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Minutes of the Game, Fish, and Parks Commission 
April 5-6, 2018 

 
Chairman Barry Jensen called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. MT at GFP Outdoor 
Campus West in Rapid City, South Dakota. Commissioners Barry Jensen, Gary Jensen, 
Mary Anne Boyd, Cathy Petersen, Scott Phillips, Russell Olson and Douglas Sharp and 
approximately 100 public, staff, and media were present.   
 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION 
Conflict of Interest Disclosure 

Chairman B Jensen called for conflicts of interest to be disclosed.  None were 
presented. 

 
Approval of Minutes 
 Chairman B Jensen called for any additions or corrections to the March 1-2, 2018 
minutes or a motion for approval. 
 

Motion by Phillips with second by Boyd TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE 
MARCH 1-2, 2018 MEETING. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
Additional Commissioner Salary Days 
 No additional salary days were requested   

 
License List Request 

Chris Petersen, administration division director, presented a full fee licenses list 
request for West River Special Buck, West River Any Deer, West River Any Whitetail, 
and Black Hills Any Deer & Any Whitetail license holders for 2017 from Dakota Grey 
Ghost Chapter of Mule Deer Foundation of Sioux Falls, SD to be used to advertise 
notice of their first annual banquet.   

 
Motioned by Olson, second by Peterson TO APPROVE THE LICENSE LIST 

REQUESTS.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
Black Hills and Badlands Tourism Association  

Michelle Thomson, president/CEO of the Black Hills and Badlands Tourism 
Association welcomed the Commission to Rapid City and provided information on the 
Black Hills and Badland as vacation destination.  She also shared videos they are 
currently using for marketing. 

 
Nonmeandered Waters Update  

 Kevin Robling, special projects coordinator, informed the commission of 
implementation process as it has been 30 days since legislative session has passed.  
He stated letters were hand-delivered to landowners in regards to marking requirements 
for open waters as we transition from ice to open waters.  To date 516 acres have been 
removed from the nonmeandered closure list while 4,500 acres remain closed.  He is 
actively engaged with 6 different groups with hope to negotiate agreements.   
 
Fish and Wildlife Resources Summit 
 Robling informed the Commission on the upcoming fish and wildlife resources 
summit to be held April 21, 2018 in Oacoma, SD.  He explained 34 sportsmen and 
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sportswomen groups have been invited to listen, learn and share about key issues 
facing South Dakota’s hunting, fishing and trapping resources.  Challenge areas the 
group will focus on are sustainable habitat, public access, sustainable funding, 
recreation and respect and effective collective voice.   

 
 
PETITION FOR RULE CHANGE 
First Time Deer License 

Janet Loux, petitioner, presented her reasons for asking the commission to 
propose a new type of deer license.  Loux explained that she has been a Becoming an 
Outdoor Women (BOW) instructor and notices women are excited after completing the 
training and hunter safety course which take place in the fall past the license drawing 
deadlines.  Newly certified hunters who are eager to hunt deer but are not eligible for a 
youth tag are forced to wait until the next year, where they must enter the lottery system 
and hope for the best. They can obviously apply for an antlerless tag in the following 
year. Loux thinks age should not be a factor in letting newly-certified hunters feed their 
newfound passion.   The first time hunter tag should be state-wide for antlerless only 
deer for residents costing the same as a youth antlerless tag and only be available for 
those who have completed hunter safety in South Dakota that same year.   

 
Loux noted she is open to withdrawing 4. Only those who have completed hunter 

safety in that same year are eligible 5. Only those who have completed hunter safety in 
South Dakota are eligible from her petition.   

 
Peterson ask if there a reason to take away the hunt safe course. 
 
Tony Leif, wildlife division director, noted that while the department promotes and 

encourages HuntSafe anyone 16 years of age and older are not required to complete 
the program, but do need to be with a responsible adult. 

 
Loux amended her petition to remove 4. Only those who have completed hunter 

safety in that same year are eligible and 5. Only those who have completed hunter 
safety in South Dakota are eligible.  

 
 

 Phillips stated there are several hunting seasons such as pheasant hunting that 
do not require draws 

Loux explained that newly certified hunters who are eager to hunt deer but are 
not eligible for a youth tag are forced to wait until the next year and that offering this tag 
would encourage big game hunting. 
 
 

Motion by G. Jensen second by Petersen TO ADOPT THE PETITION AS 
AMENDED.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
PROPOSALS 
Deer Hunting Season Dates  

Chad Switzer, wildlife program administrator, presented the recommended 
change for the 2018 east river deer hunting season 
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1. Adjust resident license numbers from no more than 21,085 one-tag and 5,250 two-tag licenses to no 
more than 20,900 one-tag and 5,250 two-tag licenses. 

2. Create a new Limited Access Unit (Unit 59L) in Hughes and Sully counties limited to all Game 
Production, Corp of Engineer, and Park Recreation Area Lands north of Oahe Dam in Hughes County 
and west of US Hwy 1804 to Bush’s Landing boat ramp in Sully County at 182nd St.; excluding the 
Spring Creek Recreation area (see map). This unit is all public land and landowner preference does 
not apply and hunters must obtain a free access permit to hunt archery, muzzleloader, youth or 
mentored youth as required on other Limited Access Units. 

3. Eliminate Unit 59B (that potion of Sully County east of U.S. Highway 83). 
4. Modify Unit 59A to include all of Sully except that portion within 59L. 
5. Modify Unit 36A to include all of Hughes County excluding that portion within Unit 59L, Farm Island 

Recreation Area, LaFramboise Island, and the land from the entrance to Farm Island west through 
the city of Pierre. 

6. Modify the antlerless-only deer hunting season dates from 9 days beginning on the Saturday after 
Christmas to be either: 

a)  nine consecutive days beginning the Saturday following the 16th day of the East River                        
deer season; OR 

b)  beginning December 26 through January 1. 

 Olson inquired where people can go to get free access tags. 

Switzer responded the tags can be obtained from the GFP licensing office in  Ft. 
Pierre or online.  He noted some are unlimited while others would require a draw. 

 
Phillips noted the vast amount of public input received.   
 
Peterson asked what the season would look life if the mid-December option was 

selected.   
 

Kirschenmann, wildlife deputy director, explained the east river season begins 
November 17 and would run until December 2 for 2018.  The antlerless would begin 
December 8 and run for nine consecutive days including two full weekends and 
conclude prior to the holidays. 

 
Phillips said he is a proponent of earlier seasons and also thinks it is important 

for landowners to get the break between Christmas and New Years for landowners and 
Conservation Officers. 

 
Olson explained he would prefer the other option as the Christmas break allows 

times for people to hunt when they have typically have time off.  He said the break also 
gives animals a time to rest.   

 
Motioned by Phillips, second by G. Jensen TO AMEND THE PROPOSAL 

SELECTING AN OPTION OF BEGINNING THE ANTLERLESS HUNTING DATES THE 
SATURDAY FOLLOWING THE SIXTEENTH DAY OF THE EAST RIVER DEER 
SEASON.  Roll call vote: Boyd-yes; G. Jensen-yes; Olson- no; Peterson-no; Phillips – 
yes Sharp- yes; B. Jensen-yes.  Motion passes with 5 yes votes and 2 no vote.  Motion 
passes. 

 
 Motioned by Phillips, second by G. Jensen TO APPROVE THE PROPOSAL 
SELECTING AN OPTION OF BEGINNING THE ANTLERLESS HUNTING DATES THE 
SATURDAY FOLLOWING THE SIXTEENTH DAY OF THE EAST RIVER DEER 
SEASON AMENDED.  Motion carried. 
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Switzer presented the recommended changes to the 2018 west river deer 
hunting season.  

1. Reinstate the antlerless-only deer season hunting dates to be either: 
a)  nine consecutive days beginning the Saturday following the 16th day of the East River deer 

season; OR 
b)  beginning December 26 through January 1. 

Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Phillips TO AMEND THE PROPOSAL 
SELECTING AN OPTION OF BEGINNING THE ANTLERLESS HUNTING DATES THE 
SATURDAY FOLLOWING SIXTEENTH DAY OF THE EAST RIVER DEER SEASON.  
Motion passes. 

 
Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Phillips TO APPROVE THE PROPOSAL 

SELECTING THE OPTION OF BEGINNING THE ANTLERLESS HUNTING DATES 
THE SATURDAY FOLLOWING THE SIXTEENTH DAY OF THE EAST RIVER DEER 
SEASON AS AMENDED.  Motion carried. 

Switzer presented the recommended change to the 2018 general muzzleloader 
deer hunting season. 

1. For Unit MZD-LM1, close unit ERD-59L. 
2. Both any deer and antlerless whitetail deer licenses are valid December 1 – January 1. 

 
Motioned by G. Jensen, seconded by Olson TO APPROVE THE 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE MUZZLELOADING DEER SEASON.  Motion 
carried. 

 
Archery Deer Hunting Season 
 Switzer presented the recommended changes to the 2018 archery deer hunting 
season 
 
1. Allocate 40 resident and 4 nonresident free archery access permits for ERD-13L. 
2. Allocate 80 resident and 7 nonresident free archery access permits for ERD-59L. 
3. Allocate 40 resident and 4 nonresident free archery access permits for WRD-24B. 
4. Allocate 40 resident and 4 nonresident free archery access permits for WRD-27L. 
5. Allocate 250 resident and 20 nonresident free archery access permits for WRD-35L. 
6. Archery access permits for limited access units are valid for the entire archery deer season outside 

the Black Hills deer hunting unit, except during the regular (16 day) West River and East River firearm 
seasons. 

7. For Unit ARD-LM1, close unit ERD-59L. 
8. Modify the season end date from January 15 to January 1. 
9. Antlerless whitetail deer licenses are not valid after January 1. 
10. Change the archery season end date for Sand Lake National Wildlife Refuge, Lacreek National 

Wildlife Refuge, Waubay National Wildlife Refuge, and Waubay State Lake State Game Refuge from 
December 31 to January 1, except during the firearm deer seasons established for such refuges. 

 
G. Jensen asked why the recommendation limits nonresidents proportionally to 

residents.   
 

Kirschenmann explained the challenge is to determine the right number of 
licenses and allocation and to limit archery hunting on limited access units.  He 
explained that staff looked at numbers for last 3-4 years looking forward with the 
traditional 8 percent allocation.  He noted there is nothing that defines the 8 percent. 
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G. Jensen requested this portion of the proposal be postponed until May to be 

addressed with the limited access discussions. 
 
 Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Boyd TO APPROVE RECOMMENDED 
CHANGES 7-10, NOT PERTAINING TO ALLOCATION OF LICENSES, TO THE 2018 
ARCHERY DEER HUNTING SEASON. 
 
Kirschenmann also reminded the Commission a proposal was developed at the March 
meeting to end the Youth Deer hunting season on January 1.  There is no action sheet 
within the booklet but this item is set to be addressed during the May Commission 
meeting. 
 
 Switzer presented the recommended changes to the access permits required for 
specific deer hunting units and public land.  The evaluation of hunter use and harvest 
data collected over previous years from hunters possessing a free access permit 
warrants a restriction on the number of the free access permits allocated to archery hunt 
Limited Access Units, etc.  Limiting the number of free archery access permits will help 
meet the objectives of limiting hunting densities and providing a quality hunt on these 
specified public lands. 
 

1. Require any resident and nonresident deer hunter possessing an archery deer license to obtain 
and possess a free access permit to hunt in the Black Hills as defined in ARSD 41:06:19:02.  An 
unlimited number of free access permits may be issued. 

2. Restrict the number of free archery access permits for West River Deer Units 24B, 27L, 35L and 
East River Deer Units 13L and 59L.  The free archery access permit allocation will be specified in 
the Archery Deer Hunting Season administrative rule chapter. 

 
Based on the discussions and the determination not to move forward with limiting 
access permits during the archery season for residents and nonresident on Limited 
Access Units, recommended change number 2 was removed. 

 
Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Sharp TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED 

CHANGES TO THE ACCESS PERMIT REQUIREMENTS.  Motion carried.   
 
 Switzer presented the recommended change in administrative action to allocate 
deer hunting licenses by unit. 
 
 Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Olson TO APPROVE THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION ALLOCATING DEER LICENSES.  (Appendix A).  Motion 
carried. 
 
Pheasant Hunting Seasons 
 Switzer presented the requirements and restrictions of the 2018, 2019 and 2020 
pheasant hunting season, youth pheasant hunting season and resident pheasant 
hunting season with no recommended changes. 
 
Grouse, Partridge and Quail Hunting Seasons 
 Switzer presented the requirements and restrictions of the 2018, 2019 and 2020 
grouse, partridge and quail hunting season with no recommended changes. 
 
Dove, Crane, Crow and Snipe Hunting Seasons 
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Switzer presented the requirements and restrictions of the 2018, 2019 and 2020 
mourning dove, sandhill crane, crow, and common snipe hunting season with no 
recommended changes. 
 
Squirrel and Rabbit Hunting Seasons 

Switzer presented the requirements and restrictions of the 2018, 2019 and 2020 
tree squirrel and cottontail rabbit hunting seasons with no recommended changes. 
 
Depredation Hunts 

Keith Fisk, wildlife damage program administrator, presented the recommended 
changes to the depredation permits. 

 
1. Modify the dates that big game species (excluding elk) depredation hunts may occur from December 

1 to March 31, to August 15 to the following March 31. 
2. Modify the dates that the pool of hunters is valid from December 1 to the following December 31 for 

all species. 
3. Eliminate the $20 fee for elk depredation permits. 

 
Fisk explained depredation hunts typically occur outside of traditional hunting seasons. 

 
 Fisk noted Landowners are eligible for permits if they experience documented big 
game depredation and are operating agricultural or grazing land in which a depredation 
hunt has been authorized.  Any person is eligible to apply for an elk depredation permit, 
except persons who hold an elk hunting license from the current elk drawing.  And any 
elk depredation permit holders would not lose any preference points they accumulated 
over the years; landowners who participate in a hunt would not lose their eligibility to 
apply for a license for the subsequent elk season. 
 

Phillips inquired how much meat from depredations hunts were used for 
consumptions and what went to Feeding South Dakota.   

 
Fisk responded in the past year near Belle Fourche River 100 tags were issued and 

all went meat went home hunters. 
 
Motioned by Olson, seconded by G. Jensen TO APPROVE THE RECOMMENDED 

CHANGES TO DEPREDATION PERMITS.  Motion carried. 
 

Custer State Park Non-Trophy Bison Harvest  
Mark Hendrix, parks and recreation division staff specialist, presented the 

recommended change to adjust the Custer State Park non-trophy bison harvest from 47 
days to 40 days beginning the first Monday in October instead of the last Monday.  He 
explained this allows the non-trophy bison to be harvested as soon as they have been 
identified and sorted from the other sale animals in late September.  And shortening the 
season will allow it to close before the trophy season begins.   

 
Motioned by Sharp, seconded by Phillips TO APPROVED THE 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE CUSTER STATE PARK NON-TROPHY BISON 
HARVEST AS PRESENTED.  Motion carried. 
 
Custer State Park Trophy Bison Bull Harvest  
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Hendrix presented the recommended change to adjust the Custer State Park 
trophy bison harvest from 47 days to 61 days beginning the third Monday in November 
instead of the last Monday.  He explained the 14-day season extension allows for more 
flexibility in scheduling the 3 days trophy hunts. Currently two hunters are scheduled 
each week. If a bull has not been harvest by the second day two hunters overlap. Our 
goal is to have 1 bison hunter in the park at a time to provide them with the best hunting 
opportunity.      

 
Motioned by Boyd, second by Sharp TO APPROVED THE RECOMMENDED 

CHANGES TO THE CUSTER STATE PARK TROPHY BISON HARVEST AS 
PRESENTED.   
 
Custer State Park Trophy and Non-Trophy Bison Harvest Fees 

Matt Snyder, parks and recreation regional supervisor noted the fees for the 
Custer State Park trophy and non-trophy bison harvest with no recommended changes.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING 

The Public Hearing began at 2:07 p.m. and concluded at 3:27 p.m. on Thursday, 
April 5, 2018 and began at 8:05 a.m. and concluded at 8:06 a.m. on Friday, April 6, 
2018.  The minutes follow these Commission meeting minutes. 
 
FINALIZATIONS 
Elk: Black Hills Archery, Prairie and Custer State Park 

Chad Switzer, wildlife program administrator, presented the recommended 
change for the 2018-2019 Black Hills elk hunting seasons to maintain the population. 

 
1. Adjust the total number of available licenses to 425 "any elk" and 700 "antlerless elk" licenses (total of 

1,125 licenses). 
2. Adjust dates for units H1B, H7B, and H9B which are currently open from the Monday closest to 

October 15 to October 31, inclusive and from December 1 to the Friday closest to December 15 to 
October 15-31 and December 1-16. 

3. Adjust dates for units H2B, H2E, H2H, H3B, and H3E which are currently open from the Monday 
closest to October 15 to October 31 to October 15-31. 

4. Adjust dates for units H2C, H2F, H2I, H3C, and H3F which are currently open from December 1 to 
the Friday closest to December 15 to December 1-16. 

5. Adjust dates for units H2D, H2G, H2J, H3D, and H3G which are currently open from the Saturday 
closest to December 15 to December 31 to December 17-31. 

 
Motion by G. Jensen, second by Peterson TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO 

THE 2018-2019 BLACK HILLS ELK HUNTING SEASON AS RECOMMENDED.  Motion 
carried 

 
Switzer presented the recommended changes for the 2018-2019 archery elk 

hunting seasons noting the hunter success rates for the last 5 years. 
 

1. Adjust the number of licenses available from 147 “any elk” and 130 “antlerless elk” licenses (total of 
277 licenses) to 142 “any elk” and 80 “antlerless elk” licenses (total of 222 licenses). 

 
Motion by Sharp, second by Phillips TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO THE 

2018-2019 ARCHERY ELK HUNTING SEASON AS RECOMMENDED.  Motion carried. 
 
 Switzer presented the recommended changes for the 2018-2019 prairie elk 

hunting seasons noting the highest prairie harvest in modern history. 
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1. Adjust the number of licenses available from 59 “any elk” and 90 “antlerless elk” licenses (total of 149 

licenses) to 68 “any elk” and 73 “antlerless elk” licenses (total of 141 licenses). 
2. Establish a new unit comprised of Harding County (Unit 35A) with season dates of September 15 to 

October 31 and from December 1-31. 
 
 Motion by Phillips, second by Boyd TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO THE 
2018-2019 PRAIRIE ELK HUNTING SEASON AS RECOMMENDED.  Motion carried. 
 
 Switzer presented the recommended changes for the 2018-2019 Custer State 
Park any elk hunting seasons noting the changes to conform with the bull hunting 
opportunities for the remainder of the Black Hills. 
 
1.  Adjust the season dates from 16 consecutive days beginning on the third Saturday of September to 
October 1-31. 

 Motion by Boyd, second by Sharp TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO THE 2018-
2019 CUSTER STATE PARK ANY ELK HUNTING SEASON AS RECOMMENDED.  
Motion carried. 
 
 Switzer presented the recommended changes for the 2018-2019 Special Custer 
State Park antlerless elk hunting seasons. 
 
1.   Modify the unit boundary of CAE-CU1 and CAE-CU2 from all of Custer State Park south and west of 
line beginning at the CSP west boundary and Lower French Creek Road southeast to Highway 87, north 
to Wildlife Loop Road (WL), southeast along WL to Oak Draw Road, east on Oak Draw Road to WL, 
south on WL to Lame Johnny Road, southeast on Lame Johnny Road to CSP east boundary fence, south 
then west then north along the CSP boundary fence to point of beginning to that portion of Custer State 
Park south of the R & D Pasture fence line 
 

Motion by Peterson, second by G. Jensen TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO 
THE 2018-2019 SPECIAL CUSTER STATE PARK ANTLERLESS ELK HUNTING 
SEASON.  Motion carried.   

 
Switzer presented the administrative action to allocate licenses for the 2018-2019 

Black Hills, archery, prairie and Custer State Park elk hunting seasons 
 
Motion by G. Jensen, second by Peterson TO FINALIZE THE CHANGES TO 

THE 2018-2019 ELK HUNTING SEASONS FOR BLACK HILLS, ARCHERY, PRAIRIE 
AND CUSTER STATE PARK AS RECOMMENDED INCLUDING THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION TO ALLOCATE LICENSES (Appendix B).  Motion carried. 
 
Landowner Preference Eligibility Requirements 

Switzer presented the recommended changes to landowner preference for elk 
hunting license  

 
1. Change the minimum size from 240 acres to 1,000 acres for land within an elk unit which has had at 

least 500 days of elk use OR any amount of privately owned/operated land with over 2,000 elk use 
days. 

2. Eliminate the need for a written agreement for an agricultural lease. 
3. Applicant must physically live on the farm or ranch, or within 60 miles of such eligible land. 
4. For legal entities, remove the 160 acres or more land size requirement to no less than the minimum 

number of acres as described under the elk application requirement rule. 
5. Remove the ability for a landowner or tenant to claim landowner preference for same qualifying 

property. 
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 John Kanta, wildlife regional terrestrial resourcessupervisor, presented land 
ownership statistics for each elk hunting season by unit.  He also presented elk 
landowner preference statistics identifying success rates for each elk season for 2009-
2016. 
 

Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Olson TO REJECT THE RECOMMENDED 
CHANGES TO THE ELIGIBILTIY FOR LANDOWNER PREFERENCE FOR ELK 
HUNTING LICENSE.  Motion carried. 
 
OPEN FORUM 

Chairman B. Jensen opened the floor for discussion from those in attendance on 
matters of importance to them that may not be on the agenda.  

Mark DeVries, SD Stockgrowers Association, spoke in regards to the fish and 
wildlife resources summit.  Stated he thought it was agencies from other states meeting.  
Not sure who is on the invite list sounds like a good meeting.  DeVries would like to 
attend representing the Stockgrowers Association.  He recommends a meeting with 
GFP, Ag organizations and landowner groups.   

Robling responded the current list of 34 represents sportsmen and women 
groups.  Currently no landowner groups are included but the department is looking at 
putting together a landowner summit. 

Hepler explained the intent of the fish and wildlife resources summit is to discuss 
and spend time with the department’s traditional organizations and discuss items unique 
to this group.  He stated landowners are important and the department will have 
separate conversation with preserve operators as well.  The plan is initial conversations 
with each group then work to bring these groups together like a habitat summit. 

 De Vries responded that when the time comes and the topic is appropriate he 
would like to get together and move the conversation forward. 

Jeff Johnson, Gregory, SD spoke in regards to late season doe hunting.  
Preserve operator support the doe season and mentor season and commends the 
Commission on their efforts.  He read the 5 year pheasant plan and it needs some 
emphasis on predator control.   

Ross Swedeen, Rapid City, SD spoke in regards to the deer focus groups.  He 
participated in the meeting and found some numbers very interesting.  He took the 
average number of people that apply for more than one tag and with simple 
mathematics to divide by 3 it makes success rates go from 51 percent West River to 94 
percent.  This still provides opportunity to draw multiple tags and get multiple units. Hard 
to draw units are still difficult to receive tags.  He noted one of these changes only 
eliminates the possibly of a person drawing multiple first choice licenses in a year.  This 
also eliminates the odds of drawing multiple first draw tags in a year. 

Dana Rogers, SD Bowhunters and Big Game Coalition, fourth generation east 
river landowner  and small landowner in the Black Hills.  Greatly appreciate the work 
done by GFP staff on deer archery season like seeing all units close January 1st and 
limited access unit caps for residents and nonresidents good when people are waiting 
for tags.  Noted Black Hills does not have limited access units yet and things that you 
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will see an unlimited number of nonresident archers go to the Black Hills and Missouri 
River.   Would like to see a cap on nonresident archery permits at 8 percent or in limited 
access units.  Also would like to know how limited access units will be enforced.  Feels 
that all land-locked public lands should have at least one access point even if only by 
foot.   

DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
Custer State Park Private Cabin Lease Transfer 

Matt Snyder, parks and recreation regional supervisor, presented resolution 18-
03 requesting transfer of a private cabin located in Custer State Park to a family 
member who is a frequent user of the cabin.  The owners are aware that all leases 
expire in 2029 per court settlement.  At that time the owner can remove their cabin or it 
will become property of the state.  Snyder said there are approximately 35 private 
cabins in Custer State Park.   

 
  Motioned by Sharp with second by Olson TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 18-03 

(Appendix C) as presented Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Helmsley Charitable Trust Grant 
 Katie Ceroll, parks and recreation division director, updated the Commission on 
the $1.8 million grant recently awarded to the Custer State Park to assist with efforts 
rehabilitate the park and to mitigate the impact of the devasting Legion Lake fire from 
the Helmsley Charitable Trust 

 Snyder explained the funds will be used for erosion control such as tree planting 
and air seeding, stream rehabilitation as well as weed control by ground and air 
spraying and sediment control.  He said they are also doing salvage logging with 8,000 
acres contracted out. 

BOR Future Resource Management Plans 
Will be presented at a future meeting 
 
Mickelson Connector Trail EIS Update 

Ceroll provided some history on the Mickelson connecter trail and discussed 
feasibility of alternatives.  She they will continue with surveys through month of June 
with EIS out for comment late September early November.  Parks staff will be present at 
the May meeting with staff from the US Forest Service for an in-depth discussion and 
map.   
 
Parks Revenue Report 
 Bob Schneider, parks and recreation assistant director, provided the year to date 
revenue report by item as well as the breakout of district revenue indicating an increase 
of 7 percent.  Schneider noted the decrease in 7 day Custer State Park passes is due to 
weather and roads shut down for logging, but they expect it to increase as the weather 
warms up.  He also explained the camping services increase is due to the fee increase.   
 

B. Jensen asked what the impact Custer State Park will see due to the fire for the 
upcoming summer. 

Schneider said it is early, but revenue by district show an increase of 4 percent 
as people are making reservations. 
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DIVISION OF WILDLIFE 
Threatened and Endangered Species Status Report 

Kirschenmann provided the Commission an update on the Threatened and 
Endangered Species Status Report.  He explained that it should be consider a working 
document with adjustments being made as necessary.  He then asked for their adoption 
similar to management plans. He noted these species are state listed threatened and 
endangered species and that some may also be on the national list. 

Switzer stated the recommendation to go through process every two years.   
 
 B. Jensen how determinations are made. 
 

Kirschenmann explained how this report gives us the opportunity to establish 
criteria.  He noted state listed species require commission action to add or remove 
species from the list.   

Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Olson TO APPROVE THE THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES STATUS REPORT 
 
Snaring on Game Production Areas  
 Fisk provided an update in regards to snaring restrictions on public lands 
specifically noting requirement to set devices and dates in which snares are not 
permitted on public lands or road right-of-ways.  He also provided date restriction and 
tagging requirements for surrounding states and types and approximate acres of public 
lands open to trapping in South Dakota. 
 
 G. Jensen recommended changes to the current restrictions as follows allowing 
for a 60 day comment period with final action taken at the June meeting. 
 
1. For all public lands and improved road rights-of-way east of the Missouri River, extend the existing 

prohibition on the use of snares to run through the last day of the pheasant season. 
 

2. For all public lands and improved road rights-of-way west of the Missouri River, remove the dates that 
restrict use of snares and allow snares to be used year-round. 
 

3. Create a new administrative rule which requires all traps and snares placed on public lands and 
improved road rights-of-way, statewide, to be marked with the owner’s name and address or personal 
identification number.  The Department will generate and issue one unique personal identification 
number to each individual. 

 
 Motioned by G. Jensen, second by Sharp TO APPROVE THE RECOMMENDED 
CHANGES TO USE OF SNARES ON PUBLIC LAND AS PRESENTED.  Motion 
carried. 

 
Land-locked Public Lands 
Due to lack of time this item will be presented at a future meeting 
 
Bighorn Sheep Workgroup 
Due to lack of time this item will be presented at a future meeting 
 
Outdoor Campus West Shooting Sports Facility Development 
Due to lack of time this item will be presented at a future meeting 
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License Sales Update 
Due to lack of time this item will be presented at a future meeting 
 
Adjourn 
 Motioned by Petersen, second by Olson TO ADJOURN THE MEETING.  Motion 
carried unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 9:32 a.m. 
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Appendix A 
Deer Hunting Season – Hunting Unit License Allocations 

 
2018 East River Deer 

Unit # Unit Name 
Resident Licenses 

AnyD AtlD AD+AtlD 2 AtlD AnyW AtlW AW+AtlW 2 AtlW 
01 03 08 09 11 13 18 19 

01A Minnehaha 450 100             
03A Brown 1,100 1,300             
04A Beadle         500 100     
05A Codington 250               
06A Brookings 450 100             
07A Yankton 250               
07B Yankton   75             
08A Davison         200       
10A Aurora         350 200     
12A Bon Homme 150               
12B Bon Homme           50     
13A Brule 100       600   200   
13L Brule 20               
14A Buffalo 100           250   
16A Campbell 20       400 300     
17A Charles Mix 100       150       
18A Clark 600               
19A Clay 200               
22A Day 600               
23A Deuel 400               
25A Douglas         150       
26A Edmunds     700 600         
28A Faulk     600 800         
29A Grant 300               
32A Hamlin 600               
33A Hand 20       450 400     
34A Hanson         200       
36A Hughes 150       250 175     
37A Hutchinson         100       
38A Hyde 20           500 200 
40A Jerauld         350 200     
42A Kingsbury 500 100             
43A Lake 300 100             
44A Lincoln 200 50             
46A McCook 350 100             
47A McPherson 500     500         
48A Marshall 500               
51A Miner 400 350             
52A Moody 350 100             
54A Potter 150           500 400 
55A Roberts 500               
56A Sanborn         350 200     
57A Spink 900 400             
59A Sully 80       500 150     
59L Sully 40               
61A Turner 100               
62A Union 250 50             
63A Walworth 50       400 300     

  TOTAL 11,050 2,825 1,300 1,900 4,950 2,075 1,450 600 

Unit # Unit Name AnyD AtlD AD+AtlD 2 AtlD AnyW AtlW AW+AtlW 2 AtlW 
01 03 08 09 11 13 18 19 
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East River Deer 
2017 vs 2018 Comparison 

 

Unit # Unit Name 
2017 

Resident 
Licenses 

2018  
Resident 
Licenses 

#   
Change 

% 
Change 

2017 
Resident 

Tags 

2018 
Resident 

Tags 
# 

Change 
% 

Change 

01A Minnehaha 550 550 0 0% 550 550 0 0% 
03A Brown 2,400 2,400 0 0% 2,400 2,400 0 0% 
04A Beadle 600 600 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
05A Codington 250 250 0 0% 250 250 0 0% 
06A Brookings 550 550 0 0% 550 550 0 0% 
07A Yankton 250 250 0 0% 250 250 0 0% 
07B Yankton 75 75 0 0% 75 75 0 0% 
08A Davison 200 200 0 0% 200 200 0 0% 
10A Aurora 550 550 0 0% 550 550 0 0% 
12A Bon Homme 150 150 0 0% 150 150 0 0% 
12B Bon Homme 50 50 0 0% 50 50 0 0% 
13A Brule 900 900 0 0% 1,100 1,100 0 0% 
13L Brule 20 20 0 0% 20 20 0 0% 
14A Buffalo 350 350 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
16A Campbell 720 720 0 0% 720 720 0 0% 
17A Charles Mix 250 250 0 0% 250 250 0 0% 
18A Clark 600 600 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
19A Clay 200 200 0 0% 200 200 0 0% 
22A Day 600 600 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
23A Deuel 400 400 0 0% 400 400 0 0% 
25A Douglas 150 150 0 0% 150 150 0 0% 
26A Edmunds 1,300 1,300 0 0% 2,600 2,600 0 0% 
28A Faulk 1,400 1,400 0 0% 2,800 2,800 0 0% 
29A Grant 300 300 0 0% 300 300 0 0% 
32A Hamlin 600 600 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
33A Hand 870 870 0 0% 870 870 0 0% 
34A Hanson 200 200 0 0% 200 200 0 0% 
36A Hughes 600 575 -25 -4% 600 575 -25 -4% 
37A Hutchinson 100 100 0 0% 100 100 0 0% 
38A Hyde 720 720 0 0% 1,420 1,420 0 0% 
40A Jerauld 550 550 0 0% 550 550 0 0% 
42A Kingsbury 600 600 0 0% 600 600 0 0% 
43A Lake 400 400 0 0% 400 400 0 0% 
44A Lincoln 250 250 0 0% 250 250 0 0% 
46A McCook 450 450 0 0% 450 450 0 0% 
47A McPherson 1,000 1,000 0 0% 1,500 1,500 0 0% 
48A Marshall 500 500 0 0% 500 500 0 0% 
51A Miner 750 750 0 0% 750 750 0 0% 
52A Moody 450 450 0 0% 450 450 0 0% 
54A Potter 1,050 1,050 0 0% 1,950 1,950 0 0% 
55A Roberts 500 500 0 0% 500 500 0 0% 
56A Sanborn 550 550 0 0% 550 550 0 0% 
57A Spink 1,300 1,300 0 0% 1,300 1,300 0 0% 
59A Sully 450 730 280 62% 450 730 280 62% 
59L Sully 470 40 -430 -91% 470 40 -430 -91% 
61A Turner 100 100 0 0% 100 100 0 0% 
62A Union 300 300 0 0% 300 300 0 0% 
63A Walworth 750 750 0 0% 750 750 0 0% 

  TOTAL 26,325 26,150 -175 -1% 31,575 31,400 -175 -1% 
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Archery Deer Access Permits 
2018 

 

State Park or Hunting Unit 

Number of Access Permits 

Any 
Deer 

Any 
Whitetail 

Deer 

Antlerless 
Whitetail 

Deer 
Total 

Adams Homestead and Nature Preserve 5 0 25 30 
Good Earth State Park 5 0 0 5 
WRD-24B 0 40 0 40 
WRD-27L 40 0 0 40 
WRD-35L 250 0 0 250 
ERD-13L 40 0 0 40 
ERD-59L 80 0 0 80 
*An additional 8% of the number of access permits for hunting units will 
be available to nonresidents. 

     
 

2017 vs 2018 Comparison 
 

Designated Area 

Number of Access Permits 

Any Deer 
Any 

Whitetail 
Deer 

Antlerless 
Whitetail 

Deer 
Total 

2017 Adams Homestead and Nature Preserve 5 0 25 30 
2018 Adams Homestead and Nature Preserve 5 0 25 30 

  
2017 Good Earth State Park 5 0 0 5 
2018 Good Earth State Park 5 0 0 5 

  
2017 WRD-24B Unlimited 
2018 WRD-24B 0 40 0 40 

  
2017 WRD-27L Unlimited 
2018 WRD-27L 40 0 0 40 

  
2017 WRD-35L Unlimited 
2018 WRD-35L 250 0 0 250 

  
2017 ERD-13L Unlimited 
2018 ERD-13L 40 0 0 40 

  
2017 ERD-59L Unlimited 
2018 ERD-59L 80 0 0 80 
*An additional 8% of the number of access permits for hunting 
units will be available to nonresidents. 
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Appendix B 

Elk Hunting Seasons – Hunting Unit License Allocations 
LICENSE ALLOCATION BY SEASONS AND UNITS 

2017 
   

2018-2019 
 Black Hills Elk 

   
Black Hills Elk 

 

Unit 
Resident Licenses 

   Unit 
Resident Licenses 

 Any Elk Atl Elk   
 

Any Elk Atl Elk 
 21 23   

 
21 23 

 H1A 75   
   

H1A 60   
 H1B   30 

   
H1B   20 

 H2A 250   
   

H2A 250   
 H2B   175 

   
H2B   75 

 H2C   125 
   

H2C   75 
 H2D   25 

   
H2D   25 

 H2E   200 
   

H2E   75 
 H2F   200 

   
H2F   75 

 H2G   125 
   

H2G   75 
 H2H   15 

   
H2H   15 

 H2I   15 
   

H2I   15 
 H2J   15 

   
H2J   15 

 H3A 80   
   

H3A 80   
 H3B   15 

   
H3B   15 

 H3C   15 
   

H3C   15 
 H3D   15 

   
H3D   15 

 H3E   50 
   

H3E   50 
 H3F   50 

   
H3F   50 

 H3G   50 
   

H3G   50 
 H4A 8   

   
H4A 10   

 H4B     
   

H4B   10 
 H5A 5   

   
H5A 5   

 H7A 20   
   

H7A 10   
 H7B   20 

   
H7B   10 

 H9A 5   
   

H9A 10   
 H9B   10 

   
H9B   20 

 TOTAL 443  1,150   1,593  
  

TOTAL 425 700  1,125  
Contigency NA 230 230 

  
Contigency NA 140 140 

          Archery Elk 
   

Archery Elk 
 

Unit 
Resident Licenses 

   Unit 
Resident Licenses 

 Any Elk Atl Elk 
   

Any Elk Atl Elk 
 21 23 

   
21 23 

 H1A 25 10 
   

H1A 20 10 
 H2A 90 105 

   
H2A 90 50 

 H3A 25 10 
   

H3A 25 20 
 H4A     

   
H4A     

 H5A 2   
   

H5A 2   
 H7A 5 5 

   
H7A 5   

 H9A     
   

H9A     
 30A     

   
30A     

 TOTAL 147 130 277 
  

TOTAL 142 80 222 
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Prairie Elk 
   

Prairie Elk 
 

Unit 
Resident Licenses 

   Unit 
Resident Licenses 

 Any Elk Atl Elk 
   

Any Elk Atl Elk 
 21 23 

   
21 23 

 9A 10 40 
   

9A 10 10 
 11A   10 

   
11A   18 

 11B 12   
   

11B 16   
 11C 12   

   
11C 16   

 11D   20 
   

11D   30 
 15A 10 10 

   
15A 8 5 

 27A 15 10 
   

27A 10 10 
 30A     

   
30A     

 35A     
   

35A 8   
 TOTAL 59 90 149 

  
TOTAL 68 73 141 

          Custer State Park 
   

Custer State Park 
 

Season 
Resident Licenses 

   Season 
Resident Licenses 

 Any Elk Atl Elk 
   

Any Elk Atl Elk 
 21 23 

   
21 23 

 CEE-CU1 3   
   

CEE-CU1 3   
 CUE-CU1 9   

   
CUE-CU1 9   

 CAE-CU1   10 
   

CAE-CU1   10 
 CAE-CU2   10 

   
CAE-CU2   10 

 CAE-CU3   10 
   

CAE-CU3   10 
 CAE-CU4   10 

   
CAE-CU4   10 

 CAE-CU5   10 
   

CAE-CU5   10 
 CAE-CU6   10 

   
CAE-CU6   10 

 TOTAL 12 60 72 
  

TOTAL 12 60 72 
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Appendix C 
RESOLUTION 18-03 

 
 WHEREAS, the South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks Commission has been 
advised that Martha Bennett is a joint owner of a cabin located in Custer State Park 
(Custer County) on property described as: 

 The Oakes No. 2 in the SW1/4 of the NE1/4 of Section 20, Township 3 
South, Range 6 East of the Black Hills Meridian, Custer County, South 
Dakota; and 

 WHEREAS, the property upon which the cabin is located is owned by the South 
Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks and has been leased to Martha Bennett 
and other joint owners by permit by reason of a Stipulation of Settlement and Dismissal 
entered in Craft v. Wipf, Civil Action No. 85-5092, U.S. District Court for the District of 
South Dakota, Western Division, and subsequent agreements and permits executed 
thereafter based on said Stipulation and Dismissal; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commission has been advised that Martha Bennett desires to 
and has transferred and assigned all of her joint interest in said cabin and cabin site 
permit to Ron Millett; and;  

 WHEREAS, the Commission has been requested to approve said Transfer and 
Assignment. 

 NOW, therefore, be it resolved that in the event the Department receives an 
executed Agreement and Assignment of  the cabin site permit and cabin and 
appurtenances located thereon and which further provides that said Assignee agrees to 
abide by all of the terms and conditions of the aforementioned Stipulation of Settlement 
and Dismissal and all subsequent agreements relative thereto, including but not limited 
to Cabin Site Permits, Addendums, and all agreements relative to establishing the lease 
or rental payments due the Department, then in that event, the Department is 
authorized to execute a Consent to the requested Assignment. 
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Public Hearing Minutes of the Game, Fish and Parks Commission 
March 5-6, 2018 

The Public Hearing Officer Scott Simpson began the public hearing at 2:07 p.m. at GFP 
Outdoor Campus West in Rapid City, South Dakota with Commissioners Barry Jensen, 
Gary Jensen, Mary Anne Boyd, Cathy Petersen, Scott Phillips, Russell Olson and 
Douglas Sharp present.  Chairman B Jensen indicated written comments were provided 
to the Commissioners prior to this time and will be reflected in the Public Hearing 
Minutes.  Simpson then invited the public to come forward with oral testimony.  A 
second public hearing was held on March 6, 2018 beginning at 8:05 a.m. and 
concluding at 8:06 a.m. as no comments were received. 
 
 
 
Elk: Black Hills, Archery, Prairie & Custer State Park 

Jeff Kline, Newcastle, WY, ranches on SD/WY boarder. Landowner or leasing 
tenant who owns or leases 240 acres and has a minimum of 500 elk days per year 
would be eligible to apply for landowner elk license which would amount to 46 percent 
of the total permits for the hunt area and preference points should be awarded to 
landowners who do not draw a permit.  Landowners or leasing tenants who own or 
lease 240 acres and has over 5000 elk days per year will authomatically receive an elk 
tag which they would have to harvest on the land they own or lease.  In addition 8 
percent of the tags would be designated to nonresidents and out of state landowners 
with 240 acres and 500 elk use days will be eligible for 4 percent of the nonresident tags 
with the remaining 46 percent available for residents.  Need to get a handle on the elk 
population.  Feels landowners should not have to sign contracts with GFP and that GFP 
should cover all depredation costs such as fixing fences because the elk bring money to 
the state.   

 
Nathan Alexander, Hill City, SD-  pass 

 
Gary Brundage, Rapid City, SD CSP any elk season has a quality hunt and 

moving it back will take it ouf of the peak of the rut and allow three full weekends and 
complete before the other season opens.  Research shows that by day four the herd will 
move out of the park.   
 

Victor Alexander, Hill City, SD – pass 
 

Jason Alexander, Hill City, SD pass 
 
Landowner Preference Eligibility Requirements 
 Paul Schipke, Deadwood, SD owns 300 acres of forested land and had received 
landowner preference elk tags in the past.  He disagrees with adding language requiring 
people to physically live on the land even though it doesn’t affect him.  Spoke in regards 
to managing forested lands and stated acreage is less important than the actual usage 
and most are managed by absentee landowners who do the best job managing their 
property.  
 

Royce Huber, Custer SD, Fourth generation landowner operates 4,000 acres to 
support land and make a living.  Focus on 300 acres in Custer County.  Would like to 
address the most important negative effect which is potential sale of ag sale for 
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realestate development.  He has been pressured to sell for development.  Huber has 
wildlife and access to major highway.  Ranchers and farmers are having a difficult time 
making a living on small acreages.  The small ag lands are important in establishing the 
threshold to allow for ag landowners to apply for elk tags.  Staff do not have 
responsiblitiy or time to manage the land for elk that is just on the 300 acres.  There are 
at least 100 landowner with 240 acres and 500 use days and can use this data that can 
be obtained from GFP to show that 24,000 acres of private land is producing 50,000 
acres for elk.   It is important to recognize the value of landowners. 

Matt Rippentrop, Hot Springs, SD spoke in opposition to the current landowner 
elk tag petition.  In a two week period almost 75 landowner applicants were contacted 
and most did not know about this possible change.  GFP staff did send some letters and 
agenda in regards to the petition and meeting.   

 

Held two meetings 40 landowners who agreed need to have one voice and have 
a good relationship with GFP, sportsmen and women and conservation groups.  These 
people decided to start the group South Dakota Landowners Supporting Wildlife.  The 
group appreciates the effort that went into the elk management plan and the 
workgroups indicated no recommended change.  Their three main meeting topics were 
1. it is a privilege to apply for a landowner elk tag, but do not agree with this petition.  2.  
While the group understands the need to wait their turn they do not agree with being 
forces to sit out each year.  3. Would like an earlier notification perhaps by email blast 
when topics like this come up. He took time to call 13 states west of Mississippi river 
that have elk.  This proposed change would make SD the most restricted tag.  He 
indicated some states even allow for nonresident tags.   

Terry Mayes, SD Wildlife Federation, Rapid City, SD, retired State Trooper for 31 
years working hand in glove with GFP.  Currently vice president of SD Wildlife 
Federation, on Camo Coalition board of directors and on Rapid City wildlife 
management board and involved with GFP over the last 20 years through boards and 
workgroups.  Stated SD Wildlife Federation is opposed to increasing the acreage for 
landowners.  Also any conversation around elk is land owner preference and should be 
heavily discussed.  Mayes is a landowner and some land for paid hunting.  Says this 
issues is about three things: fairness, optics and facts.  Have never drawn a bull tag nor 
has son.  Some landowners draw bull tags virtually every year.  Feels landowner  
should always draw a tag, but not always a bull tag. 

David Hall, Lead, SD, rancher who feels current proposal will create bunch of 
extra work and burden on tax payer dollars.  Thinks all landowner depredation should 
be taken care of.    

Don Hausle, Spearfish, SD operates small ranch.  Says commissioners and staff 
have been up to see his operations.  Began as dairy operations transitioned into cattle.  
In 2012 he lost about $3,000 worth of hay and 28-29 ton of forage based on 800 elk use 
days on 160 acres.  Thanked GFP staff for their depredation assistance.  He and his 
neighbors oppose this change.   

Craig Brueske, Huron, owns land in elk unit 15.  He spoke in opposition to the 
recommended change for landowner elk tag eligibility acreage minimum to 1,000 acres, 
2,000 elk use days and requirement to live within 60 miles.  Bruseke is in favor of the 
current state statute for landowner elk tags that requires a minimum of 240 acres and 
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500 elk use days noting current eligible landowners provide hunter opportunity and 
wildlife habitat.  

Mark DeVries, SD Stockgrowers Associations, SD noted correspondence from 
his organizations executive director Sylvia Christiansen.  They realize this is a petition 
and not a staff proposal.  Current language addresses things adequately at this time.  
Willing and interested in being involved in this matter and future issues. 

Andrew Scull, Rapid City, SD, thanked Commission for public services and 
commitment to conservation, wildlife and habitat.  Spoke in opposition to the 
recommended change for landowner elk tag eligibility.  Current system has been widely 
accepted by the majority of landowners in the black hills and creates good balance and 
increases hunter opportunity.  The proposed changes increase odds for a small number 
of landowners.  Landowners are considered major stakeholder and considered key 
components in 21 of the 54 objectives of the elk management plan.  He also noted the 
need for private landowner to enter into conservation easements and the work GFP 
does in regards to abatement.   

Jim Scull, Hill City, SD, noted email he sent.  Spoke in opposition to the 
recommended change for landowner elk tag eligibility because it is not in the best 
interest of management.  He is from the area and has purchased land for habitat by 
putting conservation easements on it.  He thinks GFP has done a good job and elk 
management is a difficult job.  Noted most people will not get the opportunity.  Noted 
passionate people from the black hills are interested in wildlife, taking care of the land 
and retaining the black hills as we know it. 

Nathan Alexander, Hill City, SD ranches 15 miles west of Hill City, SD has a 
tremendous amount of elk use on his property.  He opposes the recommended change.  
Said every time he turns around elk hunters are asking where the elk are and 
sometimes goes with the hunter. 

Pat Coy, Hill City, SD, had a ranch west of Hill City.  Spoke in opposition to the 
recommended change noting his first concern is depredation.  Coy says he does more 
to help people have a successful hunt and has always had a good relationship with 
GFP.  He thinks tolerance could change relationships.  He not just a ranches, but loves 
the elk.  Says it’s about fairness and relationships and if you take away 17 percent of 
the tags in unit 2 and we will be at your door.   

Zane Brink, Rapid City, SD.  Spoke in opposition to the recommended change.  
Said until yesterday he considered himself a landowner.  Enjoy working the land and 
raising cattle, but not primary business.  He own about 70 head of cattle and 70 head of 
elk and had to buy $10,000 of hay because of this.  Agrees landowners are important, 
but didn’t know about this until yesterday and requested better communication.  He 
urged the commission to unanimously deny the change.  .   

Aaron Thompson, Spearfish Livestock Association, Spearfish, SD Said he 
opposes the petition.  Feels 1,000 acres is a hurdle that group members cannot clear.  
Have heard from a lot of ranchers today, but have not heard from people who own 
these properties as investments.  He noted the original intent and said the change  
doesn’t serve the sportsmen of South Dakota.  Untimely no matter what decision is 
made there will be people who do not get a tag that should and people who get a tag 
that should not.  Need to address this issue now.  We need to define what it means to 
be a landowner in the eyes of the department.  Also need to define what the goals of the 
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landowner elk tags are.  Who is the department behold to the sportsmen of South 
Dakota or the minority  

Paula McInerney-Hall, Rapid City, SD spoke on behalf of her mother who has 
small ranching operation.  Disagrees with the regulations that require you to live within a 
certain distance as there is not anyone within 25 miles and there is not anyone who 
runs an operations alone.  They have working relationships with the snowmobile trails 
and good working relationship with staff who help fix fence that is damaged by 
snowmobiles and mostly elk.  Said her father was a big supporter of elk habitat.  And 
that for the money people invest they could all go purchase trophy hunts in New Mexico.  
State people do it because they want to be partners with the state and support habitat.  
As well as the symbol of relationships and it impacts not only wildlife, but trail system.  
Neighbors and people in the room are in support of the current structure and do not 
want this change and it is not supported by science. 

Victor Alexander, Hill City, SD in addition to prior comments would like the people 
in the room to stand in opposition.  These are the people who make the elk herd what it 
is in the black hills 

Travis Bies, SD Landowners for Wildlife and Conservation, Fairburn, SD.  Spoke 
in opposition to the recommend change. Says he lets a lot of people hunt and put forth 
a lot of time and expense.  He recommended putting forth a time limit for further review. 

Rick Soelzer, Piedmont, SD would like to reiterate positive comments made by 
landowners today.   

John Gisi, Pringle, SD.  Rescued land from development because buffalo and elk 
were there before he was and would like to continue to see them there. 

Ben Raver, Custer, SD, as a fourth generation landowner his family has  been 
stewards and caretakers of the land.  He disagrees with the proposal and feels there is 
enough depredation to qualify.   

Joe Raver, Custer, SD, requested the Commission deny the proposal. 

Darrel Hohn, Deadwood, SD, opposes the change 

Jeff Olson, Rapid City, SD, Black Hills Sportsman Club opposes the change 

Robert Hunseker, Fairburn, SD – pass 

Charles Nicholas, Spearfish, SD, tree farms of year and has never harvested an 
elk that was not on his own property.  Opposes the recommended change. 

John Mattson, Deadwood, SD spoke in opposition of the elk landowner 
preference eligibility requirements. 

Russ Roberts, St. Onge, SD, landowner elk tags are not for sale because 240 
acre minimum would allow you 120 elk hunts anywhere you wanted to in the United 
States.   

Steve Hobart, SD, said one of the topics not discussed today that is very 
important is who feeds the elk.  Private property has grass which is way more feed than 
the forest raises for grass. 
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GFP Commissioner Russel Olson provided comments from Senator Bob Ewing 
who could not attend.  Ewing is in opposition of the petition.  If passed it would jepordize 
the good will Secretary Hepler has brought forward throughout his term.   

GFP Commissioner Barry Jensen noted petitioner Scott Phillips called and said 
he was unable to attend as he is calving.   

GFP Commissioner Scott Phillips is a west river landowner has had several 
phone calls every day for the last two weeks.  He noted this is a landowner issue and 
lots of email to the commission and comments are all from landowners.  He also 
acknowledged the high level of courtesy and respect among the concerned individuals. 

GFP Commissioner Cathy Peterson is an east river landowner/ farmer rancher 
and is very impressed with all with respect.  She stated that all the commissioner here 
care for the land, farmers and ranchers that care for the land, conservationist and 
hunters.  Noted how good people like this come forward to help in times of need as she 
has had with her health issues lately.  She said this is a process regardless if the 
commission agrees or disagrees and thanked the attendees for their respect and 
passion. 

Tara Kaiser emailed “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.” 
 

Rick Hanson, Spearfish, SD emailed “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 
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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,” 
 

Jeanie R Harper, Oral, SD, emailed “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.” 
David Hall, Lead, SD, emailed “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” 
 

Bill Miller, Hot Springs, emailed “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 
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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.” 
 

Shirley Kingsbury, Piedmont, emailed “SDCommisioners; 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.” 
 

Mike Jarding, Hot Springs SD, emailed. 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.  
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Gerald Woodford, Custer, SD emailed “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.”  
 

Jim Scull, Hill City, SD, emailed “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 t he 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. 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 
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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.” 
 

Benjamin Brown, Pierre, SD, emailed “Dear SD GFP Commissioners, I don't 
support the petition, because I appreciate all the landowners that provide Hunter 
opportunity and wildlife habitat. Thanks” 
 

Dalton Hall, Lead SD, emailed “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 
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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. 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.” 
 

Scott G. Phillips, Hot Springs, SD, emailed “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.” 
 

Craig Brueske, Huron, SD, emailed “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 minimum1 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 
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hunting access. I am willing to visit or attend any meetings, if needed, to oppose any 
changes to the current policy.” 
 

Mike Welu, Hill City, SD emailed “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 .” 
 

Chris Cooper, Custer, SD, emailed “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 
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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 
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” 
 

Craig A Brueske, Huron SD, emailed, “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.” 
 

Gary C. Brundige, Rapid City, SD, emailed “Greetings from the Black Hills, I'm 
contacting you in the official capacity of an interested citizen and sportsman. This is in 
regard to the modification of CSP Any Elk season proposed at the March meeting. The 
Any Elk season in CSP opened on the 3rd Saturday in September and ran for 16 days, 
giving the hunters 3 weekends. This timing puts the hunt over the peak of the rut, giving 
the hunters the opportunity to get out early while the big bulls were staging, establishing 
dominance and starting to gather harems. This means they were much more responsive 
to a bugle. I believe that is what makes this hunt the premier elk hunt in the state, and 
justifies the premium paid. As the season progresses, and the herd bulls have their 
harems they are harder to bring to a call. In 2018, the proposal will move the season 
back 2 weeks to 1 October, missing the peak period of working a trophy bull with a 
bugle. I have 24 preferences for the hunt and maybe your new cube formula will benefit 
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me. I would be disappointed to miss the opportunity to hunt the early part of the rut if I'm 
lucky enough to draw a tag some year. While it is a wonderful opportunity to hunt elk in 
SD, moving the rifle elk season in CSP back to Oct 1 would depreciate this unique high 
quality hunting opportunity. A little history, beginning in the early '60s elk hunting in CSP 
was the only game in town. The early hunts were guided by park personnel. In the '80s 
when I was doing my Master's in CSP elk hunts were no longer guided but elk hunting 
was still limited to CSP. When I returned as the CSP Biologist in '91 there was the Any 
Elk season (16 days beginning the 3rd Sat in Sept), Late Archery Elk (23 days 
beginning on the 3rd Sat in Nov), and the brand new Early Archery Elk (Sept 1 through 
the Friday before the Any Elk). The population was growing and beginning in '94 we 
added the Antlerless Elk season as a mechanism to control population growth. This 
season evolved as the population continued to grow and we needed additional harvest. 
The formula we established in the 1995-2010 Resource Management Plan was Early 
archery would have 20% of the number of tags available for the Any Elk season and the 
late Archery season 120% (in '95 there were 8 early archery, 40 any elk, and 50 late 
archery). The number of tags for the any season were based off the information we 
collected from 3 annual fall helicopter surveys (composition data) and 3 annual winter 
helicopter surveys (population size). We used this field data to make science based 
recommendations on the number of licenses we would issue for each of the seasons to 
soundly manage the population in harmony with the grazing model and other wildlife 
populations in the park. While all this was going on we were conducting elk research in 
CSP (Josh Millspaugh did his Master's and PhD in the park from '93 - '99). One thing we 
learned early on was the sensitivity of elk to human disturbance. We documented 
movement out of the park as a result of as few as 8-10 late archery elk hunters 
pressuring them. We knew that when elk left CSP, they moved east to private land, and 
landowner tolerance in Unit 4 was a significant issue. We initiated the CSP/Unit 4 
landowner annual meetings in cooperation with DOW in the mid 1990’s to address this 
issue. Knowing disturbance was an issue, we nestled the Antlerless Elk season in 
amongst the other fall seasons, and we split the antlerless season into 2 units in order 
to limit the number of hunters afield at any one time. This was an attempt to limit the 
disturbance below a threshold that would push the elk out of the park. By 2000 we had 
approximately 1,200 elk in CSP, well over our target population and needed additional 
antlerless elk harvest. In order to limit the number of hunters in the field at any one time 
we added a 3rd antlerless unit in January and issued up to 150 total antlerless tags. I 
think the January hunts (up to 50 tags) when the animals were congregated was too 
much and the winter of '05 - '06 we saw the exodus of the Racetrack Butte group of 
150-200 elk. We never had more than 50 hunters in any elk season afield at any one 
time. Additionally, we did not overlap elk seasons with other seasons. The recent fire in 
CSP will have a significant impact on the elk herd. Not just elk but most of the huntable 
species in CSP. We saw the significant population increases of the 1990's following the 
Galena Fire of 1988 and the Cicero Peak Fire of 1990. The negatives are there is a 
significant decrease in security cover. We know from the research that this will make the 
animals much more susceptible to disturbance and could negate the benefit of all that 
new forage. This is compounded by the increased visitation the park now sees. The 
combination of the increases in the number of tags and season extensions across 
seasons in CSP, the increased pressure and access by visitors through the summer 
and shoulder seasons, and this proposal will lead to an increase in the number bodies 
in the field with little respite for elk. We know that unhunted populations are less 
susceptible to disturbance. However, with a fairly high level of certainty we can predict 
dispersal of elk in this hunted population and concurrent decreases in landowner 
tolerance adjacent to the park as  elk disperse away from disturbance. Additionally, 
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dispersal of elk will make the wildlife of CSP less visible to the Park visitor, I’ve seen it. 
So, in addition to moving the Any Elk hunt out of the peak of the bugle the proposal 
creates overlap among seasons. With the current push to maximize opportunity (and 
tags) for all seasons, and as the elk herd grows necessitating additional antlerless tags, 
pressure and duration of  isturbance will have a profound impact on the watchability of 
wildlife in CSP. I would recommend the Commission maintains the current season 
structure in CSP to allow managers to control populations while maximizing the 
watchability of wildlife for the visitor rather than maximizing hunter opportunity and 
season conformity.  
 

Lance Weatherly, Sioux Falls, SD, emailed GFP Commission, thank you for your 
dedication regarding South Dakota parks, fisheries, and wildlife. The April agenda 
includes a proposed rule change to elk landowner tag eligibility to change the spirit of 
ARSD 41:06:01:07 Landowner Preference to be retitled Agricultural Producer 
Preference. I would offer the intent of the administrative rule is as written, based on 
acreage, ownership, but void of requirement of agricultural livelihood. I would suggest 
the South Dakota resident landowners who are eligible for the elk landowner tag and do 
not generate the majority of their livelihood from agriculture still contribute greatly to 
supporting wildlife for all to enjoy. In South Dakota a vote against agricultural interests is 
unpopular, however please consider the interests and rights of all South Dakota 
resident landowners in considering this rule change. Please vote no regarding this 
proposed rule change regarding elk landowner tag eligibility. Sincerely,” 
 

Will Eidsness, Yankton, SD, emailed “GFP commissioners, Our extended family 
has owned 1480 acres of land in Fall River County for over 25 years. We manage the 
land for wildlife conservation. It is ideal habitat where elk, deer and other wildlife have 
very little interaction or interference from humans. One member of the family currently 
qualifies for landowner elk tag preference annually, and we are in favor of keeping the 
regulations as they are. If the petition to exclude landowners who live greater than 60 
miles away were to be put into place, we would not qualify, even though we actively 
manage the property and believe our land is invaluable for elk production in the Black 
Hills. I listened to the audio from March 1 GFP meeting and I believe many of the 
commissioners asked great questions and had very common sense comments about 
this petition. It was good discussion by all. I believe it was commissioners Sharp and 
Boyd who commented basically that some of the aspects in this petition seemed to be 
pretty drastic changes to accomplish what at present seems to be a very small minority 
of landowners that want a change. I am not sure how many other landowners would be 
negatively affected as we would be if this change is implemented. I think this discussion 
is a good one to have but I think the present qualifications for landowner elk tags seem 
very reasonable. I do agree with your stated goal to get the landowner license and all 
the licenses in general to the people that deserve them. I look forward to hearing this 
discussion in the next few days. Thank you for your service and consideration. 
Sincerely.” 
 

Craig A Brueske, Huron SD, emailed “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. 
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Thank you for your time and consideration. We appreciate all that you do for South 
Dakota.” 
 

Jon Gisi, Custer, SD, emailed “Matt please forward this on with my permission to 
the Commissioners, My name is Jon Gisi and I live at 26698 Remington Road, Custer, 
South Dakota. I am writing this letter in response the land owner elk application petition, 
I currently own 340 acres and lease several hundred more, I run approximately 60 head 
of buffalo on my property and leases, I have invested a substantial amount of money to 
develop water and pasture for my herd, although I do not make my income at this time 
from raising buffalo, this hopefully will be a large source of income in my future, that 
being said I am most definitely against the new proposed elk qualifications. As I do have 
a lot of elk traffic on my summer pasture due to the development of water wells on my 
property that are in use year around, in most months it is the only water for quite some 
distance so the elk and other wildlife do frequent them, I do agree some folks have 
much more elk usage days and should not have a problem drawing and elk tag every 
year, I don’t feel I should be excluded from landowner status as I do have elk damage 
and depredation every year but I feel that its just part of the deal. I urge the Commission 
to leave the rules as they are, possibly small modifications to help folks who have large 
numbers of elk year round to be able to draw more frequently. Thank you for your time 
and consideration.” 
 

Mike Hiltunen, Volga, SD emailed  “Dear Gary, I am emailing my concern about 
the proposed change to the amount of acres needed to receive or be in the draw for a 
landowner elk tag. I believe that the smaller landowner (240-1000) group brings a lot of 
benefits to the table when it comes to maintaining a healthy elk population along with 
plenty of benefits to many other wildlife species that can be enjoyed by the outdoors 
crowd. I firmly believe that eliminating the smaller landowner from the "pool" will have 
negative effects on the elk population moving forward. Thanks for your time.” 
 

Lew Papendick, emailed “Dear Commissioner: Please vote against the recent 
proposed petition concerning land owner preference elk tags. My wife and I own a 375+ 
acre ranch adjacent to Wind Cave. It was burned in the major fire of about 10,000 acres 
5-6 years ago south east of Pringle,SD. We have been repairing damage the past 5 
years, including fencing, dam repair, building damage, dead tree removal, road rehab, 
cattle damage, and noxious weed control. We have leased pasture for neighbor rancher 
cattle. We have hayed and sold to ranchers. We have year around fresh running water 
in Cold Spring Creek. We believe in leaving the land in better condition than when we 
obtained it. Wildlife habitat is very important to us. We have established rainbow trout in 
the damed areas. We have planted hardwood oak trees, plum trees, Choke Cherries, 
Goose Berries, for diversity of vegetation and to improve wildlife populations. We have 
diverse grasses and legumes. We are planning to have bee hives for pollinators. Since 
we have year around water, when the National Forrest shuts down the water after 
grazing permits are complete, the wildlife use our fresh water. Elk, Deer, Turkeys, 
Grouse, Rabbits, Eagles, Osprey, Hawks, Mountain Lions all utilize our resources. We 
have allowed hunters access to the National Forrest for retrieval of game. We have 
allowed mentor youth hunting. The land owners that will be affected by the petition’s 
changes are mostly of the same mind set as good stewards to their land. This improves 
wildlife for all hunters and nature lovers. And yes, I archery hunt elk. This is a great 
privilege for stewards of the land of the Black Hills. My dad taught me. I have taught my 
children. And now I hope to pass it on to my grand children. Sincerely,” 
 



125 
 

Matt "Rip" Rippentrop, Hot Springs, SD emailed “SD GFP Commissioners, Thank 
you for all your time and what you do for South Dakota. I'm writing you in opposition to 
the current landowner elk tag petition that was brought before you during the last SD 
GFP Commissioner meeting on March 1st. Currently we are a qualifying landowner elk 
tag applicant in Unit H3. However, we do not own over 1,000 acres as the elk petition 
requests. If this is approved, well over half of the current landowner elk tag applicants in 
the Black Hills would no longer qualify. In my opinion the landowners that own between 
240 to 999 acres, help reduce the elk depredation for the ranchers with 1,000+ acres 
that do not want the elk on their property. If this petition is passed and the smaller 
current qualifying landowners don't tolerate elk depredation on their property anymore, 
the elk will return to the landowners with 1,000+ acres. Over time this will cause the 
landowner elk tolerance to go down, which in turn the elk population and hunting tags 
will be significantly reduced. The elk petition also included a requirement that the 
landowner needs to live within 60 miles of their property. Over the last five years there 
has been 205 individuals that have applied for a Black Hills landowner elk tag. Only 9 of 
these individuals out of the 205 have a zip code that do not live within the Black Hills. Is 
this really a current problem when less than 5% of the landowner elk tags allocated over 
the last 5 years have gone to landowners not living in the Black Hills? Please oppose 
the landowner elk tag petition that was submitted to you on March 1st. Thank you for 
your time and consideration.  
 
The public Hearing concluded at 3:27 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  

 

Kelly R. Hepler, Department Secretary 


