for landowner preference, pull a tag and live 
somewhere else the rest of the year. We all know this is not what the landowner tag was created for. 
 
So I ask of you to make the proper corrections and make this a better deal for the landowner. Remember they 
are the ones who make that place available for everyone to hunt. 
 
 
Jeanie R Harper‐‐‐sportsman 
Oral, SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:38 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Landowner elk preference proposal

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: David Hall [mailto:muddymoose81@icloud.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2018 11:19 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Landowner elk preference proposal 
 
To whom it may concern.  
 
Hello commissioners. I wanted to touch on a few concerns I had on the proposal that could change the land owner 
preference in the Black Hills. I am a land owner that has been lucky enough to be able to get an elk tag. The way it has 
been set up was a very clear cut way to know if you get it or not. Simple is good. The problem I see is that it could bring a 
burden on the state to know first if the total 2000 elk use days are really happening. How are they ever going to be able 
to know for sure. It looks like to me it is going to waste a lot more tax money, investigating these. The other thing with 
most landowners. Is we can't see our whole ranch at all times. So just what we can see is not all of the elk that are on 
our property.  
 I don't really know what the state is trying to accomplish here for sure. Is it they are trying to put more tags in the pool 
or what. If so it could potentially go the other way. Instead of having a minimum acreage. They are dropping it. Which 
looks like to me they are quite possibly gaining more landowners. Which means extra work for GFP to investigate.  
 My suggestion is leave it the same. Have a min acreage of 240 and if they feel better raising the elk days so be it.  
 If the state is working on eliminating some landowner tags. Which is not a big cut out of the pool in the first place. I 
believe there is a total of 43 landowners. Some of which I believe are lessees. Cut the lessees tags. Land owners are 
critical for the elk population in the hills. If it wasn't for our bigger parcels of property the elk would have no place to 
hide. I'm afraid that if this is taken away from us the landowners. Properties may be developed. Making no place for the 
elk. 
 I may be speaking out of the box, and don't really know if all landowners feel the same. But I don't expect or want to be 
paid for elk damages. I've never asked for anything except panels to protect hay yards. I like the elk and I take care of 
them, however I can. But if the only payback is taken away. That being an elk tag.  Then I'm afraid I'm going to have to 
ask for elk damage payback. If that is in the form of fencing of money to help cattle grazing. Elk are hard on on our 
property. They wreck much more grass then they eat.  
  Thank you for reading and I hope you are having a great Easter weekend.  
 
    Thank you 
    David Hall 
    11481 Brownsville Rd 
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     Lead SD 57754 
     605‐584‐1416 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 10:18 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Landowner elk tag preference

 
 

From: Bill and Lisa Miller [mailto:blmiller@gwtc.net]  
Sent: Friday, March 16, 2018 4:39 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Landowner elk tag preference 
 
Dear Game, Fish and Park Commissioners, 
 
The days of buying an elk tag are here. All it takes is to purchase or lease 240 acres to get a landowner elk tag. 
 
As the current requirements for a landowner elk tag are being looked at, I would like to comment on some of 
the issues I see as a landowner who has been overrun with elk throughout the years. 
 
I have spent countless hours and dollars rebuilding fences and buying feed for my livestock, so part of the 
agreement with Game, Fish & Parks was to be issued a landowner tag if I met all of the requirements handed 
down by GF & P. This included a set number of elk use days and a set number of acreage affected by the elk. In 
essence, it was a landowner depredation tag.  
 
Now it appears this is no longer the case. Now the landowner tag is given to the landowner who owns or 
leases the minimum number of acres. As a landowner who is attempting to maintain his livelihood by 
subsisting off his own property, it is very frustrating to see the elk damage and then not draw a tag, as this has 
happened in the past. Over the years, numerous sportsmen have been allowed onto my property in an 
attempt to alleviate some of the elk issues, which can be verified through your office. 
 
With the current rules, the people who have chosen to purchase or lease 240 acres of land can skip the 
sportsman draw and be basically guaranteed a tag, which is not fair to the sportsman or the landowners. The 
highly sought‐after land simply drives up property taxes for those of us who are trying to make a living out 
here. 
 
Some of the so‐called landowner elk tag holders in the past have gotten the tag, closed off their property to 
the sportsman hunters and turned their land into a sanctuary for the elk, which only hurts the true 
landowners who are reliant on their land and makes it more difficult for the sportsman to find a place to hunt.  
 
In closing, I would like to commend Game, Fish and Parks for their assistance to me with numerous panels, 
and partial compensation for building a stack yard. It is much appreciated and has helped immensely with 
keeping my livestock’s feed away from the elk. However, I believe there is still room for improvements in the 
landowner elk tag policy. 
 

 



2

Regards, 

 

Bill Miller  

Rancher 

Hot Springs SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:38 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] landowner elk tags

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 

From: Shirley Kingsbury [mailto:creativeart717@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2018 10:28 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] landowner elk tags 
 
Commisioners; This change is very complex of what would really take place as far as the change would be. I 
don't see what advantages there would be to changing the existing rules. Please give this a concideral amount 
of thought because it will affect quite a few landowners that would not get a chance for a licence. Thank you 
for your time. 
Shirley Kingsbury 
Piedmont, SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 1:55 PM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Landowner Preference

 

 

Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 

From: Mike Jarding [mailto:MikeJarding@GoldenWest.com]  
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 1:43 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Landowner Preference 
 

I do not agree with the current petition on the landowner preference. I would like to see South Dakota Game Fish and 
Parks make this tag what it is, a “Landowner Conservation Tag”. Not a hardship tag, or a depredation tag, or a tag for 
“experiencing negative impact from wildlife”. Times have changed. Some SD residents now buy land to have the 
privilege to obtain an elk tag if they have enough elk use on it. This is a benefit to both wildlife, agriculture production, 
and sportsman. It keeps important habitat for wildlife and agriculture land from being subdivided. These landowners are 
also willing to mitigate impact to the few landowners who do not want elk on their land. Game Fish and Parks has 
provided monetary support, food plots, elk/deer fencing, etc. to agriculture producers who have "hardships" due to 
wildlife. "Tolerance" seems to have become a "No Tolerance" no matter what is given to them. Many landowners who 
have elk use on their land and qualify for a Landowner Conservation tag do not receive any supplies or money from 
Game Fish and Parks. These landowners who buy land for recreation and agriculture use do a tremendous work and 
spend thousands of dollars protecting their land and save crucial habitat for the wildlife.  
The reason why not all landowners draw the Landowner Conservation Tag is, there is a small minority of landowners 
who insist on lowering elk numbers which directly affects their tags and tags allocated for other hunters. Not long ago in 
unit 3‐, 400 any elk tags were issued yearly, now we are down to 80 any elk tags because the elk population is so low.  
Mike Jarding 
Hot Springs SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 3:51 PM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] LandownerElk Preference

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 

From: Gary Woodford [mailto:gwoodford@custercountysd.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 3:43 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] LandownerElk Preference 
 
Attn: SD GF&P Commissioners 
 
I am a landowner and a tenant of leased agriculture land used for cattle grazing and have done this for the last 15 years 
in the Custer area in unit 2. I would like to share my concerns about the petition that has been submitted to SD GF&P 
Commissioners for the March 2018 meeting which would restrict landowner preference based on number of acres 
owned and or leased. I feel that what is currently in place is working and should not be changed. My family has owned 
various properties near Custer in unit two for 100 years that have always been used for raising cattle and hay crops. This 
should be a factor in being qualified for landowner‐operator preference. 
 
There are few landowners with 1000 acres or more in current elk units. So if the minimum was to change are these 
landowners going to start charging for hunters to access their property. I manage over 500 acres and have allowed 
hunting on the property with permission. If the present minimum acreage changes to 1000 acres this property would 
not be available for access. 
 
I would hope that the GF&P Commission gives this petition little consideration as it is not benefitting the smaller land 
owners in the elk units. 
 
Thank you for your consideration on this issue. 
 
Gerald Woodford 
 
 
25003 Highway 16/385 
Custer, South Dakota 57730 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:38 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Petition for Landowner Elk Tag changes

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jim Scull [mailto:jscull@scullconst.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2018 11:40 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Petition for Landowner Elk Tag changes 
 
To the GFP Game Commissioners: 
 
I have spoken to some of you commissioner by phone, but didn't get through to all about my concerns with the 
proposed changes to the qualification of landowner elk tags. 
 
My position is these changes are not in the best interest of Elk Management in the Black Hills. They do not follow the 
recently completed Elk management plan which was rigorously vetted over a two year period. The system now in place 
has worked very well and you don't need fix something which is not broke. 
 
I have 320 acres of land west of Hill City in Unit H‐2. I have an abundance of elk use days, perhaps in the range of 4000 to 
5000 would be my estimate, but it is a little hard to determine when you have this kind of use. Consequently, the 
proposed petition changes would not effect my receiving an elk tag. However, I do not feel these changes would be in 
the best interest of elk management the GFP has been practicing for many years with pretty darn good success. Elk 
numbers are very near the maximum numbers desired based on landowner tolerance and available habitat as I 
understand it. Landowners, it seems after much contact and conversation,  are pleased and tolerant of the elk numbers 
in all units except in the unit where the petitioner lives, Unit H‐3. 
 
The petitioner has requested 4 major changes based on his observation. 
 
***The first is to raise the acreage numbers from 240 acres to 1000 acres or 2000 elk use days.  
Where I reside, Unit H‐2, which is the largest unit, holds the most elk by far and has the most tags, however the 1000 
acre rule in Unit H‐2 would leave 1 land owner in the pool unless you have 2000 elk use days. To the best of knowledge 
there is 1 landowner who has 1000 acres or more. In comparison Unit H‐3 has somewhere between 30 to 50 landowners 
over 1000 acres. No one seems to know exactly at this time but pretty sure it is over 30 landowners. 
 
***The second, Raising elk use days from 500 to 2000 elk days. 
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It seems the petitioner is proposing this without any limit on amount of land acres. I would like to say it is no doubt 
possible to have 40 to 100 acres or something less than 240 acres of land with the right food plots and water sources to 
qualify under this scenario. I don't feel this would be good elk management for the Black Hills. The management plan is 
working well with the minimum 240 acre rule currently in place. Also, counting 500 elk days in most cases is an estimate 
at best and fairly easy to estimate  by general herd size and local and habitat. It would just seem to me documenting 
2000 elk use days would be much more challenging to certify and be effective. 
 
 ***Third, Concerning living within 60 miles of the ranch.  
Data from the GFP records for the last five years shows only one unit has a zip code which shows a landowner tag holder 
living more than 60 miles away from the unit. The only unit showing this condition is the petitioners unit,  Unit H‐3. No 
other unit has a single zip code outside the Black hIlls units. Unit H‐3 shows a total of 10 times in the last five years that 
this has occurred. Hardly a problem in my eyes. 
 
***Fourth, It is becoming harder for landowners to draw a landowner tag. 
Landowners are eligible for 50% of the tags in the pool, however GFP statistics show that only 17% of the total tags for 
the last two years have been issued to landowners. In the majority of units there is more than enough tags to meet the 
needs of landowners. Where there is too few landowner tags such as in the northern units, Unit H‐9, these landowners 
collaborate to see that they fairly share the tags from year to year, knowing that it is never more than 1 in 3 years they 
don't have a tag. This is not a problem for these landowners as they understand elk numbers in this unit are not such 
that more tags are available.  
The only unit with a problem with number of tags for landowners is Unit H‐3. This is  a challenge for several reasons. 
First, landowner tolerance for elk has been less and as a result the elk numbers have been reduced according to 
tolerance and, second, in alignment with this, fewer tags are available for hunting. As a result, where there used to be 
50 tags available for landowners, there now appears to be about 40 tags available for landowner preference. 
Unfortunately,  there are 43 to 45 landowners requesting tags in this the last couple of years. This is a success rate of 
something over 85% each year for landowners. This would appear to be pretty darn good. This shouldn't be a problem 
particularly if they worked together a little, because their  success is like 8 out of every 10 years. In conclusion this is a 
problem only in Unit H‐3 and affects none of the other units in the Black Hills. 
 
In conclusion, the current system is working very well as it is. There appears to be no qualified reasoning to change this 
system. Perhaps you have to address some landowner challenges in unit H‐3 but to realign the entire system to appease 
the needs of few doesn't seem reasonable. 
 
I urge you to reject this petition for changes. 
 
Jim Scull 
Hill City, SD 
Cell 390‐7080 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 7:43 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Potential SD Landowner Elk Tag Allocation Change

 
 
From: hunterbjbrown . [mailto:brown.benjaminj@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 6:08 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Potential SD Landowner Elk Tag Allocation Change 
 
Dear SD GFP Commissioners,  
 
I don't support the petition, because I appreciate all the landowners that provide Hunter opportunity and wildlife 
habitat. 
 
Thanks  
 
Benjamin Brown  
Pierre, SD  
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 7:43 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Potential SD Landowner Elk Tag Allocation Change

 
 
From: hunterbjbrown . [mailto:brown.benjaminj@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 6:08 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Potential SD Landowner Elk Tag Allocation Change 
 
Dear SD GFP Commissioners,  
 
I don't support the petition, because I appreciate all the landowners that provide Hunter opportunity and wildlife 
habitat. 
 
Thanks  
 
Benjamin Brown  
Pierre, SD  
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:38 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Current Landowner Elk Tag Proposition

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 
From: Dalton Hall [mailto:calfroper2327@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 01, 2018 8:16 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] Current Landowner Elk Tag Proposition 
 
To whome it may concern,  
 
First off thank you for taking the time to read my email. I am not in favor of the new proposition for a few 
reasons. I believe it will have an opposite effect on the amount of Landowners who will be applying. Since the 
minimum amount of acreage has been dropped to, no minimum acreage of privately owned land, then what is to 
stop literally anyone from applying for the landowner elk tag? Yes of course the applicant will need the 2,000 
elk use days but its up to the GF&P to come and prove they didn't have the required amount of elk use days.  
 
The new proposition also states that a landowner is eligible for an elk tag as long as they are within the 60 miles 
of the property. I think this is a good idea except for the fact it does not exclude out of state landowners. Please 
see new proposition section 41:06:01:15  
 
#1 Only a resident of the state may apply for a license; 
#2 EXCEPT for a qualifying landowner-operator applicant; 
 
These are contradicting statements, I think we all know that the GF&P did not want out of staters getting the tag 
but these statements are allowing them to apply. If the statement read,  
#2 Except for a qualifying landowner/operator applicant but must reside in the state of South Dakota; 
 
I believe this would cover all loopholes out of staters might try to jump through to get the elk tag.  
 
The idea of increasing the Elk use days to 2000 from 500 is a fine idea but if it had a minimum acreage attached 
to it like 160 or even just leaving it at 240 acres then it would be a great idea. This would eliminate, for example 
anyone that owns a 5 acre parcel next to town from applying for the landowner tag. Like I said before it's up to 
the GF&P to prove these landowners wrong, and for the GF&P to prove them wrong they have to go out to the 
property in question walk around for hours literally looking for elk droppings. As a South Dakota tax payer I 
truly believe that our tax dollars could be used a little more efficiently than this.  
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Finally if it is absolutely necessary to try and bring down the amount of Landowners who apply, maybe don't 
take the opportunity away from the actual landowners pull the landowner status away from the Lesees. Yes, I 
know this would be an absolute all out fight but it doesn't make sense to punish the actual Landowners. 
Especially since they are the ones who must deal with not only the wildlife tearing down the fences (I'm not 
saying the Leases don't deal with this, but generally it's the Lessors responsibility to have the fences taken care 
of) but also paying the taxes and dealing with the government on any matter regarding the land. The Lesees do 
not have to deal with this burden, typically.  
 
Thank you for taking the time out of your day to read over this and I would be happy to elaborate on any of the 
points I brought up if you have any questions whatsoever. Have a blessed Easter Sunday and a great week as 
well! 

Thank You,  
Dalton Hall 
 
 
11507 Brownsville Rd.  
Lead SD, 57754 
307.756.2805 
Calfroper2327@gmail.com 
 



 
 
Dear G, F & P Commissioners, 
 
 
 
I would like to comment on the landowner elk preference petition.  
 
I believe the intent for the landowner tags has become forgotten.  Landowner tags were 
originally intended to help farmers and ranchers tolerate the elk destruction to fences, 
crops and grass, which they make their living off of. 
Many of these same landowners are now no longer receiving tags due to loopholes in 
qualifying for these tags.  Our petition will not only help the landowners it originally was 
intended to help, but will also put more tags back into the hands of the sportsman.   
I realize this is not a 100% cure all, but I do believe it is a big step in the right direction.  I 
also realize that there will be collateral damage on both sides, but possibly less with this 
proposal.  Adopting this change rather than leaving it as is will help the farmers, ranchers 
and sportsman alike.   
I ask you please don’t just put a Band-Aid on it by adding a few more tags.  Let’s fix the 
problem so this doesn’t come up every year. 
 
 
 
Scott G. Phillips     Farmer-Rancher 
Hot Springs, SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Miller, LouAnn
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 8:02 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Proposal for Changes for Elk Requirements

 
 

From: outlook_CCC59F5F50FCD937@outlook.com [mailto:outlook_CCC59F5F50FCD937@outlook.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 9:34 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Cc: brueske@santel.net 
Subject: re: [EXT] Proposal for Changes for Elk Requirements 
 
 
I am a landowner in Prairie Elk unit 15. I am opposing the proposal from Scott Phillips in regards 
to his new changes for landowners currently eligible for elk tags with 240 acres minimum 
requirements along with all his other changes in the current policies. I spoke with the game warden 
who oversees my Prairie unit and he said probably none of the landowners there would even meet the 
proposed requirements. It would probably close our unit. We have been in this unit for 9 years and 
haven’t heard a complaint or any problems associated with the current regulations and draws. While 
the rancher or farmer endures some wildlife conflicts and tags are part of compensation for that, 
landowners who buy land primarily for hunting usually make significant investments in habitat and 
reduced rent income that results in greater game populations that benefit us all and the landowner 
tags are beneficial. I fear that this type of thinking regarding the elk, if this proposal is 
adopted, could spill over to deer, antelope and turkeys. It would have a negative effect, no doubt, 
on hunter access to some private lands. It would seem foolish to potentially upset a large number 
of landowners to satisfy a few (or one). I think GFP should survey ALL landowners who have applied 
for an elk tag in the last several years to see if dissatisfaction runs beyond just a few. It works 
now, why change it? In closing, we own 320 acres because we wanted to be able to hunt elk on our 
own property. Should we not meet the requirement for land owner tags, we would not let other elk 
hunters have the access to our property as we allow at the present time. We feel that we would not 
be the only ones denying hunting access. I am willing to visit or attend any meetings, if needed, 
to oppose any changes to the current policy. Craig Brueske (605) 354-2969 Cell 
Huron South Dakota 
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March 26, 2018

G.F.P. Comrnission

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposals for the late deer reduction
season, now known as the anterless hunting season.

Of the two options currently being identified for this season, Option 2 would be the best

for the reasons listed below.

Over the years several older bucks that have already lost their antlers have

been shot in this late season, and the later these season dates run, the greater
the chance that these bucks will be harvested during the anterless only
season.

The later the antlerless season, after the l6-day season, further stresses the
deer and can move them out of their chosen cold winter cover areas, causing
them to "bunch up", which can cause more depredation problems for some

farmers and ranchers.

If the hunter surveys are correct, and I have been told this by more than one

conservation officer, the average hunter hunts only 4 days out of the normal
16-day season. I would question whether this season is currently needed in
many of the counties. Ifthere is a need, however, to have the season at all,
option 2 would be the best option.

Sincerely,

(,Cl ,,L/a*,,.- )o4-{_, *,
,/

Dan Golay
27173 473"1Avenue
Sioux Falls, SD 57108
605-254-3485
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Landowner ELK proposal Feedback 

 

SD GF&P commissioners, 

The proponents of the changes to qualifications for land owner elk tags seem to believe that the sole 
purpose for landowner tags is to compensate agricultural users. Perhaps I am wrong, but I do not 
believe this is the sole purpose to allocate tags to landowners. The GF& P maintains programs to 
compensate agriculture landowners through Food plot, Hayland, and Protective Stackyards 
compensation.  

I have always believed that landowner tags are available to landowners due to the landowners providing 
the necessary habitat that maintains the wildlife in this state. Elk do not care what the main source of 
income is of the landowner when they graze, water and bed on private lands. Therefore, source of 
income should be irrelevant when issuing land owner tags. The current proposal for a minimum of 1,000 
acres to qualify for landowner tags eliminates all but a handful of large ranches. I would argue that 250 
acres of well maintained habitat that provides food water and shelter for the elk is more valuable than 
1,000 acres that has been grazed by cattle to near bear dirt.  

Especially in the Black Hills, private ownership of land tracts less than 1,000 acres that are maintained 
with wildlife habitat as part of the land management plan, saves these parcels from subdivision and 
development. Changing the minimum acreage to qualify will greatly reduce the incentive to protect 
these properties from development.  

An additional benefit of landowner tags is to establish a good working relationship between GF&P and 
private landowners. Issuing landowner tags paves the way for cooperation of the landowner and 
decreases opportunities for conflict. Landowners who receive tags are more willing to allow others to 
hunt on their private lands, opening opportunities for other hunters.  

Currently, the elk use days requirement is set at 500 per year. This is more of a yes/no decision. Any 
common-sense person can walk a property and determine if elk use the property on a regular basis, 
therefore meeting the requirement. If elk use days are set at 2,000, the local game warden is put into a 
very difficult position and conflict with landowners will be inevitable. What will happen if a game 
warden tells a landowner he only thinks they get 1500 elk use days a year and do not qualify? 
Conversely, what will happen if a game warden determines a property receives over 2,000 elk use days, 
while another property owner in the same unit that did not qualify disagrees with that assessment? 
Conflicts with landowners will be inevitable. 

Those that proposed the changes to landowner qualification appear to be motivated by jealousy and 
greed. Their proposal eliminates all but themselves and a few other landowners from this program. The 
current system rewards landowners who provide habitat that sustains the elk herd. Please do not fix 
what is not broken 

 

Mike Welu, Hill City, SD 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 8:12 AM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] requested change from Scott Phillips
Attachments: signatures.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 

 
 

From: Cooper, Christopher [mailto:ccooper3@regionalhealth.org]  
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 6:39 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info 
Subject: [EXT] requested change from Scott Phillips 
 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
My name is Chris Cooper and I am a Landowner in the area that is being discussed by Mr. Phillips. Although I was not 
able to attend the initial meeting I have listened to the recorded session. The conversation brings me to a few comments 
and questions. If the request is to truly change the landowner tag to ranchers that make their living off of the ranch, let 
me be very clear. My family operates approximately 390 acres in this area which is NOT enough land to make a living. 
However I hold down a full time job as well as running 35 head of cows and bulls and cutting and baling our pasture 
ground and hay fields. I would like for you to rest assured that I work every bit as hard if not harder than Mr. Phillips at 
making my ranch a success.  
 
I am restricted to the heard size as I do not have the opportunity to obtain government lease land to graze in the 
summer months. These leases are held by the larger ranchers in the area and are not available to those of us considered 
by Mr. Phillips as not making a living off of our land. If the comment is true about his property damage (fences) by the 
elk herd is true then I would suggest rather than make the requested change (that may or may not have any effect on his 
property damage)he works with the GF & P for a better solution. One that comes to mind would be for the GF & P to 
approve 10 additional cow tags for sale of which would be only good for his property. This would reduce the heard size 
which is directly affecting his property. The GF & P have had great programs in the past and present to help landowners 
ie: aluminum cables for the top wire of fences, hay pen assistance for materials and crop damage funding are three 
methods that I am aware of.  
 
I manage a small herd of cows and I have property in the area where elk frequent our pastures and hay fields. I know for 
a fact that I have more damage to my fences and pastures by far from open range cow herds than I do from the elk herd. 
I don’t come asking for help from the forest service or GF & P, I simply work closely with my neighbors and fellow 
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rancher friends. One of the benefits that I receive for owning land and working at making my (smaller) ranch a success is 
a landowner elk tag. I intend to purchase more land as I can afford it but not to obtain an elk license.  
 
In my area land is listed for $3000 to $4000 dollars an acre. I have never heard or suspected that anyone is buying 250 
acres of land for $750,000 in an effort to obtain an elk license. It could happen but I think it would be a rare occurrence. I 
think that pursuit of this change will impact the landowner relationship with hunters asking for trespass rights in the 
future. Also I think there are better solutions to Mr. Phillips elk problems than just changing a few landowner tags, and 
that would be work with the GF &P and neighbors rather that the elimination of a few property owners. 
 
Whether the requested change affects my landowner elk license rights or not, I hope that the commission put a lot of 
thought into their decision. This situation stirs up emotions and attitudes from both sides of the situation. The residents 
of South Dakota, GF & P, Forest Service, landowners, hunters, and yes even the elk will be impacted by the decisions you 
make.  
 
Thank you for your consideration and time, 
 
 

Chris Cooper 

Ops Manager/Plant Ops 
 

 

Custer Regional Hospital | 1039 Montgomery ST | Custer, SD 57730 
p: 605‐673‐9412 | c: 605‐673‐1840 | e: ccooper3@regionalhealth.org 

regionalhealth.org 

 

Regional Health is an integrated health care system with the purpose of helping patients and communities live 
well. 
 
Note: The information contained in this message, including any attachments, may be privileged, confidential, or 
protected from disclosure under state or federal laws. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, 
or an employee or agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify the Sender immediately by a "reply to sender only" message 
and destroy all electronic or paper copies of the communication, including any attachments. 
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Comes, Rachel

From: Cary, Joe
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 1:55 PM
To: GFP Commission Public Comments
Subject: FW: [EXT] Elk Petition Signatures
Attachments: ElkPetitionSignatures3-30-18.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
Thank you, 
Joe Cary | Secretary 
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
20641 SD Highway 1806 | Fort Pierre, SD 57532 
605.223.7683 | Joe.Cary@state.sd.us 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Brueske [mailto:brueske@santel.net]  
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2018 1:50 PM 
To: GFP Wild Info; Jensen, Barry; Jensen, Gary; Peterson, Cathy; Boyd, Mary Anne; Olson, Russell; Sharp, Doug; Phillips, 
W. Scott 
Cc: brueske@santel.net 
Subject: [EXT] Elk Petition Signatures 
 
 
Hello South Dakota Game, Fish & Park Commissioners 
 
This is our petition to oppose the filed petition by Scott Phillips brought to your board of SD Game, Fish and Parks 
Commission on March 1st, 2018. That proposal wanted to change the land owner elk eligibility laws. We, the 
undersigned, do hereby acknowledge to keep the current state statutes. 
 
Please find attached 28 pages with 522 signatures and best we can tell there are 75 current landowner elk tag qualifiers 
that signed the petition, which does not include counting their family members. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. We appreciate all that you do for South Dakota. 
 
Craig A Brueske 
40264 221st Street 
Huron SD  57350 
(605) 354‐2969 
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