Day, Kristin ENV:EX

From: Nicoll, Sara ENV:EX

Sent: Tuesday, May 3, 2011 3:57 AM

To: Correspondence Unit ENV:EX

Subject: FW: Letter from GOABC

Attachments: Backgrounder - Guide Outfitting.pdf; LETTER - Minister Lake. Wildlife Management.

04.29.2011.pdf; PRESS RELEASE. Wildlife Management. 04.28.2011.pdf; TRUMPY
REPORT - Harvest Allocation Policy Review,pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Categories: Blue Category

From: Lake.MLA, Terry [mailto: Terry.Lake.MLA@leg.bc.ca]
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2011 4:39 PM

To: Minister, ENV ENV:EX

Subject: FW: Letter from GOABC

TO FLNRO

From: Jeana Schuurman, GOABC [mailto:admin@goabc.org]
Sent: April-29-11 12:39 PM

To: Lake.MLA, Terry

Subject: Letter from GOABC

Dear Minister Lake;

Please find attached a letter from the Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) regarding
wildlife management in BC,

Additional attachments:
* Background — Guide Outfitting
s Press Release — April 28, 2011
o Trumpy Report

Thank you!

Jeana Schuurman
Administration :
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbi

www.goabc.org
Phone (604) 541-6332 or 1-877-818-2688

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priorvity™

9% Guide Outfitters

[N Association of British Columbia

JOIN US FOR OUR ANNUAL FUNDRAISER MARCH 30 & 31, 2012 IN KELOWNA, BC.

This communication is intended for the use of the recipient to whom it is addressed, and may contain
confidential, personal, and/or privileged information. Please contact us immediately if you are not the

intended recipient of this communication, and do not copy, distribute, or take Page 1
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action relying on it. Any communications received in error, or subsequent reply, should be deleted or
destroyed.
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Gunde Outfitters Assocnatlon of Bntlsh Columbla

Suite 103, 19140 - 28tk Awnua.Surmv.accmad: VI8 6M3 Ta!vphone (604}641-5332 Facsimile: 1604)641«5339 Email: |n!o@goabcorg

June 2010

BACKGROUNDER
Guide Quifitting in British Colambia

By the late 1800s the world’s hunting fraternity knew that British Columbia (BC) harboured one of North America’s
most magnificent big game populations. Local hunters started guiding services to meet this demand. Guide
territories were established in the late 1940s, but it was not until 1961 that legislation provided exclusive rights to
guide non-resident big game hunters in a specific area, This became the foundation of the guide outfitting industry in
BC. The guide certificate constitutes property and part of the estate of a guide outfitter,!

The success of this model was recognized and quickly adopted in the Yukon and Northwest Territories. Guide
outfitters developed an understanding of wildlife and wildlife habitat within their guiding territory. This ownership
increased the sense of responsibility and was the beginning of wildlife stewardship. The big game populations in BC
are healthy and growing, due, in part, to science-based wildlife management policies that were developed by
government in cooperation with guide outfitters.

Hunters pay for conservation. Since 1981 license surcharge dollars from guides, hunters, trappers and anglers have
risen over $100 million in BC. These funds are administered through the Habitat Conservation Trust Foundation
(HCTF) and have resulted in more than 2,000 wildlife management and habitat enhancement projects, Forty percent
(40%) of these funds are generated by the licenses, tags, royalties and fees from non-residents.

A guide outfitter is an entrepreneur with the leadership qualities, business acumen and organizing ability necessary to
assist clients achieve their specific objective in British Columbia’s outdoors.? Guide outfitters are the founders of the
tourism industry and an important part of the outdoor heritage of BC. They enjoy showcasing “super, natural British
Columbia” and derive great satisfaction from their clients’ enjoyment. More than 5,000 hunters come to BC each year
and spend more, per day, per capita, than any other visitor to our pmvmce The guide outfitting industry in BC
generates about $116 millien of economie activity each year.s :
The Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) was established in 1966 and currently represents more
than 80% of the guide outfitters in BC, Yukon Northwest Territories and Nunavut. Currently, there are 233 licensed
guide outfitters in the province who directly employ over 2,000 people, 'Guide outfitting operations are typically
family-run businesses, and many have been passed down from one generation to the next. According to a 2008
GOABC survey 76% of the membership derives their primary source of income from guide outfitting. The guide
outfitting industry is an important contributor to the health and well-being of the economies in rural communities,

The GOABC is committed to maintaining and enhaneing a strong and stable guide outfitting industry in British
Columbia that will offer the highest quality wilderness experiences in North America, A primary objective of the
GOABC is to promote the continued economic viability of the industry so that guide outfitters can experience
reasonable return on their investment and continue to earn a sustainable livelihood from their businesses in the
future,

If you have any questions please contact the Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia at (604) 541-6332.

1 Wildlife Act, Sec 64.1
2 Rutledge, L. (1989). That Some May Follow: The History of Guide Outﬁttmg in Btmsh Columbia. Cloverdale. Friesen.
3 The Guide Outfitting Industry in BC: An Economic Analysis of 2002

Wildlife Stewardship is our Prioritym™
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April 29, 2011 a5

pril 29 JUN 03 2011 e jyoze Y
Dr, Terry Lake WINISTER'S OFF ICE - RECR)VE
Minister of Environment RECEIVED MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT ®

MLA, Kamloops-North Thomyp
East Annex, Parliament Buildings
Victoria, BC MAY 1-9 201

V8Vi1X4 CIMin Ry,
Py ClRoplyDioat (7
. Ri=F" . ﬂfﬁw Qinfoiip
RE: Impact of the new Harvest Allocation Poligy w"dmwm’ E’fﬁﬂ?ﬂtfo_J\; O *

Dear Minister Lake: o

Guide outfitters are the founders of the tourism industry and an important part of the outdoor”
heritage of British Columbia. Currently there ave 233 licensed guide outfitters in the provinee
who directly employ over 2,000 people. Guide outfitting operations are typically family-run
Dusinesses, and many have been passed down from one generation to the next, The Guide
Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) was established in 1966 and cutrently
represents 80% of the guide outfitters in the province, The vision of the GOABC is to advocate
for a healthy guide outfitting industry and enhance the economic viability of our members.

wildlife Management
wildlife populations in British Columbia are generally managed very well and many specles are

on general open scasons. The harvest of some species is more closely monitored and shares are
allocated between resident recreational hunters and guided hunters, The Harvest Allocation
Poliey dictates the harvest shares of wildlife between stakeholders. For resident hunters this
shave is managed through Limited Entry Hunting (LEH), a lottery system that controls how
many hunters can legally hunt a given specles in a specified area. For guide outfitters this ghare
is managed with quotas,

When allocation occurs stakeholders may have different perspectives on how the sharing should
be done. Our industry needs sound, seience-based wildlife management and a regulatory
framework that provides business certainty, The GOABC believes the commercial sector should
have relatively predictable shares to help our members make business decisions for the long
term. The GOABC does not oppose restdent hunter priority or hunter recruitment and
retention. The GOABC does not advocate for putting all hunts on LEH for resident recreational
hunters.

Unintended Consequences
The GOABC accepted the new Harvest Allocation Poliey in principle because we believed in the

Guiding Principles and understood that government would conduct a 3-yeat review, We were
told that government would not protect individual guide territories, but would support the
viability of the guide outfitting industry,

Some unintended consequences of the new policy came to light during its implementationi
+ Competition between stakeholders and a loss of wildlife stewardship
+ Economic impact to guide outfitting industry

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
1of2
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Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
April 29, 2011

‘The GOABC predicted $6-9 million/year loss to our industry starting in 2012, It was clear to us
that the impacts were substantially larger than originally anticipated. Government hired Chris
Trumpy to do an economic impact analysis on the new policy. The Trumpy Report coneluded
that the policy meets the objectives of transparency and consistency, but fails to provide falrness
and equity. Full implementation of the new Harvest Allocation Policy will have severe
unintended consequences for the guide outfitting industry and wildlife stewardship.

Guide outfitters are stewards of the Jand and maintain long-term perspectives on wildlife

management. We waiit a tegulatory framework that meets intended objectives, respects wildlife

and provides economic viability for our industry. This matter needs to be regolved so that
“stakeholders can move forward on wildlife stewardship initiatives.

We request your-endorsement of the recommendations in the Ttumpy Report to help mitigate
the financial impact of the new Harvest Allocation Policy to our industry.

Pléase call 604-541-6332 If you have any questions.

Sincerely,

R G
Marlk Werner Scott Ellis
President Executive Director

wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
20f2
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_ Gunde Outfltters Assoqat;on of Bntlsh Columbla
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PRESS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Date: April 28, 2011

RE: Wildlife Management in British Columbia

The vision of the Guide Qutfitters Assoctation of British Columbia {GOABC) is to advocate for a
healthy guide outfitting industry and enhance the economic viability of our members. Guide
outfitting operations are typically family-run businesses, and many have been passed down from
one generation to the next. Most licensed guide outfitters are residents of British Columbia,

The guide outfitting industry is an important contributor to the health and well-being of the
economy in rural communities. Our industry needs sound, science-based wildlife management
and a regulatory framework that provides business certainty:.

wildlife populations in British Columbia are generally managed very well and many species are
on general open seasons. The harvest of some species is more closely monitored and shares are
allocated between resident recreational hunters and guided hunters. When allocation occurs
stakeholders may have different perspectives on how the sharing should be done. The GOABC
believes the commercial sector should have relatively predictable shares to help our members
make business decisions for the long term, These must be consistent with wildlife stewardship
and conservation.

The GOABC would like to clarify our position on several issues regarding wildlife management
in British Columbia:

1. Resident Priovity
The GOABC accepts resident hunter priovity.

2. Hunter Recruitment and Retention
The GOABC accepts hunter recruitment and retention.

3. Limited Entry Hunting (LEH)
The GOABC does not advocate for putting all hunts on LEH Biologists decide which hunts
need to be managed with LEH and quota for residents and guide outfitters respectively.

4. Allocation Policy
The GOABC accepted the new Harvest Allocation Policy in principle because we believed in
the Guiding Principles and understood that government would conduct a 3-year review. We
were told that government would not protect individual guide territories, but would support
the viability of the guide outfitting industry.

Some unintended consequences of the new policy came to light during its implementation:
o Competition between stakeholders
¢ Economic impact to guide outfitting industry

The GOABC predicted a $6-9 million/year loss to our industry starting in 2012, It was clear
to us that the impacts were substantially larger than originally anticipated. Government

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
tof2
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PRESS RELEASE - Wildlife Management
April 28, 2011

hired an independent consultant to do an economic impact analysis on the Harvest
Allocation Policy. The report concluded that the policy meets the objectives of transparency
and consistency, but fails to provide fairness and equity. Full implementation of the new
Harvest Allocation Policy will have severe unintended consequences for the guide outfitting
industry.

Our province is blessed with one of the richest and most diverse wildlife populations in North
America. Guide outfitters are stewards of the land and maintain long-term perspectives on
wildlife management. We want a regulatory framework that meets intended objectives, respects
wildlife and provides economic viability for our industry. This is not only important for our
sector; wildlife has an iconie significance in our provinece and all British Columbians have an
interest in the long-term sustainability of wildlife management.

For more information please contact:

Scott Ellis, Executive Director
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
Suite #103, 19140-28t Avenue
' Surrey, BC
V38 6M3
Toll Free: 1-877-818-2688

wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
20f2
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

‘The Best Place on Earth

Ref: 176192

April 13, 2011

Mark Werner, President
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC)
Via email; info@bcguideoutfitters.com

Rodney Wiebe, President
British Columbia Wildlife Federation (BCWF)
Via email: rwiebe6@shaw.ca

Dear Mr, Werner and Mr, Wiebe:

i
Re:  Chris Trumpy Report: ‘Harvest Allocation P _iicv Review,%

Please find attached the report entitled “H 1vest llocation Policy Review” developed for the
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Rg$ource Operations by Mr. Chris Trumpy, former
Deputy Minister. Please share this reportiwith other mémbers of your organization.

éald from the GOABC as well as from
Iyementagon of the Harvest Allocation Policy (including
its associated policies and procedurgs) in 201 would have severe negative consequences on
the guide outfitting ind in B.C. ‘Giiide# have indicated that full implementation of the
policy, including the asgociated. Implc entation rules”, could 1esult in the loss of mllhons of
dollais to the mdustry aﬁd to

non-affiliated guides that the'ful

et Ackd

Harvest Ailocatl
ministry gx

4 uahtafive {ana §is: oft the effects of nnplementmg the Harvest Allocatmn Policy on the

- opeiatlon nd viability of the guide outfitting industry. His review and recommendations
vere to Lespect the principles of the policy, including the principle of resident hunter priority.
For this 1eas0n the terms of the contract prohibited any recommendations that would affect
thedritial 75:25 percent split used in the allocation calculator, or the “minimum shares”
guidelines for resident and guided huntets. '

Page 1 of 2
Ministry of Porests, Lands and Office of the Minister Mailing Address:’ Tel: (250)387-6240
Natural Resource Operations PO BOX 9049 Stn Prov Govt Hax: (250)387-1040
Victoria, BC VBW 1X4 o
Location: Parliarhent Buildings Website: www.gov.be.caf for/
Page 8
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As you review the attached report, you will see that Mr. Trumpy confirms that the Harvest
Allocation Policy is both transparent and consistent, However, he has identified that the
policy fails to meet the core principle of fairness. Specifically, the report indicates that the
policy is too inflexible to deal with the unique circumstances that exist throughout the
province. These include factors such as the temporary circumstances of individual guides,
access differences between guiding territories, and the behaviour of individual guides which.
can impact harvest allocations to other guides.

the report before any final decisions are made,

On behalf of your of ganizations, we are asking you to pleasc provide a.formal
report by May 13", 2011, Your feedback should include an analyms on eachiof 11
recommendations, and how they may affect the interests of your ofganizati fter'feceiving
your input, ministry staff will be setting up meetings with the exccutives of your organizations
to discuss the content of the report, which recommendations’ shou ecewc action, and how

the Harvest Allocation Policy implementation should proceed.

nse to the

Thank you for your help in ensuring that B.C.’s Harvest llocatlon Pé)llcy supports a sirong
and viable guide industry while ensuung resident hunters namhm Priority access to wildlife.

Sincerely,

Steve Thomson
Minister

Attachiment

]

[

Page 2 of 2
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Reference: 140394

Mark Werner, President
and Scott Ellis, Executive Director
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
103 - 19140 28th Avenue
Surrey BC V38 6M3

Dear Messrs. Werner and Ellis:

Thank you for your email of April 29, 2011, regarding the new Harvest Allocation Policy.

I appreciate that you took the time to share your thoughts with me. Due to the recent
realignment of government, this topic now falls under the purview of the Ministry of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations.

Ministry of Environment staff are continuing to work closely with our colleagues at the Ministry
of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, I have shared a copy of your enquiry with
the Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations,

for his review and consideration.

Thank you again for writing.

Sincerely,
Terry Lake
Minister of Environment
ce! Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations
Page 10

MOE-2013-00107



BRITISH
COLUMBIA
The Best Place on Earth

Reference: 140394
WAY 1 6 2011

Mark Wemer, President
and Scott Ellis, Bxecutive Director
Guide Quifitters Association of British Columbia
103 - 19740 28th Avenue
-Surrey BC V38 6M3

Dear Messrs. Werner and Ellis:
lhank you for your email of April 29, 2011, 1ega1dmg the new Harvest Allocation Policy.

Lappreciate that you took the time to share your thoughts with me. Due to the recent
vealigniment of government, this topic now falls under the purview of the Ministry of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations. - '

Ministr y of Environment staff are continuing to work closely with our colleagues at the Ministry
of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations, I have shared a copy of your enquity with

‘the Honourable Steve Thomson, Minister of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Opeiaﬁons
for his review and consideration,

Thank you again for writing.

Sincerely,

Terry Lake
Minister of Environment

ec: Honourable Steve Thomson, Mlmste1 of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource’

Operations
Ministry of Office of the Mailing Address: Telephone: 250 387-1187
Environment . © Minister Pacllament Bulldings : Raeslimile: 250 387-1356

Victoria BC V8V-.1X4

1

Page 11
MOE-2013-00107




i B T A BT L B e R DR P e

\ssaciation of British

S adn b s e ST s

| Guide Outfitters Columbia_
Suite 103, 19140 = 2ith, G tH HEOM] SAE53FE Faceurtel (G041 $41-6333 Email; nfoqlgedbay
CORRESPONDENCE UNIT A (_L\l
April 29, 2014 | un 03 201 Sde e jyozey
Dr, Terry Lake ' M:‘Eﬁ.“sn's OFFICE - FiECEI\:’ED
Ministet of Envitonment ; (INISTRY
MLA, Kamloops-North Thompson REC KIVED oF ENVIRONMENT
East Annex, Parliament Buildings !
Victotia, BC - MAY 19 201
V8V 1X4 3 Min R:apfy

OReoly et 1
L18g , oy O infolf
RE: Impact of the new Harvest Allocation Poligy ., " oo &Jdﬁect to (LD e

Dear Minister Lake: LN !
Guide outfitters arve the foundets of the tourism industry and an important part of the outdoor
heritage of British Columbia, Currently there are 233 licensed guide outfitters in the province
who directly employ over 2,000 people. Guide outfitting opetations are typically family-run
businesses, and many have been passed down from one generation to the next. The Guide
Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) was established in 1966 and currently
represents 80% of the guide outfitters in the provinee. The vision of the GOABC is to advocate
for a healthy guide outfitting industry and enhance the economic viability of our members.

Wildlife Management :

- Wildlife populations in British Columbia are generally managed very well and many species are
on general open seasons. The harvest of some species Is move closely monitored and shares are
allocated between resident recreational hunters and guided hunters, The Harvest Allocation
Policy dictates the harvest shares of wildlife between stakeholders. For resident hunters this
share is managed through Limited Entry Hunting (LEH), a lottery system that controls how
many hunters can legally hunt a given species in a specified avea, For guide outfitters this share
is managed with quotas,. ‘

When allocation oceurs stakeholders may have different perspectives on how the sharing should
be done, Our industry needs sound, science-based wildlife management and a vegulatory
framework that provides business certainty, The GOABC believes the commercial sector should
have relatively predictable shares to help our members make business decisions for the long
term. The GOABC does not oppose resident hunter priority or hunter recruitment and
retention, The GOABC does not advocate for putting all hunts on LEH for resident recreational
hunters.

Unintended Consequences

The GOABC accepted the new Harvest Allocation Policy in principle because we believed in the
Guiding Principles and understood that government would conduct a 3-year review, We were
told that government would not protect individual guide territories, but would support the
viability of the guide outfitting industry.

Some unintended consequences of the new policy came to light during its implementation£
+ Competition between stakeholders and a loss of wildlife stewardship
+ Economic impact to guide outfitting industry

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
10of2
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Guide Qutfitters Association of British Columbia
April 29, 2011

The GOABC predicted $6-¢ million/year loss to our industey starting in 2012, It was clear to us
that the impacts were substantially larger than originally anticipated. Government hired Chris
Trumpy to do an economic impact analysis on the new policy. The Trumpy Report concluded
that the policy meets the objectives of tiansparency and consistency, but fails to provide fairness
and equity, Full implementation of the new Harvest Allocation Policy will have severe
unintended consequences for the guide outfitting industry and wildlife stewardship.

Guide outfitters are stewards of the land and maintain long-term perspectives on wildlife

management, We wait a regulatory framework that meets intended objectives, respects wildlife

and provides economic viability for our industry. This matter needs to be resolved so that
“stakeholders can move forward on wildlife stewardship initiatives,

We request your: endorsement of the recommendations in the Trumpy Report to help mitigate
the financial 1mpact of the new Harvest Allocation Policy to eur industry.

Pléase call 604-541 6332 if you have any questions,

Sincerely,
3 g
,é cam
Mark Werner Scott Ellis
President : ! Executive Director

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
: s2ofz2
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BACKGROUNDER
Guide Ouifitting in British Columbia

By the late 1800s the world’s hunting fraternity knew that British Columbia (BC) harboured one of North America’s
most magnificent big game populations, Local hunters started guiding services to meet this demand, Guide
territories were established in the late 1940s, but it was not until 1961 that legislation provided exclusive rights to
guide non-resident big game hunters in a specific avea. This became the foundation of the guide outfitting industry in
BC. The guide certificato constitutes property and part of the estate of a guide outfitter,!

The success of this model was recognized and quickly adopted In the Yukon and Novthwest Tertitorles. Guide
outfitters developed an understanding of wildlife and wildlife habitat within their guiding tervitory. This ownership
increased the sense of responsibility and was the beginning of wildlife stewardship, The big game populations in BC
are healthy and growing, due, in part, to sclence-based wildlife management policies that were developed by
government in cooperation with guide outfitters, .

Hunters pay for conservation, Since 1981 Heense surcharge dollars from guides, hunters, trappers and anglers have
risen over $100 million in BC, These funds are administered through thé Habitat Conservation Trust Foundation
(HCTT) and have resulted in tnore than 2,000 wildlife management and habitat enhancement projects, Forty percent
(40%) of these funds are generated by the licenses, tags, royalties and fees from non-residents.

A guide outfitter is an entrepreneur with the leadership qualities, business acumen and organizing ability necessary to
assist clionts achieve their specific objective in British Columbia’s outdoors.? Guide outfitters are the founders of the
tourlsm industry and an important part of the outdoor heritage of BC. They enjoy showeasing “super, natural British
Columbia” and derive great satisfaction from their clients’ enjoyment. More than 5,000 hunters come to BC each year
and spend more, per day, per capita, than any other visitor to our provinee, The guide outfitting industry in BC
generates about $116 million of economic activity each year.3

The Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) was established in 1966 and currently represents more
than 80% of the guide outfitters in BC, Yukon Northwest Tetritories and Nunavat, Currently, theve ave 233 licensed
guide outfitters in the province who divectly employ over 2,000 people. Guide outfitting operations are typicatly
family-run businesses, and many have been passed down from one generation to the next, Aceordingtoa 2008
GOABC strvey 76% of the membership detlves thelfr primary source of income from guide outfitting, The guide
outfitting industry is an important contributor to the health and wetl-heing of the economies in rural communities,

The GOABC Is commilted to maintaining and enhaneing a strong and stable guide outfitting industry in British
Columbia that will offer the highest quality wilderness experiences in North Ameriea. A primaty objective of the
GOABC is to promote the continued economic viability of the industry so that guide outfitters can experience
reasonable return on their investment and continue to earn a sustainable livelihood from thelr businesses in the
future, ’

If you have any questions please contact the Guide Outfitters Assoctation of British Columbia at (604) 541-6332.

L Wildlife Act, See 64.1
2 Rutledge, L. (1989), That Some May Follow: The Iistory of Guide Outfitting in Biltish Columbia. Cloverdale. Friesen.
3 The Guide Outfitiing Industry in BC: An Economic Analysis of 2002

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priovityn
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PRESS RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Date: April 28, 2011

RE: wildlife Management in British Columbia

The vision of the Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC) is to advocate for a
healthy guide outfitting industry and enhance the economie viability of our members, Guide
outfitting operations are typically family-run businesses, and many have been passed down from
one generation to the next, Most licensed guide outfitters are residents of British Columbia,

The guide outfitting industry is an important contributor to the health and well-being of the
economy in rural communities, Our industry needs sound, science-based wildlife management
and a regulatory framework that provides business certainty.:

Wildtife populations in British Columbia are generally managed very well and many species are
on general open seasons. The harvest of some species is more closely monitored and shares are
allocated between resident recreational hunters and guided hunters. When allocation accurs
stakeholders may have different perspectives on how the sharing should be done. The GOABC
believes the commercial sector should have relatively predictable shares to help our members
make business decisions for the long term, These must be consistent with wildlife stewardship
and conservation, ,

The GOABC would like to elarify our position on several issues regarding wildlife management
in British Columbia:

1. Resident Priovity
The GOABC accepts resident hunter priority.

2, Hunter Recruitiment and Retention
The GOABC accepts hunter recruitment and retention,

3. Limited Entry Hunting (LEH)
The GOABC does not advocate for putting all hunts on LEH. Biologists decide which hunts

need to he managed with LEH and quota for residents and guide outfitters respectively.

4. Allocation Policy ;
The GOABC accepted the new Harvest Allocation Pollcy in principle because we believed in
the Guiding Principles and understood that government would conduct a 3-year review. We
were told that government would not protect individual guide territories, but would support
the viability of the guide outfitting industry.

Some unintended consequences of the new policy came to light during its implementation:
s Competition between stakeholders
» FEeonomic impact to guide outfitting industry

The GOABC predicted a $6-9 million/year loss to our industry starting in 2012, It was clear
to us that the impacts were substantially larger than originally anticipated, Government

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
10f2
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PRESS RELEASE - Wildlife Management
April 28, 2011

hired an independent consultant to do an economie impact analysis on the Harvest
Allocation Policy, The report concluded that the policy meets the objectives of transparency
and consistency, but fails to provide fairness and equity, Full implementation of the new
Harvest Allocation Policy will have severe unintended consequences for the guide outfitting

industry.

Our provinee is blessed with one of the richest and most diverse wildlife populations in North
America. Guide outfitters ave stewards of the land and maintain long-term perspectives on
wildlife management, We want a regulatory framework that meets intended objectives, respects
wildlife and provides economic viability for our industry, This is not enly important for our
sector; wildlife has an iconic significance in our provinee and all British Columbians have an
interest in the long-term sustainability of wildlife management.

For more information please contact:

Seott Ellis, Executive Director
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
Suite #103, 19140-28th Avenue
Surrey, BC
, V38 6M3g
Toll Free: 1-877-818-2688

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
20of 2
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

The Best Place on Farth

Reft 176192
April 13,2011

Mark Werner, President A '
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia (GOABC)
Via email: info@bcguideoutfitters.com ;

Rodney Wiche, President
British Columbia Wildlife Federation (BCWT)
Via email: rwiebe6@shaw.ca

Dear My, Werner and Mr, Wiebe:

Re:  Chris Trumpy Report: Harvest Allocation P

i plemént&tlon rules”, could result in the loss of miltions of
} 'i’nce, and that a numbm of guldes would lose their

belter unde@tand these impacts, the ministry contracted Mr, Trumpy to perform a
ia ysls oﬁ the effects of 1mp]ementmg the Hawest Allocation Policy on the

wete (o 16 ect the principles of the policy, mciudmg the principle of 1es1dent hunter priority.
. this 1ea§011, the terms of the contract prohibited any recommendations that would affect
thenitial75:25 percent split used in the allocation caloulator, or the “minimum shares”
guidelines for resident and guided hunters,

Page | of 2
Miodstry of Porests, Lands and Office of the Minlster Mailing Addsess: l Fel: (250)387-6240
Natural Resource Operations PO BOX 9049 Stn Prov Govt PFax: {250)387-1040
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Location: Padiament Buildings Website: www.govbeca/for/
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As you review the attached report, you will see that My, Trumpy confirms that the Harvest
Allocation Policy is both transparent and consistent. Howevet, he has identified that the
policy fails to meet the core principle of fairness. Specifically, the report indicates that the
policy is too inflexible to deal with the unique circumstances that exist throughout the
province. These include factots such as the temporary circumstances of individual guides,
access differences between guiding territorics, and the behaviour of individual guides whlcig
can impact harvest allocations to other guides. & -%

1econnneudat10ns, and how they may affect the interests of your p{gamzmo flery gceiving
your input, ministry staff will be setting up meetings with the exé
to discuss the content of the report, which zecommendatmns shoul 16
the Harvest Allocation Policy 1mplementatlon should pwceed ‘

&

ciitives of yoh organizations
fegeive aogion, and how

'1.

‘Thank you for your help in ensuring that B.C.’s Harvest
and viable guide industry while ensuring resident hunter.

Sincerely,

S‘\‘A\n ( W

Steve Thomson
Minister

Attachment

pe: Hong

mett'MLA Kootenay East

Tom;ﬁthlm Director, Fish, Wildlnfe and Habitat Management Branch
:u’
Page 2 of 2
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PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

CHRIS TRUMPY

3/31/2011 %
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March 21, 2011

Mr Tomn Ethier
Director, Fish, Wildiife and Hablitat Management Branch
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations

Dear Tom

g

The conclusions and recommendations however are mine and [ would be pleased to discuss

them with you at your convenience

Sincerely
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The full implementation of the new Harvest Allocation Policy and Procedures (the allocation
policy) will have a material impact on the guide outfitting industry in British Columbia. Although

respansibility to respond to regional dlfferences out to regional managers.

Recommendations are provided for consideration which will deal with the
require some further analysis. No changes should be made without discussions:y
groups.

suefjf
h all user

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1

should also consider actual spﬁts using data® i\ "a>1 able fort O vears and circumstances
unique to each region. A base level of gt.{»;i:led hunter split should be available to every guide

edaby the regional manager. The reasons for variances from the base
al spltts;ﬁould be disclosed.

Lides with small allocations {less than 5 animals over a 5 year period) should be
ed*to harvest all their allocation in a single year provided there is no impact on
populatlon sustainability. )
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Recommendation 5

All of the allocation in areas where there are no guide territories should be allocated to resident
hunters. Z

Recommendation 6
Species on GOS for residents should not be on quota for guides.

Recommendation 7

Recommendation 8

Regional managers should have access to 3 wlde [range of toolsito’support industry
achievement of its split at both the reglorfai and |ndIthua1 guide level, Tools dropped in the
options e?}niored provided they are consistent with

;/

new policy should be reconsidered and n
good wildlife stewardship. '

Recommendation 9

adjacent territories pré\gfde“
%
%

The Mmlr
mdustry

e Mmlstry should consider facilitating the consolidation of guide territories in regions where

small territories are the norm to encourage more viable operations.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to provide the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natur_afRes‘"
rocedure
and implementation rules, scheduled for full implementation in 2012, on: tion and

viability of the BC Guide OQutfitting industry.

The work undertaken consisted of review of the allocation polic
briefings with: '

There is little doubt thaf,{_
viahility of many.guide Ol}t
territoriegifor sale’a

animals a?gilable to

guide, Since there is a reduction in the number of animals available to
ill reduce values. '

industry generally, the impact is uneven. Guides primarily dependant on the US market and
latively loVG value hunts have been hit harder in the past two or three years relative to those

ff yhigher value hunts for animals unique to BC such as Roosevelt Elk and Stone Sheep.

Guides with a more diverse client base also report being able to weather the last two years

better than their peers.
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The industry has estimated the cost to them of implementing the allocation policy at $8M
annually. This estimate is high for a number of reasons explamed in detail in the body of the
report but the impact is.still substantial.

This report has been organized in the following manner

- Dverview of wildlife management objectives :

- A brief history of why the current allocation policy was developed

- A description of the allocation model and implications for hunter groy
- A more detailed section on the implications on the guide industry,;
- Impact of US recession ‘
- Assessment of GOABC estimate of revenue Loss
- Conclusions

- Recommendations

- Split — refers to the relative propor‘éion of ammals available to be harvested allocated
between gu:ded hunters and resi ent hunters iia 75/25 split is 75% re5|dent and 25%

nima ___'.amade avaliable to gmdes and resident hunters

- Allocation—is the num
‘_.an a\pﬁ[y, in the case of gwdes to both all guidesin a

Page 25
MOE-2013-00107



WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Managing wildlife is a very difficult. The primary goals of the Ministry, as defined through the
Wildlife Program Plan, are to conserve species and maintain the health of wildlife populations,
and to provide a variety of opportunities for the sustainable use, enjoyment and appreaation of

-----

wildlife. There is debate in the wildlife bsologlst communlty about what constitutes sgstam ,‘ble

four interests:

(i} Conservation — The primary goal is to ensure healthy, sustainab an/iimal
populations;

{ti) ‘First Nations ~ First Nations have tradttlg:’hal rlghts to unt: and fish which are
only fettered by conservation requnremﬁ ts;

(iif) Resident Hunters — Residents of British Columbia (apéroxlmately 90,000) hunt
whether for sport or food Resrdent huntingrights are limited for certain species
of animals using a varlety ’f'f legal tools such as limited seasons, male only hunts

and limiting the number ofhunters; and

number oganlmais available for harvest In practise the quality of inventory
eto rg._;éource limitations, which go back decades, is not very good for many

For sp cies with very healthy populations, such as Black Bear, there are general open seasons
(GOS). With a GOS, subject to annuaé limits on the number of animals a hunter is allowed to kill,
there are no limits on the number of hunters who can hunt or the number of clients a guide can
take out. For other species, where dtlémand exceeds sustainable use, ministry biologists
estimate the number of animals that can be harvested without jeopardizing population

8
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sustainability before allocating it to the user groups. For exaﬁ\ple, let’s say a region has a moose
population estimated at 13,000 animals and that the sustainable harvest level is estimated to
be 10%. That means that this level of harvest can proceed and the herd will remain at a level of
13,000. A 10% harvest level for a herd of 13,000 means that 1 300 animals can be harvested
annually.

allowable harvest (AAH}. Resident hunters have priority and;this is reflecte
allocation split between the two user groups and the Resident Hunt

Species
Grizzly Bear
Elk (Bull)

Elk (Archery)
Moose {Bull)
Goat

Bighorn Sheep

Caribou (BUll)
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE ALLOCATION POLICY

Prior to 2003 the split of animals betg‘ween resident and guided hunters was done on a regional
basis in negotiations between the rezlgional manager and representatives of the resident and
guided hunter communities. While all parties report that this process generally worked \Mgl[,
over time it lead to different outcomles throughout the province and in several regions *cg
negotiations became quite acrimonious. As special deals were made, often to refl
circumstances but sometimes for reasons which were not clear, it became inc S

approach which was consistent, transparent and adaptive while!ﬁj"
resident hunter and providing stability for the guiding indu

The new model takes away a signific.fant amount of dis¢fetion from the regional managers to
avoid special deals for any of the user groups. It took ov ree yggfis of Intense discussions to
arrive at the allocation model which :is scf}?dUIEIW full mplemeﬁ%ation beginning in 2012.
Representatives of both the BCWF ai'ﬁd th? GOABC report that they did not get what they
wanted out of the process. The BCWF dogs however f&el that there was a deal agreed to hy all
parties. GOABC feel that there was Jgreement,in pri
consultation to be undertakg ”f 0 ing'to'them, did not occur.

Prior to 2003, various regional ma
and allocations, particpfjlarl a
will disa'ppear upon fuliig{i'
(i} Hoeati vacant land share to guides — In most regions there are areas which
cuggj‘é% by gyides. Previous guide allocations included a pro rata share
of theseﬁ?reés as if th%‘-.-y were guide territories. This had the effect of increasing
uide allocations above what their territory alone would justify. Under the new
licy all animals attributable to vacant land are allocated to resident hunters.

Remote access factor}m Some areas are easily accessible by road and heavily
used by resident hunters, while others are remote and very difficult to access
even with equipmentilike all-terrain vehicles. In some regions this was
recognized and a high:er share of animals in remote guide territories was
provided to guides opjerating in those areas. This was usually offset by relatively
lower allocations to guides in areas where there was better access for resident

10
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hunters. This tool disappears under the new policy as allocations are set at the
regional level, and for guides, are applied at the guide territory level with no

i

consideration of accessibility. \

(iii)  Success factors — There is no guarantee of hupting of success whether youffé;)é:e a
resident hunter or a guided hunter. Some regional managers, based on \g
experience, provided higher allocations based on how successful a: ulde: \
been historically, or on how successful guides were in a region,:The:
the more successful guides would have a lower success fac or:and g use of this

tool amongst regions varied tremendously. Guide revenue is di _(endent on the

number of hunters not the number of animals kllied.

{ivi  Habitat suitability — Under the negotiated model
adjustments to guide shares based on habitat sw
are particularly productive. ;

v Administrative guidelines — Sing 2
allows guides to harvest moré than their annual allocation in any one year
provided they do not exceed their total over the 5 year allocation period,
Administrative guidelines Yemain in pla f’ underthe new palicy.

/,

THE NEW MODEL

group.

’;
for the cQP_nmerclal hunters, by the total value of the hunt (number of hunters

d in the; gase of resident hunters by demand. The value for each allocated hunt is
e’provmce, with the highest being a 10 (top 10 percentile) and the lowest being
percentile). Ranking is forced and each 10% band has approximately the same

Demand for residents Is based on a formula that calculates the number of potential hunters by
species by region. The formula is designed to provide an estimate of the potential number of
hunters who would hunt if there was a GOS for each species in each region.

11
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Where there are differences between the relative ranks the allocation to the higher valued
group is increased. For each point difference a reallocation of 2% of share occurs. For example
if Grizzly Bear hunts in a region have a guide rank of 5 and a resident rank of 3 then the guide
allocation would increase by 4% (5 — 3 times 2%) This would mean that the guide share of the
Grizzly Bear hunt in this region would increase to 29% and the resident share would decyease to
71% (from the starting points of 25% and 75% respectively). The larger the gap, the higher ;he
adjustment toward the user group which places a higher value on the hunt.

The use of a dollar value in the case pf the guided hunters and demand in th case&‘ f residen
as proxies of relative importance to each user group is not perfect. In the’cas t}jé guided

The second step in the model involves a measure of {i Ek
Utilization is based on the proportiorjl of the previous

200 LEH piermits {20 perm’\ts times 50% equals an expected harvest of 100 animals). Under the
po[zcy, glﬂl gs do not h e §uccess factors although the Ministry attempts to accommodate this

v than their annual aliocatlon provided they do not exceed their five year allocation
i tended to provide guides Wlth some flexibility. While these work reasonabiy well for
guides with large quotas they do not'provide small quota guides much flexibility.

The real challenge for the guides wiﬁ'h the model is that it depends on all guides in a region

achieving their individual al[oc:atiornsi The reality of the industry is that due to the number of
!

12
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guides in many of the regions of the province there can be inactive or unsuccessful guides so
that at a regional level guides do not harvest their share of the allocation.

A simple example can be used to illustrate this point using the previous moose example. The
split is 77/23 and 130 animals are available for harvest. Resident hunters are allocated 100?
moose while the guided hunters are allocated 30. Based on experience it is estimateithat
residents have a 50% harvest success rate and 200 resident LEH authorizations ares: \ns
results in 100 moose being killed (a 10 for utilization).

The region has two guides each with an allocation of 15 moose (a total of.3 j oose{for 23% ofs”
the available animals). One of the guides kills 15 animals while the other gulde\;\ho is trying to
sell his business only manages to kill 2. The guides have harvested; 17 ‘oF ¢ jeir 30 a mals or57%
{a 6 for utilization} while the residents fully utilized their share. Lff;der the palicy resﬁdent
utilization is higher and this would result in a reduction in the aI ation to gchjes of 8% (10-6
times 2%). The number of animals allocated to guided hyn uld:fall from '30 to 20 animals
as the split shifts to 85/15. The reduction would be shenied amongst | tha'two guides so0 each
Lh gulde whi: fully utlllzed his share

would see a reduction in their allocation of 5 animals.

This simple example suggests that the al
and also produce unfair outcom

IMPLICATIONS ON THE GUIDS OUTFITT DUSTRY OF Ti-IE NEW ALLOCATION POLICY

‘1 ]
overﬁments allow busmess to operate subject to rules

Businesses and governments coexis
and regulations which ensu t nohlg,arm is done, for example, to the environment and that
basic worker rights are p(otecte . Businesses value a stable regulatory framework and stable
tax or fee reglm siThey aiso valug consistency and transparency in regulatory behaviour and
d j\fl al appeal processes. Generally speaking the consequences of

i operator'a}e accepted.
?7"

: behawou hat W|EI result in outcomes which benefit soaetw If a framework is poor it will not
roduce theihtended result or it will have negative or unintended consequences.

13
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The new allocation model developed by the Ministry Is intended to meet these regulatory tests
but fails in a couple of respects. An assessment of the model against a regulatory model
follows. A good model is one which ?rovides

1. clear objectives; :
2. transparency; ;
3. proper incentives;

4, certainty; and

5. equity and fairness. :

Clear Objectives

ministry officials it appears that the mtent of the M;mstry 1s to tdﬁ ntify the sUs mable harvest
les. an&t;ry policy
igachieved by issuing
which recfgnizes that not all hunts
es and . ot placing restrictions on

successful while with the eliminati
that they are unwilling

~q -documents which explaln in detail how it works. Notwithstanding this the model
well.understood by the gUIdes [ talked to directly. They do not understand why the
allocationé they have built their busmesses on are changing as dramatically as they are and do
not appear interested in explanat[ons. Responsibility for this breakdown in communications
does not rest exclusively with government,

i
:
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Proper Incentives

One of the key features of the model is that it “rewards ”consumptlon which in this case is
defined as harvest success. This is because failure of either re5|dent hunters or guides to
harvest their allocation can result in a reduction in their split share. Because this reallocathn
occurs at the reglonal tevel successfui guldes are at the mercy of less successful guides whb fail

the quality of animals which affects their ability to sell hunts Thisisa much‘b._
appropriate wildlife management objectives.

Certainty

Equity and Fairness

Equity is a test of consistency. If businesses in,
under a policy then it can be said to be equita
assure that guides in similar arcumstance? are treatedsthe same so it could be conmdered

chance of achieving their a!locat o} : férger number of LEH authorizations issued relative
to anlmals expected to,be harvesteﬁ HaVIngopen seasons for Stone Sheep for resident hunters

it of reIatlv:\S\f For a policy to treat businesses fairly it has to recognize that
ich are_\in different circumstances should be treated differently. For example if
~,ftwo gwde territories of the same size exist, one with excellent habitat and one with poor
‘habitat'an eqwtabte policy would allocate each the same number of animals but this would not
ir. A other example of failing the fairness test is the 1mpact that guides who do not
""'he|r allocation can have on those who are successful which was discussed earlier.

Government policies generally attempt to be both equitable and fair but it is extremely hard to
achieve both. One reason that government regulations tend to be so extensive is that they
attempt to anticipate all outcomes and prescribe regulation to achieve a degree of fairness.

ach

15
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When government regulation provides regulators with little discretion there are inevitably
unfair results. Where regulators have too much discretion the result is that decisions are
described as inconsistent,

IMPACT OF US RECESSION

more Important during an economic slowdown, non-resident hunters usin
acquire food maore cheaply than by cbmihg to British Columbia to hunt.

the troubled US economy has had a significant impact on busme!ss over the p _}t two or three

‘.

years. Guides who prevuousiy booked two years ahead are sci‘amblihg to fill cun‘rent year hunts

;e ecohomy anroved and the harvest data appears
that evep now there are signs of more interest in
‘st,tWo seasons.

rrl el is that it rewards the use of allocation. This
ﬁeir ailocation due to a decline in discretionary

to sell huqts intoa :C
hunts avaﬂable due to~s ow demand - and again when the result of this is fewer hunts to sell
ecovers This is not consistent with a stated Ministry desire to support the

1

F'GOABC IMPACT ASSES_‘SMENT OF THE ALLOCATION POLICY

i
, 2010, GOABC wrote the Minister responsible for the allocation policy and provided
an estimate of the revenue impact of the allocation policy on the guide outfitting industry. The
analysis estimated the annual impact at over $8 Million in revenues and is a combination of lost
revenues to the industry and lost re\fenue to the Crown. The following is a brief description of
the model, its underlying assumptions and weaknesses.

i
£

16
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The GOABC information is set out in the table below:

ANNUAL REVENUE LOSS ($,000)

REGION LOCATION HUNT VALUE HST LICENCES | TAGS
!

3 THOMPSON 170 10 3 ! 6

4 KOOTENAY 1,465 88 25
5 CARIBOO 1,414 85 23
6 SKEENA 1,877 113 28

7A OMINECA 1,751 105
7B PEACE 840
8 OKANAGAN 337

TOTALS 7,854

column since the othergxre‘
not an actual loss in revéﬁk

?s:i_ not. unreasonable so the actual revenue loss would be in the neighbourhood of
i *While current industry numbers are not readily available, studies conducted in 2001
' nd 2002 pu} ndustry guided hunting revenues between $32 and $47 Million so that the

act on;the industry is more than a 10% decline In revenues.

- A number of guides in one region shared some detalils on their financial operations and it
appears they operate on very thin margins. At the individual guide level the impact of this
revenue reduction combined with the elimination of tools used by regional managers could
prove catastrophic. The industry is very fragmented, with very large multi-million dollar

17
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operations and many very small busihess people whoe use guide income to supplement other
sources of income like ranching to survive. For the smaller operations guide income is used to
pay for fixed costs associated with oYeraII operations and any reduction in income can have a
magnified impact on their ability to survive. There is also limited ability in the industry to ;“){?ss
on price increases when the economy is struggling. Hunt prices are generally quoted in $U%
with expenses in Canadian dollars and the appreciation of the Canadian doliar is putting so%je

additional pressure on individual guides. i

Impact on Territory Value

several factors:

- Exclusivity — the right to guide non-resident hunters in th:;‘"
property of the owner of the territory V

- Investments — guides build cabins, have horses
form part of their vaiue ;

- Access to animals - hunts are: sold so efgch hunt
the value of each hunt represents th e?ﬁ%j;gntial revenue-for a territory.

' g
The new allocation policy, because it ger‘?é ally reduces the number of animals available,
reduces the value of territories. The.unce tainty creat,ﬁji by the introduction of the new policy
has resulted in fewer sales or trahsfé t ,f,_l:fgased on the loss of potential revenues of
$7.8 Million annually, this willproducs

ificant loss in territory value.

18

Page 36
MOE-2013-00107



CONCLUSIONS !

1. The model used by GOABC to develop revenue loss projections due to the

resident hunting revenues and the industry admits that all hunts 3 are n
be conservative | would apply a 25% discount to the mdustry rev

gmdes who will likely fail in the coming years If the new ;g
2012.

a.
b. Rising fuel prices.
c. Quahtyof product
d.

dramatlcaily, but there are a few cases where; guides will have small increases.

/ The value of guide outfitting territories will fall where there is a reduction in the

number of animals available. “

¢. Some guide outfitters will fail. .

d. The incentive to “use or lose” allocation share will result in behaviours
inconsistent with good wildlife stewardship.

19
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e. Successful guides wiilibe negatively affected when other guides in their region
fail competitors to haijvest animals.

4. Barriers identified by the indLEJstry that may prevent guides from achieving full utilization
of their allocation are different depending on whether it is from the perspective,\_o’f@é_ n
individual guide or at a regional level. At the regional level the biggest barrieg:ds inaé&&ve
guides who fail to, for a variety of reasons, utilize their quota. At an individual:guid \
tevel the barriers identified include

a. Inability to seli hunts due to slow economy.
b. Inability to sell hunts due to a decline in the quality of the prod
c. Failure of administrative guidelines to accommodate:lack
5 year ailocation period.

i ccount temporary circumstances, access
| gui ehaviour on other guides. Below | have set out a
] ocfiuce some fa:rness into the system, provzde guides

This set of reco
approprta{ but a

. same outcO}ne which is a healthy, thriving wildlife population. Recognizing this end goal will
W the_:part!es to engage in meanmgful discussions about wildlife stewardship for the true
measure of success would be an increase in the number of open seasons and increases in the

number of animals allocated to both'resident and non-resident hunting groups.

i

!
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The recommendations are based on the following objectives

- Continue to recognize resident priority
- Provide guide industry certainty

- Utilize available animals

- Fairness and equity

Significant authority would be delegated to regional managers with local knowled

nd mrcun}f ances unigue to
sUide but regional

disclosed,

There are unintended;onsequen‘é
for the industry. The §ﬁii

"uces are a significant part of these unintended
h_mmendatlon is made. leferent circumstances in dlfferent

21
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Recommendation 3

Allocation within a region to individual guides should consider access, level of resident hunter
activity and be determined by the regional manager. The reasons for variances from the base
level of regional splits should be disclosed. £

Regional managers are best positioned to make region specific decisions but to avcud’prob!g_%ms
with past practises reasons for decisions should be disclosed.

Recommendation 4

Individual guides with small allocations {less than 5 animals overa 5
permitted to harvest all their allocation in a single year provided
population sustainability.

‘:k__ﬂggm"?éxlsts then acc‘jess should not be limited for either group.

'

22
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Recommendation 7

If guides in a region fail to use their allocation over a two or three year period then it should be
made available on a temporary basis to residents through a one or two year increase in LEH

authorizations where such actions have no impact on populatlon sustainability. There wou!d he
no possibility for reduction to guide split until the end of the 10 year period. '\1

The ministry ob}ective is to maximize harvest, if guided hunters are not taking ad

the 10 year period.

Recommendation 8

new policy should be reconsndered and new options explored prongfed they are consistent with
good wildlife stewardship., g

The new policy limits the flexibility at th%“l‘:eglonal leve] to allow the guides to be successful. The
challenges and opportunities are different depending %n the reglon but the overarching goal
should be successful harvest byl_both”}"'mded idént hunters and tools should exist at the
regianal level to allow this tc\gﬁ_\h 1 pe

Recommendation 9

‘i

. ocation should be encouraged or required to transfer it to guides in
adjacent territories prov\ged there are no impacts on population sustainability.

e

g Minist_ljjy%eeds to clarify its policy for vacant guide territories to provide certainty for the
industty.’Fractional sales which provide marginal additions to strengthen existing operations
should proceed.

In several regions there are significant unallocated lands which could provide opportunities for
existing or new guides. [t is not clear what the Ministry is planning to do and some clarity is
required.

23
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Recommendation 11

The Ministry should consider facilitating the consolidation of guide territories in regions where
small territories are the norm to encourage more viable operations.

Kf’

it

In some regions there are very large numbers of relatively small territories. As an mdustry some

tevel of consolidation makes sense and the Ministry should consider what tools it can’ emplé}y to
facilitate this where it makes sense. ,

i.“.

24
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Terms of Reference

The Contractor will complete an analysis on the effects of the “Harvest Allocation Policy” and its
“implementation rules” as it pertains to the operation and viability of the British Columbia guide
outfitting industry.

The Contractor must develop and finalize a report that:

1. Provides an assessment of the model used by the Guide Outfitters Association of BC 'G(T)}ﬁ};g
develop their projected annual revenue losses resulting from implementationi;
communicated to the Ministry on July 8, 2010, including a review i
reasonableness. &

2. Reviews the current economic challenges faced by the guide outfittin;\"l
Columbia, and distinguishes the challenges, and their level of gyidé’]
those that are harvest allocation implementation-related ang:lﬁhose
forces). f@%

3. Examines the specific impacts of implementing the Harve C
outfitting industry in British Columbia, and how this may m{ s dividualf gftide ouffitters,

4. Review, assess and rank the barriers identified by t}ngOABC and:giiidesnot affiliated with the
GOABC, that may have negative cconomic impacts;f.'o the guidingindustry, or that may prevent
guides from achieving full utilization of their allocations when ﬂj Harvest Allocation Policy is

fully implemented in 2012, Where feasible identify; ¢

respecting the intent of the policy.

:
location Ralicy on the guide

tions to/mitigate these barriers while

The Contractor must be aware that recomme
Policy document itself is NOT withint

a.

-- )
_;_iing specific l?;lang_es to contents of the Harvest Allocation
‘ i dct, nor are recommended amendments to

vable harvest to resident hunters and 25% to
Allocation Procedure

b, the “minimum shares” for

Procedure
However, recommendi nges to other, aspects of the policy or its implementation are within the
scope of this contract(e.g, tmelinies for fulkimplementation and implementation rules, the use of success
factors, AAH determinations ad allocations splits for guide outfitter territories, and sharing of quotas
between adjacent gutiding territories)”

25

Page 43
MOE-2013-00107




Page 1 of 1

From: Hales, Gerad S ENV:EX

Sent: Monday, October 25, 2010 3:17 PM

To: 'Scott Ellis’

Ce: Ethier, Tom ENV:EX; Hatter, lan ENV:EX
Subject: Harvest Allocation Procedure - Ref # 132562
Dear Mr Etlis:

Thank you for your letter to Tom Ethier, Director of the Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch, dated
October 22, 2010 and regarding the Harvest Allocation Procedure. Mr. Ethier has asked that | respond on his behalf.

In your letter, you state that the GOABC is concerned about the determination of the degree of utilization for
resident hunters, and you ask for an explanation as to how the Ministry will be calculating the “average annual
number of those animals harvested by resident hunters,”

The annual number of category A animals harvested by resident hunters is determined from a number of sources,
depending upon the harvest/reporting regime for the category A species in question. For example, for Compulsory
Inspected category A species such as grizzly bear, the Compulsory inspection database is used to determine the
annual harvest. In cases where the category A species isn’t compulsory inspected, other harvest reporting systems
such as the Hunter Sample Reports and/or the LEH Survey Estimates are used to determine harvest. in cases where
category A populations only make up a subset of the regional population of a particular species, harvest data is often
provided by regional staff, who use the information from the aforementioned databases/reporting systems to
determine harvest for those specific category A populations.

Harvest data is summed for each year of the allocation period, and then divided by the number of years in the
allocation period to determine the “average annual number of those animals harvested by resident hunters.” So for
example, if during a 5-year allocation perlod, resident hunters harvested 7, 9, 10, 8, and 7 individuals of a particular
category A species in years 1 through 5 of the allocation period, the average annual number of animals harvested
would be 8.2, This is done separately for each category A species currently included in the calculator, and this type
of calculation is also how guided-hunter utilization scores are determined.

It should be stressed that utilization calculations are based on the harvest of category A populations only. For
example, in some regions, only certain populations of a particular species are considered to be category A {e.g. only
goats in a portion of a region are category A). In these cases, we are working to ensure that utilization scores are
based on the harvest of these designated category A populations only,

From your letter, it is not immediately apparent to me what parts of the utilization calculation you are concerned
with. | hope the above explanation has helped alleviate those concerns, but if not, please do not hesitate to contact
me to discuss. If you feel there are inequities in this calculation, { would greatly appreciate having this brought to my
attention.

Thank you.

Gerad Hales, R.P.Bio.

wildlife Policy Unit Head

Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch
250-356-3089

Confidentiality Warning: The information trangmitted is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
privileged material. Any review, dissermnination or other use of, or taking of any action in rellance upon, this information by persons other than the
intended reclplent is prohibited. If you recelive this in error, please contact the sender and delele your record of this material,

hitp://cliff-env.gov.be.ca/attach/download.a4d7rsn=872948& 507454032 E??E-?Q%%a? 7-0 1



1 Guide QOutfitters Association of British Columbia

Seite 103, 19140~ 28th Avenue, Sureoy, BC Canada VIS 6433 Telephona: (8043 8416332 Facsimife: {604} 541 8339 Email: info@goabt.org

Wildfife Stewordship
~ s our Priority

October 22, 2010

Tom Ethier

Director, Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch
PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Gov't

Victoria, BC

V8WoM3

RE: Harvest Allocation Procedure

Dear Tom:

We have reviewed the Harvest Allocation Procedure and are very concerned about determining
the degree of utilization for resident hunters. Could you please explain how the Ministry of
Environment will calculate “the average annual number of those animals harvested by resident
hunters”?

Sincerely,

i

Scott Lllis
General Manager
Guide Qutfitters Association of British Columbia

wildlife Stewardship is our Priovity™
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fsr'}.ada, Jennifer ENV:EX

- From: Jennifer Johnson, GOABC [info@goabe.org)
Sent; Thursday, April 28, 2011 11:20 AM
Tos Minister, ENV ENV:EX
Subject: Request for a meeting with Environment and Land Use Committee members Wednesday,
May 04, 2011
Categories: Meeting/Invite Request

Good morning Minster Lake:

Scott Ellis, Executive Director and Michael Schneider, Vice President of the dGuic}e Quifitters Association of BC
(GOABC) would like to meet with you next Wednesday, May 04, 2011 regarding the Guide Harvest Allocation Report

by Chris ’l‘rmngx. "

Mr, Ellis and My, Schneider are available any time after 9:30 a.m. on the 4%, I your office could let us know what
time on the 4th would work best for you or an alternative date and tine we would appreciate it.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Johnson MINISTER'S QEFICE - RECEIVED
Member & Client Services » . MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT

Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia

\V\\"W,g_QE!bQ,OI'g / / Lf 7 8/ /

. Phone (604) 541-6332 or 1877 818-2688 ; APR 2 8 204
Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™ CMinReply Towepiyunect  1UMReply  ClnfofFite |
. . § 00 Sendinterim £ Rediactto ey
: [1ee i
. Guide Outfitters CLiFFy_ e
"3‘;‘,,“, - fﬂ:____lshCqumbla o \’/SFS v/Q? & = ;
orndee 5 \

JOIN US FOR OUR ANNUAL FUNDRAISER APRIL 1 & 2, 2011 IN VICTORIA, BC.

This communicatton Is Intended for the use of the reciplent to whom It Is addressed, and may contain
confldentlal, personal, and/or privileged Information. Please contact us Immediately If you are not the
intended reciplent of this communication, and do not copy, distribute, or take

action relying on it, Any communlcatxons recelved In error, or subsequent reply, should be deleted or
destroyed

O bedd JUN g 1 201
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Reference 133676
November 12, 2010

Wilfred Pfleiderer

BC Wildlife Federation
101-3060 Norland Ave.
Burnaby BC V5B 3A6

Scott Ellis

Guide Qutfitters Association of BC
Suite 103 — 19140 — 28" Avenue
Surrey BC V385 6M3

Re: Exercise on Recalculating the Harvest Allocation Shares Based on Preliminary Data
from the 2007 Through 2009 Hunting Seasons.

The Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch of the Ministry of Natural Resource
Operations committed to recalculate the harvest allocation shares for hunts administered under
the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure, using data from the 2007, 2008 and 2009 hunting
seasons, These seasons represent the first three years of harvest during the 2007-2011 allocation
implementation/transition period.

The purpose of recalculating harvest shares midway through the 2007-2011 allocation period is
to provide Branch staff, and the resident and guided hunting community with a sense of how
they are progressing with regards to the utilization of respective portions of the annual allowable
harvest (AAH) and to provide a preliminary assessment of how allocation shares may change
when they are formally calculated for the 2012-2016 allocation period in 2012,

Please find aftached a copy of the complete harvest allocation calculator, including the calculated
harvest shares based on preliminary (and incomplete) data (see the ‘Final Allocation Rounded’
colamn in the “Calculator” worksheet).

When reviewing the calculator, please note that:

1. Calculations of both relative importance and utilization use data only from years that
hunts have been allocated using the Harvest Allocation policy. This means, for the hunts
that came online with respect to the policy in 2008 or 2009, only two or one year of data
was used, respectively,

2. Relative importance calculations for both residents and non-residents are based on the
entire regional population of the category A species, regardless of whether or not only a
portion of the regional population is actually designated as category A. So, for example,
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in regions where only certain mountain goat populations have been designated as
category A, and in the rest of the region they are not managed under the Harvest
Allocation policy, the entire regional hunting effort for mountain goat has been
incorporated into the calculation of relative importance. On the other hand, utilization
calculations focus on the utilization of designated category A populations only, The
reasons for this difference ate:

a. In anumber of cases, it would be very difficult and time consuming to determine
when a guide outfitter was guiding for a category A animal, and when they were
not, should their territories overlap both category A and non-category A
populations of a particular specics.

b. If the relative importance calculation were based on category A populations only,
it is expected that regions with small category A populations would have
relatively lower importance scores based simply on the size of their category A
populations, regardless of the importance of that species in the rest of the region.

3. Due to unique circumstances within various regions, and the manner in which harvest and
effort data is collected in the province, a number of assumptions had to be made when
applying the data to the harvest allocation calculator. Those data assumptions will not be
apparent when reviewing the attached calculator, However, the attached document
entitled “Rerunning the Harvest Allocation Calculator — Description of Process” outlincs
many of those assumptions.

It is important to strongly emphasize that the allocation shares calculated through this
exercise are not final, and do not represent the shares that will be applied for the 2012-2016
allocation period. The final allocation shares that will be implemented in the next (2012-2016)
allocation period will not be determined until 2012, when the allocation calculator will be
formally run based on the complete 2007-2011 harvest information, as stipulated in the Harvest
Allocation Policy.

If you have any comments, questions or concerns about the calculator, and the data used to
develop the preliminary assessment of how allocation shares may change during the next
allocation period, please do not hesitate to contact me by email at Gerad.Hales@gov.bc.ca, or by
phone at 250-356-3089.

e

Gerad Flales
Wildlife Policy Unit Head
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Swom o

1"
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

21

2
25

o,
23

30,
31
32
33

Raglon |Speciag Average ¥ LEH Averaga # LEH Avelags # Proportion of [Potantial # LEH #G0S # polental hinters Rank (NOTE: THIS
applicants par year [authotizations parisuccessful LEH suceassful LEH Huntars {Proportion of | Hunters (potantial # LEH HUMBER IS
year spplicants whe applicants who successful LEH hunters + GO AUTOMATICALLY
purchase Jicence  |hunted (asstmed T applicanis who hunted Hunters) CALGULATED BASED
thay purchase * #LEH applicants) ORINFO I
{#cance} COLUMHS DTO J]
1 Grizzly - 54.00 35 103.38 .00 103.38 1
1 Bui El < - 144.00 .92 243888 .00~ 3668 10
1 elk archery -28.00 .79 506.26 .00 B05.28 4
2 Bull Elk L 3400 A .85 1069.69 0.0 1069.59 §
3 Grizzly 1233 .33 - .7 119.32 0.00 119.32 1
3 Mooss (Bu) 1296.67 1025.00 X 592129 345587 9376.95 10
3 Goat 18567 8933 .4 452 .44 D.06 452.44 3
3 Sheep {344 curl and full cusl) 27.00 20.67 i 1347.18 436.00 - 483.16 7
4 Grizzhy 3213 2067 071 1337.50 00 337.50 7
4 LMoosa (Bui) 78400 E37.67 .81 6178.75 48233 5661 08 b
4 Goat 1850.00 846.00 43 18556 .00 185.56 5
4 Sheep {full oud) 1233 $0.87 .86 4%0.74 309.33 1600.07 7
S Gpzely 115.00 67.87 59 407.57 0.00 407.57 3
6 Canbou {5-120HLY) 0.00 000 .00 Q.00 £0.67 5067 1
5 Moose (Bult) 4080.00 2942.00 0372 990473 0.00 $304.73 10
5 Goat B£0.60 315G 039 115.63 1 116.63 1
6 North | Cariboy 39.00 16.00 041 268.10 579.60 4
6 Morth |Goat - 83.00 209G 040 78.587 189.07 -2
@ Merth {Sheep ~25580 1 141.00 . 0.55 440.11 £ £92.11 5 -
6 Morth _|Grizely 61200 - 27867 045 328.85 -0, 32685 2
8 South [Moose (Bul) +385.00 -+ - 1101533 0.74 3686.94 2289.00 587594 o
6 South |Goat S 78860 Gl S 34000 .44 548,39 :0.00 546.39 i B
6 South |Grizzly S BMET T 17333 .52 504,12 0.00 505.12 Cod4
A Grizzty 85133 . 3967 .45 925.38 -3.00 926.38 5
TA__ |Moose (Bul) =" 13570.67 - 4069.00 - 304033 75 10139.92 8377.00 19016.92 - 10
TA __|Meoss (Cow) - 4708.00 -.~1997.00 146867 .73 3457.72 “0.00 H57.72 [
7B |Grizzly -1884.67 . 57587 32367 0.56 $115.87 .+000 - 111567 6
7B |Sheep - 000 - C D0 00 - .00 0.60 £50.33 £50.33 ]
iB £l {Cow) - 500133 - $456.67 B70.33 .60 2983 21 000 - 298827 8
iB Bison 7907.67 so34200 - 24683 .72 5707.24 0080 - - 870724 8
78__ |Soat 540.67 ~81.33 -0 o 29.00 4B 259.25 15033 371.59 3
-] Licosa 4105.00 26987 22933 .65 3491.03 232833 5320 36 9
3 Goat 191.33 S108 - 1.00 .00 191.33 009 191.33 2
8 Sheep (any ramd 304 curl} 2025.00. ~ 123 B5.33 .78 1577.07 0.0 1577.07 74
TOTAL §4555.67
minimum 5067
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Region |Species Rank (NOTE:
if you
change 1, it
changes
others!)
1 Grizzly e a
1 Buil Eli
1 Archery Elk
2 Buil Elk
3 Grizzly
3 Moose (Bull)
3 Goat
3 Sheep (3/4 curl and ful
4 Grizzly
4 Moose (Bull)
4 Goat
4 Shesp (full curl)
5 Grizzly 2
5 Caribou :
5 Moose {Bull) 9
5 Goat
6 North {Caribou
6 North {Goat .
6 North {Sheep 10 -
6 North {Grizzly el
6 South |Moose (Bull) 10
6 South |Goal i
6 South |Grizzly
7A Grizzly
7A Moose (Bull)
TA Moose (Cow)
7B Grizzly
7B Sheep
7B Elk (Cow)
7B Bison
7B Goat
8 Moose
8 Goat
8 Sheep
TOTAL
minimum
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24
25
28
27
28
28
30
31
32
3
34

Resident Commereial
Rank (MOTE: Rank (NOTE:
YOU MUST You MUST
CHANGE CHANGE
Average # THIS Average # per year |Average # THIS
Average # pet year allocated to  jUtilization by | COLUMN harvested by allocated to  |Wtilization by COLUMN
Region Species harvested by residents |residents Residents MANUALLY) | [commercial commercial |Commercial MANUALLY)
9 GRIZZLY 00 s T 760 51.00 SLne 360 6.20 48,00 - L
1 ELK (bulf) 9080 i q 0400 87.00 12,00 13.80 . 87.00
1 ELK (ARCHERY)} T e g W e ek 89.00 5133 217 82.00 -
2 Roosevelt ELK (bull) L1650 22.00 75.00 300  4.50 £7.00 -
3 GRIZZLY s 200 e 1880 .1 . 31.00 R 023 0.80 - 3700 o0
3 MOOSE (bull) 24866 - 306.67 - 81.00 SUA0.00 23.00 43.00 .- =
3 GOAT -10.33 :38.00 L27.00 - L4000 16.67 66.00 .-
3 SHEEP (3/4 curl) 9.66 - o[ 12.00 .81.00 . : iB3.88. 3.00 111.00 -~
4 GRIZZLY 56.33 . it 5666 :98.00 TA4B8 ) 18.00 81.00
4 MOOSE(BULL) 210.56- 0023953 -] - 88.00 3666 ] 69.36 53.00 ..
4 GQOAT 13400 . 1 226,33 58.00 ©69.66 . 104.66 67.00 .
4 BH SHEEP (full curl) . 25.66 37.90 68.00 16.00 - 15.10 106.00
5 GRIZZLY L1638 21,80 75.00 i 4.80 58.00 -
) CARIBOU (5 POINT BULL ) 2400 s ]l 2800 86.00 12.80 63.00
5 MOOQSE (bull) S917.50 i [1:1045.00. 88.00 - 298.00 52.00
5 GOAT 10,00 i ]i19.50 51.00 11.80 70.00
6N CARIBOU (bull) 200 e 5000 40.00 3,00 S50.00 .
BN GOAT - 6.00 2388 - 25,00 31.00 45.00
6N TH SHEEP 12,00 134,80 34.00 2210 81.00
6N GRIZZLY 42,66 93.00 - 46.00 - 62.00 42,00
63 MOQOSE 543338 - ] 265000 - 84.00 “150.00 110.00 7
65 GOAT S A500 . 0667 - 42.0C . 41.50 - 41,00 - ¢
6S GRIZZLY 2286 s 50.00 . 45.00 33.00 33.00 ..
TA GRIZZLY L4000 0490000 T L 82.00 133.00 91.00 -
TA MOQSE (bull) -1578.33 175800 ¢ 90.00 . 386.00 62.00
TA MOOSE {cow) 561.66 2144900 -] - 49.00 23.00 146,00
7B GRIZZLY 37.68 ) -73.00 |- ~39.00 55.00 |
78 TH SHEEP 114,00 1ol 102.00 72,00 117.00 ]
78 ELK (antlerless) 287.33 89.00 - 18.66 12.00 ..
7B BISON . 152.18 77.00 3733 104.00 1.
7B GOAT .33 84.00 4.76 83.00
8 MOOSE (bull) 6086 72.00 A7 A7 60.00
8 GOAT 033 33.00 0.33 100.00
8 SHEEP 14.66 8500 7.55 106.00
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EXERCISE ON RECALCULATING THE HARVEST ALLOCATION SHARES BASED ON PRELIMINARY
DATA FROM THE 2007 THROUGH 2009 HUNTING SEASONS

DESCRIPTION OF PROCESS
Nov, 12,2010

The Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch (FWHMB) of the Ministry of Natural
Resource Operations committed to recalculating the harvest shares for hunts administered under
the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure, using data from the 2007, 2008 and 2009 hunting
seasons. These scasons represent the first three years of harvest during the 2007-2011 allocation
implementation/transition period. This document outlines the steps taken to achieve the
recalculated harvest shares.

It is important to strongly emphasize that the allocation shares calculated through this
exercise are not final, and do not represent the shares that will be applied for the 2012-2016
allocation period, The final allocation shares that will be implemented in the next (2012-2016)
allocation period will not be determined until 2012, when the allocation calculator will be
formally run based on the complete 2007-201 1 harvest information, as stipulated in the Harvest
Allocation Policy.

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE

In many instances, only certain sub-regional populations of a particular species are designated as
category A. This happens quite often for species such as mountain goat. So, for example, only
in part of a region have goat been designated as category A, whereas in the rest of the region they
are not managed under the Harvest Allocation policy or procedure, Relative importance
calculations for both residents and non-residents are generally based on the entire regional
population of category A species, regardless of whether or not only a portion of the regional
population is considered to be category A. This is different than the utilization calculations,
which focuses on the utilization of designated category A populations only.

The reasons for this difference are:

A. In a number of cases, it would be very difficult and time consuming to determine when a
guide outfitter was guiding for a category A animal, and when they were not, should their
territories overlap both category A and non-category A populations.

B. If the relative importance calculation were based on category A populations only, it is
expected that regions with small category A populations would have relatively lower
importance scores based simply on the size of their category A populations, regardless of
the importance of that species in the rest of the region. So, for example, if one region
considers its entire regional population of goats to be category A, whereas an adjacent
region only considers a small portion of its regional population o be category A, the
second region could have an artificially lower importance score.
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Resident Relative Importance

The relative importance scores for resident hunters is determined by estimating the number of
hunters that would go hunting for a particular category A species if their opportunities were not
constrained by Limited Entry Hunting (LEH). To determine this, three key pieces of information
are required:

1. The annual number of applicants who applied for LEH hunts for category A species.
2. The annual number of authorizations issued for those LEH hunts.

3. The annual number of successful LEH applicants who bought licences for the species for
which they were drawn.

To obtain data for these items, a list of LEH hunt codes for each category A species, by year, was
determined (Appendix I). Using this information, a program was written that could extract the
data from the LEH/licensing databases, the results of which were translated into EXCEL format.
Because hunt codes can change, future runs of the Allocation Calculator will require a
determination of which LEH hunt codes apply. The ACCESS database program that has been
developed, however, will be able to quickly determine the three inputs noted above.

The “number of applicants who applied for LEH hunts” was based on the number of first choice
applicants only, whereas the “number of authorizations issucd” and the “number of successful
applicants who bought licenses for the species for which they were drawn” used the total number
of authorization issued and licenses bought, regardless of whether or not the applicant applied for
the hunt as a first choice or second choice. This appears to have been consistent with what was
done in 2007.

When determining which hunt codes to include in each allocated hunt, a number of decisions had
to be made, as it was not always clear if certain LEH hunts were part of the harvest regime for a
particular category A species. For cxample, in Region 4 bull moose are considered category A,
yet there are “cow/calf or spike bull” moose LEH hunts. A decision had to be made on whether
or not those hunt codes should be included in the determination of the three data pieces described
above. Appendix I outlines which hunt codes were included. A final determination of the hunt
codes will follow after consultation with regions.

As these relative importance calculations included all hunts for the category A species in
question, in a number of cases the number of GOS hunters had to be estimated, and added to the
totaf potential number of hunters calculation based on the three data items noted above. The
FWHMB currently does not have a method to estimate the participation in general open scasons.
The Hunter Sample Survey reports and the Big Game Harvest Statistics (BGHS) provide
estimates of the number of LEH and GOS hunters combined, but do not split out them out by the
two hunt types. So, to estimate the number of GOS hunters, the number of successful LEH
applicants who bought licences for the species was subtracted from the total number of hunters
for that species, provided in the BGHS, or if the BGHS was not available, from the Hunter
Sample Survey report. In some cases the total number of hunters in the BGHS included hunters
who were also hunting non-category A classes of a species. For example, in Region 7A, bull
moose {including spike-fork) are considered to be category A, but the numbers in the BGHS also
include hunters for the calf GOS seasons as they occur concurrently and in the same MUs as the
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GOS spike-fork seasons. As there is no accurate way to separate effort for the two types of hunt,
both hunts were included in the relative importance calculation.

In some instances, the numbers of hunters recorded in the BGHS is less than those who
purchased licences for LEH hunts. This anomaly occurred in 2007 as well, and in these cases,
the number of GOS hunters was set o zero.

Antlerless elk hunts in region 7B are harvested through both GOS and LEH. It was not possible
to determine the number of GOS antlerless elk hunters in the calculation of importance for this
species, as the antlerless GOS hunts occur concurrently and in the same MUs as bull elk GOS
hunts.

Spike-fork bull moose were included in the resident relative importance calculations for regions
3,4, 7A and 8. ;

Guided Hunter Relative Importance

The relative importance scores for guided hunters are determined using two key pieces of
information:

1. The anmual number of guided hunters who went hunting for the category A species.
2. The average hunt price a guided hunier pays to go hunting the category A species.

Data for item #1 was obtained from the number of non-resident hunters recorded in the Guide
Declaration Form database. This data is unable to discern between the different classes of
animals hunted in situations when such hunts overlap spatially or temporally. This is because
guided hunters do not need to report the class of animal they were hunting, So, for exampie, in
Region 3, only % curl sheep are considered to be category A. These animals are harvested
through LEH, but there is a full curl sheep season managed through GOS that occurs at the same
time and in the same MUs, As the guide declaration forms do not record the class of animal
hunted, it is impossible to separate the number of hunters hunting for these two hunts. In this
case, it was assumed that all guided hunters were hunting for % curl sheep.

For the reason noted above, it is also impossible to determine the number of guided hunters that
hunted for cow moose (Region 7A) or antlerless clk (Region 7B). For the 2010 calculator rerun,
1 assumed a 100% harvest success rate, and used the numbers of cow moose harvested in region
7A and the number of cow elk and juvenile elk harvested in Region 7B as the metric for the
number of hunters for these two hunts,

Guide declaration forms also only report the MU in which the hunt occurred, and not the zone.
The “bull elk” and the “archery elk” hunts in Region 1 are considered to be two separate
category A hunts, and in one case, occur in separate zones within the same MU. As such, the
number of guided hunters for these two hunts cannot be separated from the data provided on the
guide declaration forms. Region | staff, however, have recorded the zone of hunt on all guide
declaration forms, and have provided this data for the 2010 recaiculation,

The ‘average hunt price a guided hunter pays to hunt a specific category A species” were
provided by the GOABC. The numbers provided represent the 2009 average hunt prices for
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guided hunts. It should be noted that for Region 1, the GOABC provided only one bull elk hunt

price even though there are “bull elk” and “archery elk” hunts. A subsequent discussion with the
GOABC revealed that the Region 1 bull elk price they provided applies to both type of elk hunts
in that region.

UTILIZATION

Utilization scores for both residents and guided hunters are determined by dividing the average
annual number of category A animals harvested by each residency group by the average annual
number of those animals allocated to each residency group. As stated previously, thesc
calculations try to focus exclusively on category A populations only, and cxclude non-category
A populations of the same species within a region.

Stakeholder groups have raised a number of concerns over the consistency in how the Harvest
Allocation policy and procedure have been implemented during the current allocation period. It
should be noted, however, that these inconsistencies do not affect utilization scores, as the scores
arc based on what was allocated to, and harvested by, each residency group.

Resident Utilization

The annual number of category A animals allocated to resident hunters, for each category A hunt
was provided by regional staff in all cases.

To determine the annual number of category A animals harvested, a number of data systems
were used. For species that were considered to be category A across the entire region and were
compulsory inspected (e.g. grizzly bear), data from the Compulsory Inspection (CI) databasc was
used. For those animals that were considered to be category A across the entire region and were
harvested exclusively through LEH, but were not compulsory inspected, the LEH Survey results
were used, For animals hatvested through GOS and LEH, and were not compulsory inspected,
the BGHS or the Hunter Sample Survey results were used. And finally, in cases where only
classes of a species, or sub-populations within a region are considered to be category A, regional
staff provided the annual number of animals harvested (see Appendix II).

When the allocation calculator was run in November 2010, 2009 data for the BGHS was not yet
available, and so data from the Hunter Sample Survey was used. This data does not include
estimated kills by sex. So, for the bull and cow moose hunts in Region 7A, an alternate method
was used to determine levels of harvest for both sexes. In both cases, I took the estimated total
number of moose killed in the Hunter Sample and multiplied it by the percent of males and
females reported harvested in the Hunter Sample to get the number harvested for each sex.

Guided Hunter Utilization

The annual number of category A animals allocated to guided hunters, for each category A hunt
was provided by regional staff in all cases.

To determine the annual number of category A animals harvested, the Guide Declaration formn
database was used in most cases. This appears to be consistent with what was done in 2007,
Compulsory inspection data was used in cases where the species were considered to be category
A across the entire region and were compulsory inspected (c.g. grizzly bear).
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There are some minor discrepancies between the Guide Declaration database and the CI
database. [will be working with FWHMB staff to sort out these differences over the coming
months, As with resident utilization, in cases where only classes of a species, or sub-populations
within a region are considered to be category A, regional staff provided the annual number of
animals harvested (Appendix II).

The Guide Declaration database includes all hunters that were guided, regardless of their
residency status. So, it includes residents, non-resident Canadians and non-residents from
outside of Canada. A result of this is that the harvest data includes harvest by guided residents
and guided residents who held a LEII authorization for the species in question. The current
Quota procedure states that “the harvest by any guided resident hunter with a LEH authorization
should not be included in the quota.” Thus, the harvest by a guided resident hunter with a LEH
authorization should not be included in the utilization calculation. While it is possible to
determine which of a particular guide’s resident clients harvested an animal under the auspices of
a LEH authorization, the procedure is currently time consuming, and was not included in the
2010 recalculation when determining utilization scores for guided hunters, the 2012 recalculation
should make this distinction,

This is also true for the CI data used. Guides’ utilization scores that were based on CI data
included harvest by both guided non-residents and residents. This means guided residents are
double-counted, as they are included in both resident and guided harvest. Guided residents make
up only a small percentage of the number of guided hunts, so it is believed this overlap is small.
The result of this, however, is that data used to run the allocation calenlator may differ somewhat
from the data used/collected by regional staff. Further review of this issue is warranted, and a
resolution reached prior to the next allocation period. '

Again, it is important to strongly emphasize that the allocation shares calculated through
this exercise are not final, and do not represent the shares that will be applied for the 2012-
2016 allocation period, The final allocation shares that will be implemented in the next (2012-
2016) allocation period will not be determined until 2012, when the allocation calculator will be
formally run based on the complete 2007-2011 harvest information, as stipulated in the Harvest
Allocation Policy. '
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APPENDIX I, List of Hunt Codes for Category A species

2007/08 Hunt Codes

2009/2010 Hunt Codes

Region ; Species 2008/09 Hunt Codes
! Spring 2007 = 3092- Spring 2008 = 3093- Spring 2002 = 3094-
3095, Fall 2007 = 3096; Fall 2008 = 3097; Fall 2009 - 3001-
| Grizzly 3001-3604 3001-30604 3004
2 1 Bull Btk 2030-2058 2030-2058 2033-2061
3 1 Elk Archiery 2001-2009 2001-2009 2001-2012
4 2 Bull Btk 2059-2671 2059-2072 2062-2078
5 3 Spring 2007 = 3096- Spring 2008 = 3097- Spring 2009 = 3098- No fatl hunts.
Grizzly 3099 3100 3101
6 3 Moose (Bull) 4025-4086 4025-4086 4025-4086 Excluded cow/calf hunts
7 3 Goat 5002-5027 5002-5026 5002-5025
8 3 Sheep (3/4 curl 6004-6011 6004-6011 6004-6012 Did not include the “ram” or "any malc”
and full curl) hunits. Were not included in 2007
caleulation,
9 4 Grizzly Spring 2007 =3100- Spring 2008 =3101- Spring 2009 =3102- No fall hunts,
3129 3128 3131
10 4 Meose (Bufl) 4093-4131 4093-4136 4093-4136 Excluded cow/calf or spike bull hunts
B 4 Goat 5028-5101 5027-5100 5026-5100
12 4 Sheep (full curl} 6017-6021 &6017-6021 6018-6025
13 3 Grizzly Spring 2007 =3130- Spring 2008 =3129- Spring 2009 = 3132-
3137, Fall 2007 = 3136; Fall 2008 = 3140; Falt 2009 = 3005-
3005-3008 3005-3009 3008
14 5 Caribou (5-12) N/A N/A N/A
15 5 Moose (Butl) 4136-4223 41414228 4141-4228 Excluded cow or calf seasons
16 5 Goat 5102-5111 5101-5110 5101-5110
17 | 6 North | Carbou 1001-1003 1001-1003 1001-1003 Includes bull only and 5 pt bull scasons.
18 | 6 North | Goat 5151-5158 5149-5156 5148-5155
19 | 6 North | Sheep 6000, 6022-6029 6000, 6022-6028 6000, 6026-6032 Included Spatsizi carly draw
20 | 6 North | Grizely Spring 2007 =3155- Spring 2008 = 3154- Spring 2009 = 3158
3171, Fall 2007 = 3170; Fali 2008 = 3174; Fall 2009 = 3025-
3026-3042 3027-3043 3041
21 | 6Scuth | Moose (Bull) 4224-4247, 4249 4229-4252, 4254 4229-4252, 4254
22 | 6South | Goat 5112-5150, 5159 5111-5148, 5157 5111-5147, 5156
23 | 6 South | Grizzly Spring 2007 =3138- Spring 2008 = 3137- Spring 2009 =314}-
3154, 3172; Fall 2007 | 3153,3171; Fall 2008 | 3157, 3175; Fall 2009 =
= 3009-3025, 3043 = 3010-3026, 3044 3009-3024, 3042
24 7A Grizzly Spring 2007 =3173- Spring 2008 =3172- Spring 2009 = 3176-
3200; Fall 2007 = 3200, Falf 2008 = 3204; fall 2009 = 3043-
3044-3072 3045-3073 3071
25 A Meose (Bull) 4292-4328 4306-4350 4306-4350
26 TA Moose (Cow) 4250-4291 4255-4305 4255-4305 Ingludes antlerfess and cow or calf
SEASOlS,
27 i) Grizzly Spring 2007 =3201- Spring 2008 = 3201- Spring 2009 = 3205-
3220, Fall 2007 = 3220; Fali 2008 = 3224; Fall 2009 = 3072-
3073-3092 3074.3093 3091
28 7B Sheep N/A N/A N/A
29 7B Elk {(Cow) 2110-2111 2142 2154-2155 Excluded "cither sex" hunts, There were
no "either sex" LEH hunts in 2000-2004.
30 7B Bison 0001-0008 Q001-0008 0001-0008
3 7B Goat 5182-5198 5180-5196 5179-5195
32 8 Moose (bult) 4332-4361 4354-4383 4354-4383
33 8 Goat 5199 5197 5196
34 8 Sheep (any ram/ 6030-6042 6029-6041 6033-6045 Includes 3/4 curl and ram only hunts.
3/4 curl)
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APPENDIX II. Data sources used for determining resident harvest utilization scores.

Region | Hunt Resident Harvest Data | Non-Resident Harvest
Source . Data Source
1 Grizzly CI Database CI Database
I Bull Elk Regional Staff Regional Staff
1 Elk Archery Regional Staff Regional Staff
Z Bull Elk Regional Staff Regional Staff
3 Grizzly CI Database CI Database
3 Moose (Bull) LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
3 Goat CI Database CI Database
3 Sheep (3/4 curl) Regional Staff Regional Staff
4 Grizzly Cl1 Database CI Database
4 Moose (Bull) LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
4 Goat Regional Staff Regional Staff
4 Sheep (full curl) CI Database CI Database
5 Grizzly CI Database CI Database
b Caribou CI Database Guide Declaration
S Moose (Bull) LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
5 Goat Regional Staff Regional Staff
6 North | Caribou Regional Staff Regional Staff
6 North | Goat Regional Staff Regional Staff
6 North | Sheep Regional Staff Regional Staff
6 North | Grizzly CI Database CI Database
6 South | Moose (Bull) BGHS/Hunter Sample | Guide Declaration
6 South | Goat Regional Staff Regional Staff
6 South | Grizzly CI Database CI Database
7A | Grizzly CI Database Cl Database
7A | Moose (Bull) BGI{S/Hunter Sample | Guide Declaration
TA Moose (Cow) BGHS/Hunter Sample | Guide Declaration
7B Grizzly CI Database CI Database
7B | Sheep Regional Staff Regional Staff
7B Elk (Antlerless) LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
7B Bison LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
7B Goat CI Database Guide Declaration
8 Moose (Bull) LEH Survey Estimates | Guide Declaration
3 Goat CI Databasc CI Database
8 Sheep (any rany/ 3/4 curl) | CI Database CI Database
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Jonker, Jennifer B ENV:EX

From: Hales, Gerad S ENV.EX

Sent: Friday, November 12, 2010 3:24 PM

To: "Wilfred. Plieiderer@westfraser.com'; 'Scott Ellis (GOABCY)'

Cc: Ethier, Tom ENV:EX; Hatter, lan ENV.EX; Hales, Gerad S ENV:EX
Subject: 133676-Exercise of Recalculating the Harvest Allocation Calculater - 2010

Hello Wilf and Scott. Please find attached:

1) A letter describing the exercise to recalculate the harvest allocation shares based on data from the
2007, 2008 and 2009 hunting seasons,
2} The Harvest Allocation calculator, which is divided into four parts:
a. The calculator itself, which summarizes the relative importance scores, the utilization scores,
and recalculated harvest shares;
b. The resident relative importance calculations;
c. The commercial (i.e. guided) relative importance calculations; and
d. The utilization calculations for both residency groups.
3) A document outlining the process and some of the assumptions used in recalculating the harvest
allocation shares.

Please note that the allocation shares calculated through this exercise are not final, and do not represent the
shares that will be applied for the 2012-2016 allocation period. The final allocation shares that will be
implemented in the next (2012-2016} allocation period will not be determined until 2012, when the allocation
calculator will be formally run based on the complete 2007-2011 harvest information, as stipulated in the
Harvest Allocation Policy.

Please call me if you have any questions or concerns.

Allocation
ecalculation 2010

i

2010 Allocation
Calculator (Ca...

2010 Allocation
Calculator (Re...

2010 Allocation
Calculator (Co...
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2010 Allocation
Calculator (Ut...

’r'.ﬂ'#f

Rerunning the
Harvest Allocati...

Gerad Hales, R.P.Bio.
Wildlife Policy Unit Head
Fish and Wildlife Branch
250-356-3089

Confidentiality Warning: The information transmitted is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed and may contain confidential andfor
privileged material. Any review, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this infarmation by persons other than the
intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete your record of this material.
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Suile 103, 19440 - 28th Avenue, Surray, BC Canada V35 8143 Tefaphonst (604) 8416332 Faceimie: {604) 5416339 Emall: Info@goabe.erg

October 22, 2010

R i TR
Tom Ethier ECEEVE@
Director, Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch

PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Gov't NOV 04 2010
Victoria, BC ‘

V8WoM8 Fish and Wildlife Branch

RE: Harvest Allocation Procedure

Dear Tom:

We have reviewed the Harvest Allocation Procedure and are very concerned about determining
the degree of utilization for resident hunters, Could you please explain how the Ministry of
Fnvironment will calculate “the average annual number of those animals harvested by resident
hunters”?

Sincerely,

Scott Ellis
General Manager
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia

wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
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- BRITISH
COLUMBIA

‘The Best Place on Earth

Refereﬁce: 130540

SEP 2 4 2010

Scott Ellis, Mark Werner, and Dave Beranek
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
Suite 103, 19140 - 28th Avenue

Surrey BC V38 6M3

Dear My, Ellis, Mr, Werner and Mr. Beranek:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you and the GOABC with my responses to a number of
key concerns expressed by members of the GOABC at the June 8, 2010 meeting in Cranbrook,
and at the June 23, 2010 meeting in Prince George. I would like to thank you once again for -
allowing my staff and me to attend those meetings. Both meetings provided us with a great deal
of insight on how the allocation policy may impact the guiding industry in 2012,

1.  The Use of Success Factors in Determining Quota

It is my understanding that the guiding industry wishes to maintain the use of success factors in
determining quotas for several reasons, namely it:

a) allows guides to better achieve their individual portions of the annual allowable harvest
(AAH) while lessening the risk of incurring an infraction under the Wildlife Act; and

b) allows high performing guides to compensate for guides within a region who may not
be adequately harvesting their portion of allocated wildlife, and thus affords guides a
better opportunity to fully utilize their allocated portion of the AAH at the regional
level. : :

As you are aware, “quota” is defined in the Wildlife Act as “The total number of a game species
specified by the regional manager that the clients of a guide outfitter may kill in the guide
outfitter’s guiding area during a licence year.” When a success factor is used to determine
quota, however, it needs to be recognized that the resulting quota is not one that the Minisiry
wants the guide to harvest in a single year, For example, if the guide’s portion of the AAH is 10
animals, and a 50% success factor is applied, the guide’s annual quota would be 20 animals, In

Ministry of Environment  Office of the Disector Mailing Address: Telephone: 250 387-9771
Fish, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt  Facslmile: 250 387-9568
Resource Stewardship and Pasks Division Victoda BC VBW M8 Website: www.govbecafeny
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this case, it is expected the guide will attempt to harvest 10 animals annually, and not 20. Using
a success factor to determine quota can result in an increased risk of guides exceeding their
allocated share of the harvest.

Success factors ate used in the Limited Entry Hunting (LEH) system to determine how many
residents hunters should be issued perimits to achieve their allocated share of the harvest. Using
success factors in the determination of guide quotas would be analogous to the Ministry
prescribing how many clients guides could take out annually, and is an approach that neither the
government not the guiding industry supports. Guides should be provided the latitude to manage
their own businesses and determine for themselves how many clients are needed td Achicvé their
allocated harvest opportunities.

For these reasons, the practice of using success factors in the determination of guide quotas will
cease when the Harvest Allocation policy is fully implemented in 2012.

The administrative guidelines provide most guide outfitters with the flexibility they need to
achieve their annual harvest targets, while mitigating concerns of incurring infractions under the
Wildlife Act. 1 do agree however, that guides with small quotas will have more of a challenge to
work with the administrative guidelines, and [ have addressed that particular concern under issue
#3. :

As you know, the current administrative guideline level (i.. the ability for guides to harvest 30%
of their 5-year cumulative AAH in a single yeat) was arrived at after lengthy negotiations
between the Ministry and representatives of the GOABC and the BCWF, and it is important to
continue applying these administrative guidelines through the current allocation period, and into
the 2012-2016 allocation period when the Harvest Allocation policy is fully implemented. If,
howevet, it is determined that after the third year of full implementation (i.e. 2015) guides have
not harvested 60% of their portion of the cumulative 5-year allowable harvest, I am prepared to
consider amendments to the Administtative Guideline procedure that would better enable guides
to achieve their AAH,

2,  Spatial Application of Allocation Decisions

The guiding industry has asked for clarification as to the scale at which allocation decisions will
be applied. Guide territories do not cover all areas within some regions, and to be more specific,
do not cover all areas where current category A species/populations oceur, During the 2007-
2011 implementation period, regional managers have, in some instances, increased the guides’
share of the AAH within guide territories above what was calculated through the 2007 Harvest
Allocation process in order to offset the loss of guide harvest opportunities in these areas without
guide territories, and to meet regional allocation shares.

The “Harvest Allocation; An Impleméntation Plan for 2007-2011” document states that “fhis
practice will cease at the end of the first allocation period (by 2012), once a thorough review of
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this issue can be conducted.” This review will examine the differences in the cumulative number
of animals that are available for harvest by guides when the allocation shares are applied to the

- AAH within guide outfitter terrifories versus the regional AAH, as well as compare these
amounts with recent guide outfitter harvest levels. The review has been initiated and is expected
to be completed by the end of winter, 2010/11.

When the Harvest Allocation policy is fully implemented in 2012, I will be instructing staff to
apply the allocation shares at the guide outfitter territory level. I believe this decision is
consistent with the implementation plan document referenced above, as well as the Quota
Procedure, which states “Quotas should be calculated to reflect guided hunters’ share of the
harvestable portion of the population within each guide outfiiter’s territory, if available.”

o :
3,  Guides with Small Quotas

At both the Cranbrook and Prince George meetings, I heard questions concerning guides with
small quotas (i.e. quotas of one animal per year or less), specifically that current administrative
guideline levels do little to help these guides, as at any point during an allocation period they are
faced with the issue of potentially exceeding their quota if they need to bring in more than one
client to harvest an animal. A similar situation could also.occur when a guide outﬁtter nears
fulfilling his/her 5-year cumulative AAH within an allocation peuod

The intent of the policy has always been that guides with small quotas will manage their hunts
within the same framework that applies to all guide outfitters. Many guides with small quotas
have been able to successfully do this. However, if a guide with a small quota is concerned
about exceeding their quota or cumulative 5-year AAH, due to the need to bring in more than
one client o harvest one animal, that guide should contact the Regional Manager to discuss
potential solutions, :

4, Iixceeding the 5-Year Cumunlative AAH and Transferring Quotas

The issue of successful guides having the opportunity to exceed their cumulative S-year AAHs
was brought up at the Prince George meeting, and is linked to the matter of transferting quotas
between guides, in particular transferring the unused quota of an under-petrforming guide to one
that is fully utilizing their quota, : ‘

With respect to successful guides exceeding their cumulative 5-year AAHs, such actions will not
be endorsed by the Ministry. As is current practice, guides should not harvest beyond their
annual quotas nor their cumulative 5-years AAHSs: doing so would be a contravention of their
licence conditions and may result in actions taken under sections 60 and 61 of the Wildlife Act.
Once a guide outfitter has harvested his/her S5-year cumulative AAH for a particular species, they
can no longer hunt for that species within their territory until the following aflocation period,
unless an amendment to the AAH occurs that results in add1t1ona1 animals being available for
hatvest. :
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The Ministry will not be permitting the transfer of quotas between guide outfitters. The rational
for this decision is: '

a. LEH authorizations are non-transferrable, and similar conventions should be applied to
quotas, i

b. As quotas are based on the guides’ harvestable portion of the category A species within
a patticular guide territory, they ate tied to a patticular piece of land with-a designated
AAH for that species. Transferring quotas and harvest to a different guide outfitting
territories could result in excessive hunting pressutes and localized overharvest; and

¢. Tracking the transfer of quotas between guide outfitters could become onerous to
manage, a task that the Ministry currently does not have the capacity to administer.

Guide outfitters need to be aware of other avenues available o them to access the under-utilized
quotas of other guides, namely guides can apply for a permit under section 70(1)(b) of the
Wildlife Act to guide in another outfitter’s territory or can become an assistant guide for the
territory with the under-utilized quota.

5. Viability of the Guide Outfitting Industry and an Economic Impact Assessment

The question of guide outfitting industry viability has been raised on several occasions regarding
the role of the Ministry in maintaining this viability. The Commercial Hunting Interests policy
outlines how the Ministry addresses guide outfitters’ commercial interest in the harvest of big
game species, and sections 3(a) through 3(d) speak specifically to bow the Ministry supports the
viability of the guiding industry. The points expressed in this policy require continual
monitoring of harvest regulations in order to achieve the policy’s intent, This monitoring and
refinement will occur as the Harvest Allocation policy is implemented over the coming years. It
is important to note, however, that this policy speaks to maintaining industry-level viability and
not viability at the level of the individual guide outfitter. Such fine-scale management would be
both unreasonable and unachievable.

The GOABC has also asked if the Harvest Allocation calculator will take into consideration
economic factors that may influence guides’ abilities to book hunts and therefore could affect
their measures of importance and utilization. As with other businesses, the guide outfitting
industry is subject to external matket forces and the economic health of the province, Canada,
and the countries from which guided clients otiginate. Accounting for these variables would
represent a level of complexity that would be extremely difficult to incorporate into the Harvest
Allocation policy. As such, guide outfitter importance and utilization calculations will not be
adjusted to account for changes in the guide outfitting market,

The GOABC has also requested an economic impact assessment with respect to full Harvest
Allocation policy implementation. While I think this is a reasonable request, I believe that the
GOABC should lead this review as they are in the best position to address the potential economic
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impacts of the Harvest Allocation policy on the guide-outfitting industry, The Ministry is
willing to provide you with any information (e.g. harvest and effort data) and statistical support
you may need fo perform the analysis. Please contact Gerad Hales at Gerad. Hales@gov.bc.ca
for any such assistance.

The five issues that I have addressed stem, in part, from the concern that if allocated AAHs are
not fully utilized by one residency group, the harvest opportunities will be transferred to the
opposite residency group. This is a concern shared by both resident hunters and the guiding

- community, Reducing this concern was the primary impetus behind the proposal put forward by
the Ministry to increase the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20% (or 25%) in the
Harvest Allocation procedure (Reference # 125588). Both the GOABC and the BCWE did not
support this proposal, and we have respected these positions. I would appreciate your thoughts
on other approaches for addressing this concern, while still adhering to the principles in the
Wildlife Harvest Policy.

In closing, I would like to express my appreciation to the GOABC for its continued support of-
the Haivest Allocation policy, including the development of allocation shares and a transparent
process on how they are calculated, The implementation of the Harvest Allocation policy will
undoubtedly result in changes to the guide outfitting industry in British Columbia, but I remain
confident that your industry will remain strong, and will benefit from the increased certainty
afforded by the Wildlife Allocation policy. While my intent in this letter has been to give you
some clear answers to your questions, I remain committed to.reviewing and updating the Harvest
Allocation policy as needed and agreed to by both residency groups, after it has been fully
implemented in 2012.

Sincerely,

Tom Ethier
Director
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Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia

BB ER AT e e T

Sulle 103, 19140 ~ 28th Avenue, Surray, BC Canada VAS 6M3 Telephona: (604) 541-0332 Facsimite: (604) 841-6338 Emalk; foggoabe.org

October 4, 2010

ECEIVE]
oCT 13 200
Fish & Wildiife

Tom Ethier

Director, Wildlife and Habitat Management Branch
Ministry of Environment

PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt

Victoria, BC

VBW gM8

RE: Fractional and Vacant Guide Territories
Dear Tom:

Your letter dated September 29, 2010 (reference # 130540) reconfirmed that allocation shares
will be applied at the guide outfitter level, This means that guide outfitters will not be permitted
to harvest animals in factional and vacant guide territories to achieve their regional annual
allowable harvest,

The sale of factional and vacant guide territories was temporarily suspended by the Ministry of
Environment during the development of the Allocation Policy. Since the Policy is now being
implemented, the reason for deferring the sale of factional and vacant guide territories is no
longer valid. 'The Allocation Policy commits to the timely “review of the status of uncertificated
areas” and “disposition of guide territories”. The sale of fractional and vacant guide territories
could help mitigate the impact of the Allocation Policy for some of our members and result in
additional revenue for government,

The Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia requests the Ministry of Environment
restart the sale of fractional and vacant guide territories.

Please call 604-541-6332 if you have questions,

Sincerely,

Scott Elljs f
General Manager ;
Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia

ee.  Jody Shimkus, ADM — MoE
Doug Konkln, DM - MoE
Mark Werner, President ~ GOABC

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priority™
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B.C. Wildlife Federation

Unit 101 — 3080 Norland Avenus

_ Burnaby, BC V5B 3A6
Telephone: 604-201-9990 Fax: 604-291-9933
Toll Free: 1-888-881 BCWF (2293)
officeinfo@bowf.bc.ca www.bewf.be.ca

May 10, 2010 - 1d643 ¢

Mr. Tom Ethier RECEIVED
Director Fish & Wildlife Branch
Ministry of Environment MAY 14 2010

PO Box 8391 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC V8W 9M8

Fish and Wildlife Branch

Dear Tom,

Re: Increasing Utilization Increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure

BC Wildlife Federation (BCWF) membership wishes to express their appreciation for the letter
received (Reference 125589) regarding the request to increase the harvest utilization
increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest Allocation Procedure.

BC Wildlife Federation does not support the request at this time. When the Allocation
Calculator was first run to generate the regional psrcentages for the 2007 to 2011 period, it was
with inconsistent data from the regions. Now that consistent and appropriate data should be
available to accurately run the Allocation Caloutator for the very first time, BCWF believes it is
important to allow the process to run as intended before beginning to modify the provisions of
pracedure that were set out and agreed upon. We do not believe it would be beneficial to run
the Allocation Calculator as suggested in your letter.

When the Aliocation Calculator was developed by the Ministry of Environment (MoE) staff, there
were many concerns raised by the stakeholders. MoE representatives assured BC Wildlife
Federation that 10% increments for degree of utilization were the most appropriate for
generating the regional allocation percentages. We would like the opportunity for that to finally
occur before modifications are proposed.

BC Wildiife Federation wishes to point out that there are safeguards to ensure regional
percentages are not reduced if the appropriate steps have not been taken to address under
utilization by any residency group.

During the course of a regulation cycle, the Regional Manager should review regulations if:
(a) residents are harvesting <80% of theilr allocation for a category A species in a region.

(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A species within a
region,
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B.C. Wildiife Federation
Mr. Tom Ethier, Director Fish & Wildlife Branch -
Ministry of Environment
May 10, 2010
Continued ... Page 2.

This provision ensures that regulations will be addressed to ensure the Annual Allowable
Harvest (AAH) will be achieved if barriers do exist. This Is to ensure the regions address any
barriers that do existl There is no alignment of procedures required.

Under Harvest Policy Manual, Volume 4, Section 7, Subsection 01.03, Page 1. Policy
Statement:

(b) changes of allocation share between resident hunters and guided hunters are gradual,
reflect relative importance and utilization, and will only occur after unnecessary barriers
to achievement of harvest have been addressed.

The regional allocation percentage cannot be changed if the regions have not removed any
barriers that prevent achievement of the AAH. The purpose here was to provide a safeguard to
~ the residency groups.

It is incumbent that regional wildlife staff address the under utilization issues, particularly for
hunts with small allocations. BCWF has provided solutions to these issues on numerous
_occasions and will continue to address these in a positive manner, In many cases, resident
harvest achievement is very dependent on the actions of regional staff. The commercial sector
has greater freedom to plan achieving their harvest upon receiving their quota provisions,

It is very obvious that the 2007 Provincial Wildtife Allocation Policy is very poorly understood by
many individuals. The commercial sector has no representatives who were involved with the
development of the policy and procedures. Many fears are not warranted by the very safeguard
provisions in the policy and procedures.

BC Wildlife Federation does request that the provisions of the 2007 Provincial Wildlife Allocation
Policy and Procedures be adhered to as written. We draw your attention to all the hunts where
the unnecessary barriers have not been removed for resident hunters to achieve their allocated
harvest and the numerous Limited Entry Hunts that should have been moved to a General Open
Season. It is the responsibility of the Wildlife Branch regions to act on these in accordance with
policy before any changes in allocation percentage can occur.

This is why on numerous occasions BCWF requested a simple spreadsheet illustrating AAH
versus actual harvest for the Category A hunts. To date there has been no fulfillment of this
specific request. In addition, we wish to express our appreciation for the hunts in which the
barriers have been removed or acted upon.

BCWF membership wishes to express their appreciation for the hunts in which the unnecessary
barriers to achleving resident harvest have been removed.
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B.C. Wildlife Federation

Mr. Tom Ethier, Director Fish & Wildlife Branch

Ministry of Environment

May 10, 2010

Continued ... Page 3.

BC Wildlife Federation believes it is critical to allow the 2007 Provincial Wildlife Allocation Policy
to be implemented before any changes are made. There was a huge expenditure of time,
energy, and resources placed in the new product. It needs an opportunity to be acted upon for
the benefit of ali residency groups. Lack of understanding has been the catalyst for creating so
much fear, It may be beneficial that training occur so clarity regarding the policy exists.

Yours in conservation,

Wilf Pfieiderer

BCWEF Wildlife Committee Chair
BC Wildlife Federation

cc:.  The Honourable Barry Penner, Minister of Environment
Mr. Doug Konkin, Deputy Minister Ministry Environment ,
Mr. Ralph Archibald, Assistant Deputy Minister Environmental Stewardship
BC Wildlife Federation Membership '
BC Wildlife Federation Wildlife Committee
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APR 19 2010

Scott Ellis

Guide Qutfitters Association of British Columbia
Suite 103, 19140 - 28th Avenue

Surrey BC V3S 6M3

RE: Increasing utilization increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure
Dear Mr. Ellis:

A number of concerns have been raised by members of the resident hunting and guide outfitting
community concerning the ability of each user group to fully utilize their portion of the allocated
harvest during the 2007-2011 implementation period, and the potential consequences this may
have on the calculation of allocation shares for the 2012-2016 allocation period. In response to
these concerns, the Fish and Wildlife Branch is inviting feedback on the following proposal:

e Increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest
Allocation Procedure. »

As you are aware, determining harvest allocation shares for category A species involves
calculating both the relative importance (demand) and relative utilization (success) Relative
utilization is determined by calculatmg the number of successfully harvested animals of a
category A species in a particular region as a percentage of the total number of-animals of that
category A species allocated for harvest in that region, Utilization scores are then placed info
categories based on the degree of utilization, using 10% increments:

0-10% of the allocated share = Category 1
11-20% of the allocated share = Category 2
21-30% of the allocated share = Category 3
31-40% of the allocated share = Category 4
41-50% of the allocated share = Category 5
51-60% of the allocated share = Category 6
61-70% of the allocated share = Category 7
71-80% of the allocated share = Category 8

ol
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81-90% of the allocated share = Category 9
91-100% of the allocated share = Category 10

The degree of utitization is then compared between each user group, and the allocation shares ate
altered using 2% increments, according to the matrix in the Harvest Allocation Procedure (page
6).

Under the curtent praoticé, if 2 hunter group under-utilizes their allocated share by as little as
11%, their utilization scores will drop by one category. The proposal would see the increments
between utilization categories incteased to 20% or 25%, such that the utilization categories.. !
would be:

0-20% of the allocated share = Category 1
21-40% of the allocated shate = Category 2
41-60% of the allocated shate = Category 3
61-80% of the allocated share = Category 4
81-100% of the allocated share = Category 5

or:

0-25% of the altocated share = Category 1

- 26-50% of the allocated share = Category 2

51-75% of the allocated shate = Category 3
76-100% of the allocated share = Category 4

Allocation shares would still change by 2% increments, based on the difference in utilization
scotes between the two user groups, as per cuitent practice.

Thete are a number of merits to increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20%
ot 25%, including:

o reducing user-group concerns of not being able to achieve full utilization during the
transition period and in subsequent allocation periods. Under the proposed system, user~
groups would be able to under utilize then allocated share by 20% or 25% without being
penalized.

s reducing undet-utilization issues particularly for hunts with small allocauons, where
undet-harvesting even a few animals could impact utilization scozes ;

¢ bringing the Harvest Allocation procedure in line with the new Big Game Harvest
Management Procedure, which states:

During the course of a regulation cycle, Regional Managers should review
regulations if: '
(a) residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A
species in a region,
(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of thelr allocation for a category A
speciles within a region,

w3

Page 74
MOE-2013-00107




)

e working to reduce the “use it or lose it” mentality that has been expressed by some
individual stakeholders,

It is important to emphasize that all aspects of the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure will
be fully implemented in 2012, and Fish and Wildlife Branch will continue to review and address
situations where there appears to be under-hatvest as a result of redundant or unnecessarily
restrictive regulations. The proposal outlined in this letter is only to amend the method by which
utilization scores are calculated.

Please respond to this letter no later than May 14, 2010. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Gerad Hales, Wildlife Policy Unit Head, Wildlife Management, by phone -
(250-356-3089) or email (Gerad.Hales(@gov.bc.ca).

Sincerely,
/5?»
Tom Ethier
Director
Miudstry of Envitonment  Director’s Office Mailing Address; Telephone: (250) 387-9771
Fish and Wildlife Branch - * PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt Facsimile:  {250) 387-9568
Environmental Stewardship Division ~ Victérda BC V8W 9M8 Website: www.gov.be.ca/eny
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Reference; 125588

Scott Ellis

Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia
Suite 103, 19140 - 28th Avenue

Surrey BC V38 6M3

RE: Increasing utilization increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure
Dear M. Ellis:

A number of concerns have been raised by members of the resident hunting and guide outfitting
community concerning the ability of each user group to fully utilize their portion of the allocated
harvest during the 2007-2011 implementation period, and the potential consequences this may
have on the calculation of allocation shares for the 2012-2016 allocation period. In response to
these concerns, the Fish and Wildlife Branch is inviting feedback on the following proposal:

o Increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest
Allocation Procedure.

As you are aware, determining harvest allocation shares for category A species involves
calculating both the relative importance (demand) and relative utilization (success). Relative
utilization is determined by calculating the number of successfully harvested animals of a
category A species in a particular region as a percentage of the total number of animals of that
category A species allocated for harvest in that region, Utilization scores are then placed into
categories based on the degree of utilization, using 10% increments:

0-10% of the allocated share = Category 1
11-20% of the allocated share = Category 2
21-30% of the allocated share = Category 3
31-40% of the allocated share = Category 4
41-50% of the allocated share = Category 3
51-60% of the allocated share = Category 6
61-70% of the allocated share = Category 7
71-80% of the allocated share = Category 8

w2
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81-90% of the allocated share = Category 9
91-100% of the allocated share = Category 10

The degree of utilization is then compared between each user group, and the allocation shares are
altered using 2% increments, according to the matrix in the Harvest Allocation Procedure (page
6).

Under the current practice, if a hunter group under-utilizes their allocated share by as little as
11%, their utilization scores will drop by one category. The proposal would see the increments
between utilization categories increased to 20% or 25%, such that the utilization categories
would be:

0-20% of the allocated share = Category 1
21-40% of the allocated share = Category 2
41-60% of the allocated share = Category 3
61-80% of the allocated share = Category 4
81-100% of the allocated share = Category 5

or.

0-25% of the allocated share = Category |
26-50% of the allocated share = Category 2
51-75% of the allocated share = Category 3
76-100% of the allocated share = Category 4

Allocation shares would still change by 2% increments, based on the difference in utilization
scores between the two user groups, as per cutrent practice.

There are a number of merits to increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20%
or 25%, including:
¢ reducing user-group concerns of not being able to achieve full utilization during the
transition period and in subsequent allocation periods, Under the proposed system, uset-
groups would be able to under-utilize their allocated share by 20% or 25% without being
penalized.
o reducing under-utilization issues particularly for hunts with small allocations, where
under-harvesting even a few animals could impact utilization scores ;
e bringing the Harvest Allocation procedure in line with the new Big Game Harvest
Management Procedure, which states:

During the course of a regulation cycle, Regional Managers should review
regulations if:
(a) residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A
species in a region;
(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A
species within a region,

sl
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o working to reduce the “use it or lose it” mentality that has been expressed by some
individual stakeholders.

It is important to emphasize that all aspects of the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure will
be fully implemented in 2012, and Fish and Wildlife Branch will continue to review and address
situations where there appears to be under-harvest as a result of redundant or unnecessarily
restrictive regulations. The proposal outlined in this letter is only to amend the method by which
utilization scores are calculated.

Please respond to this letter no later than May 14, 2010. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Gerad Hales, Wildlife Policy Unit Head, Wildlife Management, by phone

(250-356-3089) or email {Gerad Hales@gov.be.ca),

Sincerely,

Tom Ethier

Director
Ministry of Environment Pirector’s Office Mailing Address: Telephone: (250) 387-9771
IFish and Wildlife Branch PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt Facsimile:  (250) 387-9568
Fnvironmental Stewardship Division  Victoria BC VEW 9M8 Website: py%.ggv.i)c.caku\'
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Guide Outfitters Association of British Columbia

Suite 103, 19140 - 28lh Avenue, Surray, BC Ganada V35 6M3 Telophone: (604) 641-6332 Facsimile: (604) 541-633% Email: infog@guabi.org

Wildlife Stewardship
“isourPriority

May 7, 2010

Tom Ethier

Fish and Wildlife Branch

PO Box 9391 STN PROV GOV'T
Victoria, BC VBWgM8

Dear Tom:

Thank you for your letter regarding the possibility of increasing the utilization increments in the Harvest
Allocation Procedure (Reference 125588). We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to policies,
procedures and regulations.

The Relative Importance (Demand) matrix in the allocation calculator creates competition between guide
outfitters in different regions. The Relative Utilization (Success) matrix creates competition between
recreational hunters and guide outfitters, As a result, there will be continued pressure on government to
liberalize, harmonize and simplify regulations to increase the harvest. The Policy will continue to put the
stakeholders in opposing positions for the fear of losing hunting opportunity. Unfortunately, this puts the
wildlife at a higher risk of an overharvest.

The GOABC has accepted the new Allocation Policy in principle. Any change to the Allocation Policy will
have positive quota impacts to some members and negative impacts to others. We can only measure
overall impact and we believe that this suggested change to utilization will have a negative impact on guide
outfitters provinecially, Therefore, we do not support this change to the utilization scale. Furthermore, we
do not believe this change will reduce stakeholder concerns about achieving full utilization, reduce the
pressure on regulations, or reduce the competition between stakeholders,

Sincerely,

Scott Ellis
General Manager

ce Ralph Archibald —~ MoE
Tan Hatter — MoLE
Gerad Hales - MoE
Mark Werner -- GOABC
Brian Glaicar - GOABC
Keith Connors - GOABC

Wildlife Stewardship is our Priorvity™
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Reference: 125589

APR 19 2010

Wilf Pfleiderer

British Columbia Wildlife Federation
Unit 101-3060 Norland Avenue
Burnaby BC V5B 3A6 '

RE: Increasing utilization increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure '
Dear Mr, Pfleiderer:

A number of concerns have been raised by members of the resident hunting and guide outfitting
community concerning the ability of each user group to fully utilize their portion of the allocated
harvest during the 2007-2011 implementation period, and the potential consequences this may
have on the calculation of allocation shares for the 2012-2016 allocation period. In response to
these concerns, the Fish and Wildlife Branch is inviting feedback on the following proposal:

¢ Increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest
Allocation Procedure. '

As you are aware, determining harvest allocation shares for category A specics involves
calculating both the relative importance (demand) and relative utilization (success). Relative
utilization is determined by calculating the number of successfully harvested animals of a
category A species-in a particular region as a percentage of the total number of animals of that
category A species allocated for hatvest in that region, Utilization scores are then placed into
categories based on the degree of utilization, using 10% increments:

0-10% of the allocated share = Category 1
11-20% of the allocated share = Category 2
21-30% of the allocated share = Category 3
31-40% of the allocated share = Categoiy 4
41-50% of the allocated share = Category 5
51-60% of the allocated share = Category 6
61-70% of the allocated share = Category 7
71-80% of the allocated share = Category 8

o2
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81-90% of the allocated share = Category 9
91-100% of the allocated share = Category 10

The degree of utilization is then compared between each user group, and the allocation shares are
alteted using 2% increments, according to the matrix in the Harvest Allocation Procedure (page
6). '

Under the current practice, if a hunter group under-utilizes their allocated share by as little as

11%, their utilization scotes will drop by one category. The proposal would see the increments

between utilization categories increased to 20% or 25%, such that the utilization categorles |

would be: TN S
0-20% of the allocated share = Category 1

21-40% of the allocated share = Category 2

41-60% of the allocated share = Category 3

61-80% of the allocated share = Category 4

81-100% of the allocated share = Category 3

o1

0-25% of the allocated share = Category 1
26-50% of the allocated share = Category 2
51-75% of the allocated share = Category 3
76-100% of the allocated share = Categoty 4

Allocation shares would still change by 2% increments, based on the difference in utilization
scores between the two user groups, as per cutrent practice.

There ate a number of merits to increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20%
or 25%, including:
¢ reducing user-group concertis of not bemg able to achieve full utilization during the
transition period and in subsequent allocation periods. Under the proposed system, user-
groups would be able to under-utilize their allocated share by 20% or 25% without being
penalized.
¢ reducing undex-uuhzatmn issues particularly for hunts with small allocations, whete
under-harvesting even a few animals could impact utilization scores ;
» bringing the Harvest Allocation procedure in line with the new Big Game Harvest
Management Procedure, which states:

During the course of a regulation cycle, Regional Managers should review
regulations if:
(a) residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category 4
species in a region;
(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a catego: v A
species within a region;

wf3
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» working to reduce the “use it or lose it” mentality that has been expressed by some
individual stakeholders, -

It is important to emphasize that all aspects of the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure will
be fully implemented in'2012, and Fish and Wildlife Branch will continue to review and address
situations where there appears to be under-harvest as a result of redundant or unnecessarily
restriotive regulations, The proposal outlined in this letter is only to amend the method by which
utilization scores are calculated,

Please respond to this letter no later than May 14, 2010, If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Gerad Hales, Wildlife Policy Unit Head, Wildlife Management, by phone
(250-356-3089) or emall (Gerad.Hales@gov.be.ca). '

Sincerely,
Tom Ethier
Director
Ministry of Environment  Dircctor's Office Mailing Address: . Telephone: (250) 387-9771
Fish and Wildlife Branch PO Box 9391 Sta Prov Govt Facsimile:  (250) 387-9568
Environmental Stewardship Division ~ Victoria BC V8W 9M8 Website: www.gov.be.caleny
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Reference: 125589

Wilf Plleiderer

British Columbia Wildlife Federation
Unit 101-3060 Norland Avenue
Burnaby BC V5B 3A6

RE: Increasing utilization increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure
Dear Mr. Pfleiderer:

A number of concerns have been raised by members of the resident hunting and guide outfitting
community concerning the ability of each user group to fuily utilize their portion of the allocated
harvest during the 2007-2011 implementation period, and the potential consequences this may
have on the calculation of allocation shares for the 2012-2016 allocation period. In response to
these concerns, the Fish and Wildlife Branch is inviting feedback on the following proposal:

¢ Increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest
Allocation Procedure.

As you are aware, determining harvest allocation shares for category A species involves
calculating both the relative importance (demand) and relative utilization (success). Relative
utilization is determined by calculating the number of successfully harvested animals of a
category A species in a particular region as a percentage of the total number of animals of that
category A species allocated for harvest in that region. Utilization scores are then placed into
categories based on the degree of utilization, using 10% increments:

0-10% of the allocated share = Category 1
11-20% of the allocated share = Category 2
21-30% of the allocated share = Category 3
31-40% of the allocated share = Category 4
41-50% of the allocated share = Category 5
51-60% of the allocated share = Category 6
61-70% of the allocated share = Category 7
71-80% of the allocated share = Category 8

sl
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81-90% of the allocated share = Category 9
91-100% of the allocated share = Category 10

The degree of utilization is then compared between each user group, and the allocation shares are
altered using 2% increments, according to the matrix in the Harvest Allocation Procedure (page
6).

Under the cwirent practice, if a hunter group under-utilizes their allocated share by as little as
11%, their utilization scores will drop by one category. The proposal would see the increments
between utilization categories increased to 20% or 25%, such that the utilization categories
would be:

(-20% of the allocated share = Category 1
21-40% of the allocated share = Category 2
41-60% of the allocated share = Category 3
61-80% of the allocated share = Category 4
81-100% of the allocated share = Category 5

or.

0-25% of the allocated share = Category 1
26-50% of the allocated share = Category 2
51-75% of the allocated share = Category 3
76-100% of the allocated share = Category 4

Allocation shares would still change by 2% increments, based on the difference in utilization
scores between the two user groups, as per cutrent practice.

There are a number of merits to increasing the harvest utilization increments from 10% to 20%
or 25%, including;:

o reducing user-group concerns of not being able to achieve full utilization during the
transition period and in subsequent allocation periods, Under the proposed system, user-
groups would be able to under-utilize their allocated share by 20% or 25% without being
penalized.

* reducing under-utilization issues particularly for hunts with small allocations, where
under-harvesting even a few animals could impact utilization scores ;

o bringing the Harvest Allocation procedure in line with the new Big Game Harvest
Management Procedure, which states:

During the course of a regulation cycle, Regional Managers should review
regulations if:
(a) residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A
species in a region; '
(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A
specles within a region;
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o working to reduce the “use it or lose it” mentality that has been expressed by some
individual stakeholders,

It is important to emphasize that all aspects of the Harvest Allocation policy and procedure will
be fully implemented in 2012, and Fish and Wildlife Branch will continue to review and address:
situations where there appears to be under-harvest as a result of redundant or unnecessarily
restrictive regulations. The proposal outlined in this letter is only to amend the method by which
utilization scores are calculated,

Please respond to this letter no later than May 14, 2010. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Gerad Hales, Wildlife Policy Unit Iead, Wildlife Management, by phone
(250-356-3089) or email (Gerad Hales@gov.bc.ca).

Sincerely,

Tom Ethier

Director
Ministry of Environment Director’s Office Mailing Address: Telephone: (250) 387-9771
Fish and Wildlife Branch TO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt Facsimile:  (250) 387-9568
Environmental Stewardship Division  Victoria BC V8W 9M8 Website: PG gayvbeea/eny
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B.C. Wildlife Federation

Unit 101 ~ 3080 Noriand Avenue

Burnaby, BC V5B 3A6

Telephone: 604-291-9990 Fax: 604-291-9933
Toll Free: 1-888-881 BCWF {2293)
officeinfo@hbcwf.bc.ca www.bewf.be.ca

May 10, 2010 13643 ¢

Mr. Tom Ethier RECEIVED
Director Fish & Wildlife Branch
Ministry of Environment MAY 14 2010

PO Box 9391 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria, BC V8W 9M8

Fish and Wildlife Branch

Dear Tom,

Re: Increasing Utilization Increments in the Harvest Allocation Procedure

BC Wildlife Federation (BCWF) membership wishes to express their appreciation for the letter
received (Reference 125589) regarding the request to increase the harvest utilization
increments from 10% to 20% or 25% in the Harvest Allocation Procedure.

BC Wildlife Federation does not support the request at this time. When the Allocation
Caloulator was first run to generate the regional percentages for the 2007 to 2011 period, it was
with inconsistent data from the regions. Now that consistent and appropriate data should be
available to accurately run the Allocation Calculator for the very first time, BCWF believes it Is
important to allow the process to run as intended before beginning to modify the provisions of
procedure that were set out and agreed upon. We do not believe it would be beneficial to run
the Allocation Calculator as suggested in your letter.

When the Allocation Calculator was developed by the Ministry of Environment (MoE) staff, there
were many concerns raised by the stakeholders. MoE representatives assured BC Wildlife
Federation that 10% increments for degree of utilization were the most appropriate for
generating the regional allocation percentages. We would like the opportunity for that to finally
occur before modifications are proposed.

BC Wildlife Federation wishes to point out that there are safeguards to ensure regional
percentages are not reduced if the appropriate steps have not been taken to address under
utilization by any residency group.

During the course of a regulation cycle, the Regional Manager should review regulations if:
{a) residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A species in a region.

(b) non-residents are harvesting <80% of their allocation for a category A species within a
region,
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B.C. Wildiife Federation
Mr. Tom Ethier, Director Fish & Wildlife Branch :
Ministry of Environment

May 10, 2010

Continued ... Page 2.

This provision ensures that regulations will be addressed to ensure the Annual Allowable
Harvest (AAH) will be achieved if barriers do exist. This is to ensure the regions address any
barriers that do existl There is no alignment of procedures required.

Under Harvest Policy Manual, Volume 4, Section 7, Subsection 01.03, Page 1. Policy
Statement:

(b) changes of allocation share between resident hunters and guided hunters are gradual,
reflect relative importance and utilization, and will only occur after unnecessary barriers
to achievement of harvest have been addressed.

The regional allocation percentage cannot be changed if the regions have not removed any
barriers that prevent achievement of the AAH. The purpose here was to provide a safeguard to
~ the residency groups,

It is incumbent that regional wildlife staff address the under utilization issues, particularly for
hunts with small allocations. BCWHF has provided solutions to these issues on numerous
_occasions and will continue to address these in a positive manner. In many cases, resident
harvest achievement is very dependent on the actions of regional staff. The commercial sector
has greater freedom to plan achieving their harvest upon receiving their quota provisions.

It is very obvious that the 2007 Provincial Wildlife Allocation Policy is very poorly understood by
many individuals. The commercial sector has no representatives who were involved with the
development of the policy and procedures. Many fears are not warranted by the very safeguard
provisions in the policy and procedures.

BC Wildlife Federation does request that the provisions of the 2007 Provincial Wildlife Allocation
Policy and Procedures be adhered to as written. We draw your attention to all the hunts where
the unnecessary barriers have not been removed for resident hunters to achieve their allocated
harvest and the numerous Limited Entry Hunts that should have been moved to a General Open
Season. It is the responstbility of the Wildlife Branch regions to act on these in accordance with
policy before any changes in allocation percentage can occur.

This is why on numerous occasions BCWF requested a simple spreadsheet illustrating AAH
versus actual harvest for the Category A hunts. To date there has been no fulfillment of this
specific request. In addition, we wish to express our appreciation for the hunts in which the
barriers have been removed or acted upon.

BCWF membership wishes to express their appreciation for the hunts in which the unnecessary
barriers to achleving resident harvest have been removed.
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B.C. Wildlife Federation
Mr. Tom Ethier, Director Fish & Wildlife Branch
Ministry of Environment
May 10, 2010
Continued ... Page 3.

BC Wildiife Federation believes it is critical to allow the 2007 Provincial Wildlife Allocation Policy
to be implemented before any changes are made. There was a huge expenditure of time,
energy, and resources placed in the new product. It needs an opportunity to be acted upon for
the benefit of all residency groups. Lack of understanding has been the catalyst for creating so
much fear. It may be beneficial that training occur so clarity regarding the policy exists.

Yours in conservation,

Wi Pfleiderer

BCWF Wildlife Committee Chair
BC Wildlife Federation

ce: The Honourable Barry Penner, Minister of Environment
Mr. Doug Konkin, Deputy Minister Ministry Environment :
Mr. Ralph Archibald, Assistant Deputy Minister Environmental Stewardship
BC Wildlife Federation Membership
BC Wildlife Federation Wildlife Committee
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Reference: 122191

Hello Regional Managers:

Concerns have been expressed by members of the guide outfitting community that they have
little indication of what their quotas will look like in 2012, under full implementation of the
Harvest Allocation policy and procedures. T am aware that some regions have provided
preliminary 2012 quotas to guides in their region, as a way of preparing them for the next
allocation period.

I am asking that all regional staff be as open and as transparent as possible when dealing with
guide outfitters and resident hunters, with respect to full implementation of the allocation
procedure in 2012. If you are considering calculating potential guide outfitter quotas for 2012,
please ensure that you:

1) Use the allocation splits as determined in 2007, prior to the application of the 20%
hardship guideline;

2) Do not apply a 20% hardship guideline to an individual guide outfitter;

3) Do not apply any success factor to guide quotas;

4) Apply the allocation split to the portion of the AAH within each guide outfitter’s territory
(i.e. area-based); and

5) Use the current AAH, unless you have information that the AAH in 2012 will be
different. Please ensure stakeholders understand that this information can change with
updated information,

I recognize that the March workshop with your staff will enable a much more detailed discussion
on 2012 allocations. However, by following the above guidelines my sense is that we should be
able to provide a fairly reliable estimate of what quotas in 2012 could lock like, so that
individual guide-outfitters may start to plan accordingly. Stakeholders must be informed that
any information provided to them prior to 2012 is our best estimate, and subject to change.

If you have any questions, please contact Gerad Hales, Wildlife Policy Unit Head, at 250'—356—
3089,
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