Attachment #12887

,‘?‘! THE HUMANE SOCIETY
"\, OF THE UNITED STATES

August 16, 2024

Stephanie Rissler, Commission Chair Tom Kirschenmann, Director of Wildlife
South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks

501 Bulow Street 523 East Capitol Ave

Vermillion, SD 57069 Pierre, SD 57501

RE: Draft 2024-2028 Mountain Lion Action Plan
Dear Chair Rissler, Director Kirschenmann and Members of the Commission:

On behalf of the Humane Society of the United States and our supporters in South Dakota, I thank you for this
opportunity to submit comments on South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks’ (GFP) Draft 2024-2028 Mountain
Lion Action Plan. We oppose the use of hounding to pursue mountain lions, the arbitrary population objective,
and the year-round season outside of the Black Hills Fire Protection District (BHFPD). These practices harm
the small mountain lion population in South Dakota and potentially increase conflicts with livestock. We urge
you to revise the Draft Action Plan to end, or at the very least significantly reduce, these practices so that
hunting opportunity is not privileged to the detriment of conflict reduction and the ecological and social value
of mountain lions.

The Humane Society of the United States is categorically opposed to the trophy hunting of mountain lions in
South Dakota. This practice is not only cruel and unnecessary, but researchers have found that excessive
hunting of mountain lions leads to increased conflicts with humans, pets and livestock.! Furthermore, trophy
hunting and predator control of mountain lions indirectly harms ungulates because predators target sick
animals, including those with chronic wasting disease.” Finally, a national survey conducted by the National
Shooting Sports Foundation and Responsive Management show that only 29% of Americans approve of trophy
hunting.’

For these reasons, and those outlined in Appendix A of these comments, we request that SDGFP revise the
Draft Mountain Lion Action Plan, end the use of hounds to pursue or hunt mountain lions, and protect
mountain lions from trophy hunting now and in perpetuity.

If GFP is to continue allowing the trophy hunting of mountain lions, we request the agency limit the practice
to sustainable levels (defined below) to protect South Dakota’s iconic mountain lion population from
excessive killing and to limit conflicts caused by indiscriminate hunting of these native cats. Specifically, we
request the following changes:

1.) Lift the arbitrary population objective of 200-300 total mountain lions. The annual hunting limit
should not exceed 14% of South Dakota’s adult and subadult mountain lion population. This amounts to no
more than 38 mountain lions based on GFP’s recent — and quite imprecise — population count, as is
acknowledged by GFP itself in the 2023 Mountain Lion Status report.” GFP currently allows 40 females or 60
total mountain lions to be killed; 47 have been killed so far in 2024. GFP estimates that 275 adult and subadult
lions live in South Dakota. GFP should count its lions using contemporary methods and not allow hunters to
kill more than South Dakota’s mountain lion population growth rate. Non-spatial population models
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overestimate mountain lion populations by an average of 63%, and many jurisdictions count dependent kittens
in their estimates.®

Beausoliel et al. (2013) suggest that in the absence of population data, agencies should not set quotas that
exceed 14% of the mountain lion population to avoid harm.® Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) recently
adopted a cap of 14% on mountain lion hunting quotas as part of their new West Slope Mountain Lion
Management Plan.” Additionally, CPW has adopted a cap of 16% on total human-caused mortality to account
for other sources of lion deaths. Washington state has also recently adopted a conservative more conservative
mountain lion quota in order to maintain stable mountain lion social structures to minimize conflicts.®

GFP’s Draft Action Plan continues to authorize trophy hunting of mountain lions that exceed sustainable
levels, threatening the stability of South Dakota’s mountain lion population as well as their range expansion to
their historic range where they had been extirpated. GFP’s own Andy Lindbloom acknowledged of South
Dakota’s current hunting limit at the July 2023 Commission meeting, “If we met this every year, we would not
be able to manage for our management objective of two- to three-hundred lions. We just don’t have enough
lions that could meet that every year.” If current hunter kill rates continue, South Dakota’s mountain lion
population is projected to come dangerously close to falling below GFP’s population objective. Any additional
mortality of female mountain lions would likely lead to a disastrous decline below GFP’s objectives. To quote
directly from materials provided by GFP itself to the Commission at its July 2023 meeting:

If the four-year average of 26 females is harvested next year, the population is expected to
decrease to just over 200 by December of 2024.... Alternatively, if the harvest limit is achieved
and 40 females are harvested next year, the population is expected to decrease to under 200
mountain lions, and below the population objective of 200 to 300."°

As of August 14, 2024, 30 female mountain lions have been killed in South Dakota during the 2024 season, as
well as 17 males. We therefore call on the agency to count South Dakota’s mountain lions using contemporary
spatial-model methods, implement a 14% cap on hunting mortality and a 16% cap on total human-caused
mortality based on adult/subadult population estimates while doing away with the agency’s arbitrary
population objective of 200-300 total mountain lions.

2.) Implement a 20% sublimit on female hunting mortality as a proportion of total hunting mortality.
Multiple studies across the western U.S. demonstrate that limiting female mortality to approximately 20% of
total hunting mortality is necessary to ensure a stable population." Based on the current adult/subadult
population and an estimated sustainable hunting limit of 38 total mountain lions, GFP must limit the female
hunting limit to no more than eight individuals.

As the biological bank account of the population, GFP must take steps to protect resident females and ensure
hunting of females does not exceed sustainable levels. The current subquota of 40 female mountain lions out

of a total hunting limit of 60 lions is far too high.

3.) Prohibit the hunting of mountain lions with hounds throughout South Dakota and reject any
proposed rule that would expand hound hunting.
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As detailed in Appendix A, using radio-collared hounds to chase mountain lions and bay them into trees or
rock ledges so a trophy hunter can shoot at close range is unsporting, unethical and inhumane.'? Hounds kill
kittens, and mountain lions often injure or kill hounds." The practice is exceedingly stressful and energetically
taxing to mountain lions."* Furthermore, hound hunting is not considered “fair chase” hunting by most."*
Hounds also chase and stress non-target wildlife, from porcupines to deer,' trespass onto private lands,'” and
have adverse interactions with the public."*If GFP is to continue allowing the hunting of mountain lions, the
agency must prohibit the use of hounds and reject hound hunting in the Black Hills Fire Protection District.

In conclusion, the Humane Society of the United States strongly urges GFP to revise its Draft Mountain Lion
Action Plan as it seeks only to maximize trophy hunting opportunities, not conserve mountain lions. South
Dakota’s mountain lions are a vital component of our natural wild heritage and deserve reasoned management
for long-term conservation.” If GFP is to continue allowing hunting of mountain lions, the agency must limit
the practice to no more than 14% of the adult/subadult population so that it does not exceed sustainable levels
and implement a female sublimit of 20% of total hunting mortality. Additionally, total human-caused mortality
must be limited to no more than 16% of the mountain lion population. Lastly, hound hunting of mountain
lions must be prohibited throughout South Dakota. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Story Warren

Program Manager, Wildlife Protection
The Humane Society of the United States
swarren@humanesociety.org
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Appendix A
1. Mountain lion trophy hunting is unsustainable, cruel and harmful to family groups

Trophy hunting is the greatest source of mortality for mountain lions throughout their range in the United
States.”” The practice is harmful to more than just the wild cats who are killed. Conservation biologists have
condemned this practice as unnecessary and wasteful. Batavia et al. (2018) write that compelling evidence
shows that the animals hunted as trophies have sophisticated levels of “intelligence, emotion and sociality,”
which is “profoundly disrupted” by trophy hunting.” For these reasons, GFP must not allow trophy hunting of
mountain lions in South Dakota.

A. Trophy hunting is unsustainable and cruel: Large-bodied carnivores are sparsely populated across vast
areas, invest in few offspring, provide extended parental care to their young, have a tendency towards
infanticide, females limit reproduction and social stability promotes their resiliency.”” Human
persecution affects their social structure,” and harms their persistence.*

Conservation biologists have shown that trophy hunting results in additive mortality, meaning that
trophy hunting and even other human-caused mortality increases the total mortality to levels that far
exceed what would occur in nature.” In fact, the effect of human persecution is “super additive,”
meaning that hunter kill rates on large carnivores has a multiplier effect on the ultimate increase in
total mortality over what would occur in nature due to breeder loss, social disruption and its indirect
effects including increased infanticide and decreased recruitment of their young.”® When trophy
hunters remove the stable adult mountain lions from a population, it encourages subadult males to
immigrate, leading to greater aggression between cats and mortalities to adult females and subsequent
infanticide.”

Biologists Wolfe et al. (2015) recommend that states manage mountain lions at a metapopulation level
rather than at the single population level—which is critical for South Dakota’s tiny mountain lion
population that is reliant on dispersers from Wyoming. They further add, “We recommend a
conservative management approach be adopted to preclude potential over-harvest in future years.
Instead, South Dakota’s mountain lions experience additive levels of mortality.”” Extensive research
shows that this additive mortality caused by high levels of hunting results in population sinks.** High
hunting mortality does not result in decreased numbers and densities of mountain lions because of
compensatory emigration and immigration responses, typically by dispersing subadult males.*'

228

B. Trophy hunting is particularly harmful to kittens and their mothers: In heavily hunted populations,
female mountain lions experience higher levels of intraspecific aggression (fights with other cats)
resulting in predation on themselves and their kittens.*> Over-hunting harms a population’s ability to
recruit new members if too many adult females are removed.* A Utah study shows that trophy hunting
adult females orphans their kittens, leaving them to die of dehydration, malnutrition, and/or
exposure.** Kittens are reliant upon their mothers beyond 12 months of age.*

C. Trophy hunting harms entire mountain lion communities: A recent study on mountain lions shows
that mountain lions are quite social and live in “communities,” with females sharing kills with other
females, their kittens and even with the territorial males. In return for these meals, the adult males

4

South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks | September 2024 Commission Book Page 166



/j\?\! THE HUMANE SOCIETY
"\, OF THE UNITED STATES

protect the females and their kittens from incoming males.*® Disrupting these communities leads to
deadly intraspecific strife, including infanticide and social chaos within the family groups.’” Trophy
hunting destabilizes mountain lion populations, which may cause increased conflicts with humans,
pets and livestock.*

D. Trophy hunting is unnecessary, as mountain lions are a self-regulating species: Mountain lions occur at
low densities relative to their primary prey, making them sensitive to bottom-up (prey declines) and
top-down (human persecution) influences.*” Their populations necessarily stay at a much smaller size
relative to their prey’s biomass or risk starvation.*” They do this by regulating their own numbers."
When prey populations decline, so do mountain lion populations.*” Mountain lion populations also
require expansive habitat, with individual cats maintaining large home ranges that overlap with one
another.”

E. Killing large numbers of mountain lions halts their ability to create trophic cascades in their
ecosystems, which benefits a wide range of flora, fauna and people: Mountain lions serve important
ecological roles, including providing a variety of ecosystem services.* As such, conserving these large
cats on the landscape creates a socio-ecological benefit that far offsets any societal costs.* Their
protection and conservation has ripple effects throughout their natural communities. Researchers
have found that by modulating deer populations, mountain lions prevented overgrazing near fragile
riparian systems, resulting in greater biodiversity.* Additionally, carrion left from mountain lion kills
feeds scavengers, beetles, foxes, bears and other wildlife species, further enhancing biodiversity."’

F. Hound hunting is harmful to mountain lions, hounds and non-target wildlife: Using radio-collared
trailing hounds to chase mountain lions and bay them into trees or rock ledges so a trophy hunter can
shoot them at close range is unsporting, unethical and inhumane.* Hounds kill kittens, and mountain
lions often injure or kill hounds.* The practice is exceedingly stressful and energetically taxing to
mountain lions.*

To escape from the hounds, mountain lions use evasive maneuvers such as running in figure eights,
scrambling up trees or steep hillsides and using quick turns to evade the pursuing pack of barking
hounds. As a result, mountain lions could exceed their aerobic budgets causing their muscles to go
anaerobic—while hounds are capable of running a steady pace with little ill effect.’! For every one
minute the hounds chased a mountain lion, it cost the cat approximately five times what would have
been expended if the cat had been hunting. A 3.5-minute chase, according to Bryce et al. (2017), likely
equaled 18 minutes of energy the mountain lion would have expended on hunting activities necessary
to find prey.*

Hounding is not considered “fair chase” hunting by most.”® Fair chase hunting is predicated upon
giving the animal an equal opportunity to escape from the hunter.”* The use of hounds provides an
unfair advantage to trophy hunters who rely on hounds to do the bulk of the work in finding and
baying a mountain lion. GFP Wildlife Program Administrator Andrew Norton stated to the
Commission in 2023, “As you can imagine, success is much higher with hounds. We see on average
about twenty times as high success when hounds are used compared to boot hunting in South
Dakota.” In Custer State Park, hunters relying on hounds experience an astounding 63% success rate
in killing mountain lions, compared to a success rate of 3.5% for boot hunters.*® Hounds also chase
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and stress non-target wildlife, from porcupines to deer,” cause adverse interactions with bystanders,
and trespass onto private lands.”®

Grignolio et al. (2011) found that hounding was highly costly to non-target deer. Hounding changed
deer behaviors, including deer inside a protected refuge.”” While the hounds were chasing other
species, they caused non-target deer, especially younger animals, to panic and huddle in an inferior
habitat (in this case: a protected, high-elevation, snow-covered reserve during the wintertime hunting
season when foraging was difficult). Hounds also significantly increased deer home range sizes—
meaning deer had to expend extra energy to distance themselves from the hounds. Furthermore,
Grignolio et al. (2011), citing several others, indicated that hounding highly disturbs deer, likely
reducing individual fitness and reproductive success while harming deer populations on the whole. If
GFP’s conservation goals include conserving deer populations, then unleashing packs of loose dogs in
their habitat to spook, harass, and chase wildlife during a sensitive time of the year is quite counter to
that goal.

2. Hunting mountain lions does not boost prey populations

Research shows that ungulates are ultimately limited more by their food resources and other habitat factors
(“bottom-up” limitations) than by their predators (“top down” regulators).* However, when herds lose their
predators, they suffer poorer health and body condition, as well as more degraded habitats." With a healthy
assemblage of native carnivores, ecosystems enjoy the benefits from top-down regulation, which increases the
health of ungulate herds with which they are integrally coevolved.®

The best available science demonstrates that killing native carnivores to increase ungulate populations is
unlikely to produce positive results. Numerous recent studies demonstrate that predator removal actions
“generally had no effect” in the long term on ungulate populations.®® Because ecological systems are complex,
heavily persecuting mountain lions will fail to address the underlying malnutrition problems that deer face.
Research also shows that disruption by oil and gas drilling does, in fact, greatly harm mule deer populations.®*
If South Dakota wants to grow its ungulate populations, then GFP must foster survival of adult female mule
deer and elk to stem declines; and it must improve nutritional conditions for ungulates as these factors are the
most important for mule deer survival.® It must also eliminate hound hunting of mountains lions as it is an
unnatural stressor on deer.®

Persecuting mountain lions will not help bighorn sheep recruitment, either. It is clear from the literature that
bighorn sheep populations are in decline in the U.S. because of unregulated market hunting, trophy hunting,
disease from domestic sheep,*” resource competition by livestock, and loss of habitat.®® Sawyer and Lindzey
(2002) surveyed more than 60 peer-reviewed articles concerning predator-prey relationships involving
bighorn sheep and mountain lions, concluding that while predator control is often politically expedient, it
often does not address underlying environmental issues including habitat loss, loss of migration corridors, and
inadequate nutrition.” The best available science suggests that persecuting mountain lion populations is not a
solution for enhancing bighorn sheep numbers. That is because mountain lion predation upon bighorn sheep
is a learned behavior conducted by a few individuals who may not repeat their behavior.” Similar behavior has
been documented on endangered mountain caribou in the southern Selkirk Mountains, where trophy hunting
disrupted sensitive mountain lion communities, female lions took to higher altitudes to avoid incoming,
infanticidal young males, and preyed upon mountain caribou there.”
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South Dakota can better plan for bighorn sheep management by selecting relocation sites for bighorn sheep
that have little stalking cover.” Escape terrain that contains cliffs, rocks, and foliage makes excellent ambush
cover for a mountain lion and should be avoided.” The amount of mountain lion predation is also generally
greater on small-sized bighorn sheep populations (those with fewer than 100 individuals) than on other larger
bighorn sheep populations.” A host of authors reviewed by McKinney et al. (2006) and Ruth and Murphy
(2010) recommend only limited mountain lion removals to benefit bighorn sheep populations.”

3. Mountain lions provide significant ecosystem benefits to their prey and other wildlife, as well as
economic benefits to South Dakotans

Mountain lions help prevent deadly deer-vehicle strikes” that can result in numerous human mortalities and
pose significant financial and ecological costs to society.”” In fact, by reducing vehicle collisions with deer,
mountain lions saved drivers $1.1 million in collision costs annually in South Dakota.”® Additionally, highways
fragment wildlife habitats, which can lead to both genetic inbreeding problems and direct mortality from
vehicle collisions.” The cost of vehicle-animal collisions can be mitigated with the construction of highway
structures that are designed to draw specific species such as deer across them, not only preventing vehicle
strikes but protecting species and people while saving millions of dollars annually.*

Moreover, mountain lions help maintain the health and viability of ungulate populations by preying on sick
individuals, reducing the spread of disease such as chronic wasting disease (CWD) and brucellosis.* For
example, during a study in Rocky Mountain National Park, researchers found mountain lions preyed on deer
infected with CWD.* The study concluded that adult deer preyed upon by mountain lions were more likely to
have CWD than deer shot by hunters. According to the study, “The subtle behaviour changes in prion-infected
deer may be better signals of vulnerability than body condition, and these cues may occur well before body
condition noticeably declines.”® This demonstrates that mountain lions select for infected prey and may be
more effective at culling animals with CWD, including during the early stages of the disease when they are less
infectious, than hunters who rely on more obvious signs of emaciation that occur in later stages of the disease,
when they are more infectious. Moreover, the mountain lions consumed more than 85% of carcasses, thereby
removing a significant amount of the disease from the environment.*

This ecosystem benefit is increasingly important as CWD infection continues to grow in prevalence and
distribution in South Dakota® and neighboring states. Hammering our state’s mountain lion population
through extremely high and irresponsible levels of trophy hunting relative to the estimated population, and
the setting of an arbitrarily low population objective for mountain lions, undermine one of our best defenses
against the spread of this deadly disease.

4. Trophy hunting increases human-mountain lion conflict and livestock losses

Trophy hunting and predator control of mountain lions results in increased conflicts because lions’ social
structure are destabilized.*® A review of predator-removal studies found that the practice is “typically an
ineffective and costly approach to conflicts between humans and predators” and, as a long-term strategy, will
result in failure.” Instead, the authors concluded, non-lethal alternatives to predator removal, coupled with
coexistence (husbandry techniques) may resolve conflicts.*
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A Washington state study shows that as mountain lion complaints increased, wildlife officials lengthened
seasons and increased quotas to respond to what they believed was a growing lion population. However, the
public’s perception of an increasing population and greater number of livestock depredations was actually the
result of a declining female and increasing male population.*” Heavy hunting of mountain lions skewed the
ratio of young males in the population by causing compensatory immigration and emigration, even though it
resulted in no net change in the population.”

Study authors found that the trophy hunting of mountain lions to reduce complaints and livestock losses had
the opposite effect. Killing mountain lions disrupts their social structure and increases both complaints and
livestock losses.” Peebles et al. (2013) write:

... each additional cougar [i.e. mountain lion] on the landscape increased the odds of a
complaint of livestock depredation by about 5%. However, contrary to expectations, each
additional cougar killed on the landscape increased the odds by about 50%, or an order of
magnitude higher. By far, hunting of cougars had the greatest effects, but not as expected. Very
heavy hunting (100% removal of resident adults in 1 year) increased the odds of complaints
and depredations in year 2 by 150% to 340%.”

Similarly, a study published recently shows the very same result - lethal removal of mountain lions is
associated with increased conflicts, especially on small hoofstock including sheep and goats.”® Dellinger et al.
(2021) state:

Removals can thus create a negative-feedback loop that leads to increasing conflict and lethal
removal, which could begin to negatively impact the mountain lion population via reduced
gene flow and population viability (Hiller et al. 2015, Vickers et al. 2015, Benson et al. 2019).
Thus, maintaining an older age structure by reducing lethal removal of resident adults could
mitigate depredations (Logan 2019).*

Hunting disrupts mountain lions’ sex-age structure and tilts a population to one that is composed of younger
males, who are more likely to engage in livestock predation than animals in stable, older populations.” In
2019, the Humane Society of the United States published a report on livestock losses from mountain lions
using the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s data.”® For South Dakota’s cattle and sheep ranchers, 2015 data
show that most livestock losses came from illnesses, birthing problems, weather and theft, with far fewer
losses coming from native carnivores and domestic dogs combined.”” In 2015, nearly 96% of unwanted cattle
losses in South Dakota were from maladies with only 0.17% coming from mountain lions, according to the
USDA.”® And USDA data show that in 2014, zero sheep were lost to mountain lions in South Dakota.”

Rather than allowing mountain lion trophy hunting, GFP must make a concerted effort to utilize non-lethal
methods (described below) when rare conflicts occur, prioritizing these tools above lethal removal of
mountain lions. The current reliance on lethal removal of mountain lions that enter a human community is
cruel, unsustainable, and not in line with best management practices for mountain lion conservation.'® A
recent Utah study found that mountain lions selected for native prey even within urban-wildland interface
habitat, with only 2% of 540 prey animals consisting of domestic animals.'” Techniques such as hazing and
relocation are viable options that prevent unnecessary killing and are largely supported by the majority of
South Dakotans, as detailed within the Plan.'” According to surveys of South Dakota residents in 2018, public
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education, relocation and hazing are by far the most widely supported methods for addressing human, pet and
livestock conflicts with mountain lions.'®

Furthermore, GFP must work with livestock owners to ensure they are adequately and appropriately
employing nonlethal predator deterrence techniques. Installing predator-proof enclosures, using livestock
guardian animals, or utilizing frightening devices are all effective strategies to prevent conflicts with mountain
lions and other carnivores. Other livestock husbandry practices are also essential at reducing conflicts with
carnivores. Livestock operators should:

e Practice sanitary livestock carcass removal to avoid scavenging and habituation.

¢ Keep livestock, especially in maternity pastures, away from areas where wild cats have access to ambush
104
cover.

¢ Keep livestock, especially the most vulnerable—young animals, mothers during birthing seasons and
hobby-farm animals—behind barriers such as electric fencing and/or in barns or pens, or kennels with a
top.'” The type of enclosure needs to be specific to the native carnivore to prevent climbing, digging or
jumping.'®

e Move calves from pastures with chronic predation problems and replace them with older, less vulnerable
animals.'””

e Concentrate calving season (i.e., via artificial insemination) to synchronize births with wild ungulate
birth periods.'®

e In large landscapes, use human herders, range riders and/or guard animals.'” Guard dogs work better
when sheep and lambs are contained in a fenced enclosure rather than on open range lands where they
can wander unrestrained.''’

¢ Suspended human clothing, LED flashing lights (sold as “Foxlights”) and radio alarm boxes set off to
make alarm sounds/noises near pastures are some of the low-cost sound and/or visual equipment that
deters wild cats.'!

e Studded leather collars can be very effective at protecting cattle from big cats.'?

According to USDA data from 2015, only an estimated 11.2% of cattle and calf operations in South Dakota
used any nonlethal predator control methods.'? Expanding the use of suitable techniques that are landscape
and animal specific is essential to reducing conflicts and preventing the death of livestock as well as wild
carnivores. We urge GFP to focus resources on further educating the public on how to share the landscape
with carnivores, rather than only attempting to maximize trophy hunting opportunity.

5. Trophy hunting of mountain lions is not economically sound or supported by the majority of
Americans who want to see wildlife protected

Trophy hunting of mountain lions is not in the best interest of this iconic species, nor does it represent the
interests of the public majority. The practice deprives citizens of their ability to see, view tracks of, or
photograph wild mountain lions, and deprives them of the important ecosystem services mountain lions
provide in our landscapes. Nonconsumptive users are a rapidly growing stakeholder group that provides
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immense economic contributions to the communities in which they visit.'"* The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s 2016 survey on wildlife recreation indicates that wildlife watchers nationwide have increased 20
percent from 2011, numbering 86 million and spending $75.9 billion, while all hunters declined by 16 percent,
with the biggest decline in big game hunter numbers, from 11.6 million in 2011 to 9.2 million in 2016.'"
Altogether, hunters spent $25.6 billion in 2016, about one-third that spent by wildlife watchers (Fig. 2)."'

Figure 2: Wildlife recreation participation & expenditures, 2011 vs. 2016 data
Numbers 2011 2016 Change
Wildlife watchers 71.8M 86.0M +14.2M (+20%)

All hunters 13.7M 11.5M -2.2M (-16%)
Big game 11.6M 9.2M -2.4M (-20%)
Small game 4.5M 3.5M -1M (-22%)
Migratory birds 2.6M 2.4M -0.2M (-8%)
Other animals 2.2M 1.3M -0.9M (-41%)
Expenditures 2011 2016 Change
Wildlife watchers $59.1B $75.9B +$16.8B (+28%)
All hunters $36.3B $25.6B -$10.7B (-29%)

The public values mountain lions and views them as an indicator of healthy environments while posing little
risk to people living near them.'”” A new study indicates that Americans highly value wildlife, including top
carnivores such as mountain lions, and are concerned about their welfare and conservation.!*® The landmark
America’s Wildlife Values report found that the percentage of South Dakotans who fall into the traditionalist
values system - those who view wildlife as a resource to be used for human benefit - decreased by four percent
between 2004 and 2018, while the percent of mutualists - those who value living alongside wildlife - rose
significantly, with an increase of 7.5% in the same time period.'”” South Dakotans increasingly value their
wildlife alive and thriving. Surveys also show that the majority of Americans do not support trophy hunting.'*
An additional study showed that most believe mountain lions are the best representative of the Southern
Rockies heritage and landscape.’”! A continued trophy hunting and hounding season is not in the best interest
of South Dakotans who prefer that these large cats remain on the landscape, without threat of persecution.
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Attachment #12889

I’'m writing with feedback on the 2024-2028 South Dakota Mountain Lion Plan, as a life-long
resident of South Dakota:

1)

2)

Remove “maximum” from “Manage mountain lion populations for both maximum
and quality recreational hunting opportunities.” Providing recreational hunting
opportunities must be balanced with ecology and keeping a sustainable mountain lion
population. Care should be taken that hunting does not impede the public’s enjoyment
of public lands. Wildlife watchers exceed hunters in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service studies
that count wildlife associated recreators nationwide at-home and away from home. A
hunted lion or its tracks are not available for watching. The locally generated statistics
the SDGFP uses for number of wildlife watchers vs. hunters in SD does not count wildlife
watchers at home, while it counts hunters at home - thus it is unfairly biased and
inadequate.

Remove “Modify and adopt hunting season structure as needed to minimize
regulation complexity. Simplifying regulations should not take priority over letting the
public have a voice in regulations that affect public lands and animals.

In addition to the above two items from the draft plan, | object to hound hunting on any lands
in South Dakota:

1)

2)

Hound hunting is inhumane — it not only results in the injury and death of the wild
animal, but sometimes the dogs themselves. Animals are run to exhaustion and can be
mauled if unable to climb a tree in time. Hound hunting of raccoons is animal cruelty,
and hound hunting by groups of hunters in competitions creates cumulative cruelty.

Packs of dogs chasing wild animals are also a public safety and private property issue -
dogs can run miles away from their handlers and are not under their control.

Please don't let the agenda of a special interest group dictate the policy of our wildlife. South
Dakota wildlife and public lands belong to all South Dakotans to enjoy, not just a select few.

Sara Parker
Sioux Falls, SD
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Attachment #12891
1

Nancy Hilding

President

Prairie Hills Audubon Society (PHAS)
P.O. Box 788

Black Hawk, SD 57718
phas.wsd@rapidnet.com
nhilshat@rapidnet.com,
605-787-6466

August 16™, 2024

SD Game, Fish and Parks

523 E. Capitol Ave.,

Pierre, S.D. 57501,
https://gfp.sd.gov/forms/positions/

Comments on SDGFP’s Mountain Lion Action Plan — Draft July 2024.

The Department had a mt lion stakeholder meeting on Mt Lion Plan
Amendments — May 28th, 2024 and invited attendees, who included PHAS.
The invitees were skewed towards hunters -- invited were 8 hunter groups,
2 environmentalists, 1 landowner, 1 Rosebud Sioux Tribe Wildlife Biologist
& 1 BHNF biologist. This is an unfair concentration of one type of interest

group.

Page 6-page 9, Summary of surveys

Hunters are a subgroup of the general public. Why do you just limit interest
groups surveyed to hunters? Why not also survey tourists, wildlife
watchers, hikers, nature observers, nature photographers, OHVers,
homeowners, & livestock owners? Tourism is a very important economic
engine in South Dakota.

You write at page 10:
“The Black Hills population objective is 200-300 total mountain lions”

We thank you for keeping the population objectives in the Black Hills Fire
Protection District at 200-300.

You write at page 10:
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“Population objectives for mountain lions on the prairie habitats of South
Dakota have not been established. Survey data are lacking for mountain
lions on the prairie and these areas are managed primarily to abate
potential livestock losses on private property while at the same time to
provide recreational hunting opportunity.”

We completely disagree on your objectives for the prairie/statewide unit.
We believe that Rosebud Sioux Tribe and Oglala Sioux Tribe have habitats
to support small populations of lions. There may be habitat over by the
Missouri River, near Yankton Sioux Tribe or along the Cheyenne River at
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe or at Custer-Gallatin National Forest lands.
You need to develop a better attitude & concern toward tribal lions.

We specifically focus our comments on pages 10-11 on Strategies and
Objectives.

Please refer to page 10:
You write for Objective 1:
“Monitor and assess mountain lion populations by conducting scientifically
based
biological surveys within South Dakota..........
d) Estimate abundance of mountain lion population in the Black Hills.
» Evaluate alternative methods to improve estimate of abundance.
» Evaluate alternative indices to improve detection of population
trend.”

Please Collect Population Data on Tribal Mt. Lions.

We believe there are breeding populations on Rosebud Sioux Tribe (RST)
and Oglala Sioux Tribe’s (OST) lands. Both allow hunting of mountain lions.
We believe both Tribes wish to keep mt. lions and don'’t seek to extirpate
them.

In the late 19" Century and early 20" Century various Allotment Acts were
passed that allowed Native American Reservations to be broken up, with
pieces of them kept for tribal members and pieces given to Caucasian
settlers. The Native’s unfamiliarity with taxes and Caucasian ways

South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks | September 2024 Commission Book Page 187



contributed to even further & substantial transfers of Native owned lands to
Caucasians.

Reservations in SD can have checker boarded area’s with jurisdictions
mixed. Take Mellette County, which is about half Native and half
Caucasian. A female lion with proof of lactation was killed there in Mellette
just over the border from Todd County. The management of mountain lions
in and around Reservations, would ideally require cooperation and SDGP
has more resources for collection of population data than tribes do.

You should have an objective to work with tribes to collect population data,
especially in any checker board ownership areas or in nearby areas, if the
tribes request or want such.

Connectivity Corridors

GFP should provide for connectivity corridors between the Black Hills with
Reservation properties -- because small populations need immigrant mt.
lions to refresh their population genetics

Transparency

There should be an objective to be transparent with population and
mortality data you have collected. This should be especially true for the
prairie/statewide unit, where you have less population data.

Please refer to page 11:

You write for the title of Objective 2:

“‘Manage mountain lion populations for both maximum and quality
recreational

hunting opportunities, considering all social and biological inputs.”

We find this sentence to be deeply offensive. Hunting means death. You

are managing lions to be killed by people — recreational sacrifice is their
purpose to your agency.
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Mountain lions are an apex predator and as such they are a keystone
species. They are an iconic & symbolic species. They deserve more
respect. You need a more balanced statement -- that you manage for
mountain lions to serve their vital function in the ecosystem as an apex
predator, while providing for quality recreational experiences for wildlife
watchers and for hunters and being sensitive to the social tolerance. The
social and biological inputs should not be secondary to recreation use of
hunting but rather the multiple uses should be more balanced. At the very
least, the word maximum needs to be dropped.

Wildlife watchers exceed hunters in USFWS studies that counts wildlife
associated recreators nationwide at-home and away from home.

( https://digitalmedia.fws.gov/digital/collection/document/id/2321/ ). A
“harvested” lion or its’ tracks are not available for watching. The locally
derived statistics the SDGFP uses for number of wildlife watchers vs.
hunters in SD, does not count wildlife watchers at home, while it counts
hunters at home — thus it is unfairly biased & is inadequate. (Southwick
Study - SD-Fish-Wildlife-Boating-Economics-Southwick-6-30-22.pdf)

Various studies show that intense and maximized hunting of lions can
increase young male lion ratios and increase conflicts with
livestock/humans. Maximizing hunting can lead to greater social
intolerance. We refer you to Wielgus’s video:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2 ZD-PAKhSo You should not have
an objective to maximize hunting.

You write for part b) of Objective 2:

“b) Modify and adopt hunting season structure as needed to minimize
regulation complexity:”

This is another clause that displays your absolute and total bias towards
hunting/hunters. When Prairie Hills Audubon Society (PHAS) proposes
rule changes designed to mitigate cruelty to animals related to hunting,
staff normally objects -- because any new complexity is a constraint on
hunting!

State statutes on animal welfare allow that any hunting practices approved
by SDGFP are not animal cruelty. You have a fiduciary duty to wildlife to
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create mitigations that make hunting/trapping less cruel — those mitigations
might make hunting regulations more complex.

You write for part b) of Objective 2:

* In the Black Hills Fire Protection District (BHFPD), excluding Custer State
(ngl(:’): maximize hunting opportunity for unique hunters allowing unlimited
Eaﬁiing with harvest regulated primarily through restricted season lengths
ﬁg(rjvest limits.

Thanks
We opposed allowing hound hunting of lions in the rest of the BHFPD. Here

is alink to PHAS reasons for opposing hound hunting: https://phas-
wsd.org/wp-content/uploads/Hound-hunting-objections.pdf

We would like to thank staff and the Commission for deciding to oppose
adding hound hunting of mountain lions to the Black Hills Fire Protection
District outside of CSP.

Your harvest limit for female lions in the BHFPD is too high and needs to
be lowered.

You write for part b) of Objective 2:

 In CSP: maximize hunting opportunity for hunters with dogs with harvest
regulated primarily through limited permits and restricted season lengths.

We object to hound hunting of lions, so we disagree with an objective to
maximize hound hunting opportunity. Custer State Park is a State Park and
serves recreators some who don’t hunt and some of whom will object to
hunting wildlife with hounds.

You write for part b) of Objective 2:

 Outside BHFPD: emphasis to minimize potential human conflicts with
mountain
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lions and maximize hunting opportunity for hunters with dogs allowing
unlimited
permits and a year-round season.

We totally disagree with your prairie/statewide unit’s objectives. We object
to the 365-day hunting season.

We object to the use of dogs, especially in areas where there may be few
trees or rock out-cropping for the lions to escape the dogs. Lions are not
designed for long runs and need to escape dogs by climbing above them.

We believe the prairie unit needs to be divided up into smaller sets -- in
areas with better cougar habitat, a different hunting season would be
approved. For example, the Caucasian areas in and around RST and OST
Reservations could have different harvest limits and season length than the
rest of prairie/statewide unit. Custer-Gallatin National Forest or banks of the
Missouri River could have different harvest limits and season lengths. You
could recognize the better cougar habitat in some areas in the
prairie/statewide unit and manage those sub-sets differently.

Sincerely

Nancy Hilding

President
Prairie Hills Audubon Society
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