
Rc- state park fees

2900 Poplar Dr
Sioux Falls SD 57105
27 September 20i9

To the SD Game, Fish, and Park Commission,

Tl-ris input is to suggest changing the proposal for the increased park fees.

The news article I see indicates that the fee increase would generate about $3

million additional revenue. It says some of this revenue is needed is for repairs due

to stoms, while sorle is for the increasing costs that would have been needed

anyway even without the storms.

My suggestion: If the fees must be increased, please determine what portion of

the needed funding is tbr the storm repairs. That portion of the funding should

come from state reserve funds. Note that the state's reserves are often referred to as

"rainy day tunds". The recent floods cerlainly were "rainy days"! Very rainy! It is

not fair to ask park users to pay the parl of the increase that is due to the recent

floods. That should be on all of us. If $8 million is needed for storm damage

repairs, take the whole $8 million from reserves and get it done.

In this wzy, the fee increases could be less. Such as: perhaps the park sticker

could be $34, rather than $36. Perhaps Tent-only camping could be $10, rather

than $ 15.

In short, Please use state reserve funds. not park user fees, for repairing storm

damage, and reduce the proposed fee increases accordingly.

Thank.vou for considering the logic and fairness of this public input. And thank

you for your service on this commission.

Sincerely,

Cathy Brechtelsbauer



September 18,2019

SD Department of Game Fish & Parks

523 E. Capitol Avenue
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

RE: lncrease to Park and Camping Fees

I received the notification that the SD Game Fish & Parks Commission is considering a "modest" increase

in park fees for 2020.

I would not consider a 20% increase in Park Entrance License (from S30 to 536); a 24/o increase for
Prime camping fees (from S21 to 526 per day) and a 21% increase to preferred campgrounds (from S19

to S23 per nlght) a "modest" increase.

While I understand that many of the State Campgrounds suffered damages with our weather in 2019,

does the State not contribute anything to repairing these? You state that you want to preserve the
opportunity for the entry level camping family to get involved in the outdoors...a 20%+ increase In fees

will not provide this opportunity.

South Dakota Treasury had excess funds from the 2018 b udget....ce rta in ly some of those funds can be

directed to fix the dlsasters that occurred in the State Parks. These increases are far above the rate of
inflation, and I am sure that we are not the only family who will have to reduce our number of camping

outings going forward if these new fees are adopted.

Debra Thompson
47856 27Oth Street
Sioux Falls, SD 57108
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Comes, Rachel

From: Comes, Rachel
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 4:51 PM
To: Comes, Rachel
Subject: FW: [EXT] GFP Commission Considers Increase to Park and Camping Fees

Categories: Commission

From: Miller, LouAnn  
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 8:04 AM 
To: GFP Commission Public Comments 
Subject: FW: [EXT] GFP Commission Considers Increase to Park and Camping Fees 

From: Karen McDowell [mailto:krmcdowell@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 4:20 PM 
To: SDGFPINFO 
Subject: Re: [EXT] GFP Commission Considers Increase to Park and Camping Fees 

If you increase the entrance fee and camping fee, it would help seniors who are on a fixed income to give them 
a break on both. You already have reduced hunting and fishing for them. 

Karen McDowell 
Centerville, SD 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

On Wed, Sep 18, 2019 at 8:05 AM, South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks 
wrote: 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

GFP Commission Considers 
Increase to Park and Camping 

Fees 

With the state park system facing $8 million in flood damages, the South 

Dakota Game, Fish and Parks Commission is considering increases to state 

park entrance and camping fees. 



Increasing the prices on camping spots is becoming cost prohibitive for a lot of families.  Living by 
Yankton, my family goes camping at Lewis and Clark Recreation area quite often.  As you know, it is very 
difficult to get a spot at this campground due to pressure from Nebraska and Iowa.  On any given 
weekend, there are more Nebraska and Iowa campers than South Dakota.  I’ve heard numerous 
Nebraska and Iowa people comment that they can’t believe that they are charged the same amount per 
night as a South Dakota resident.  I would propose that you raise all spots one or two dollars and 
increase the cost for non-residents to make up the difference.  This would be similar policy to hunting 
and fishing licenses, which seams to work very well.   

David Charles  
Yankton, SD 



9ノ25/2019 Gmail - proposed change

M6油 轟il
Allen Dunbar <allendunbarTT@gmail.com>

proposed change

Allen Dunbar <allendunbarTT @gmail.com>
Draft

1/Ved,Sep 25,2019 at 7:38 AM

I am writing in regards to the proposed change in administrative rule regarding the use of horses to train dogs for those
people that qualify for such activity.

My name is Allen Dunbar, and I am from Oconto, Wisconsin. I have been coming to work and train dogs from horseback
on the Ft. Pierre National Grassland in August for close to 20 years. I usually bring 2 horses, and a handful of dogs, all
owned by me. I enjoy my time spent in the area.

Since that time, there have been several changes that have continually limited my ability to enjoy the use of Federal
property, for which I am a taxpayer. Originally, there was a lottery system put in place, then a limitation of days, now this
additional (change). Each time one of these changes has been made, it has further limited my ability to spend adequate
blocks of time pursuing my passion.

While in South Dakota, I spend quite an amount of money on motel, fuel, food, sundries, etc.

I question how many people this willactually affect. How many horseback dog trainers are currently using the National
Grasslands?? This last season (2019), I did not see one other trainer on the Grasslands.

For who's benefit is this rule change being made??

I would recommend that NO CHANGE be made to the current system. This allows me, as a taxpayer, to use and enjoy
ground that I support financially.

Sincerely, n 
-) 
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AilenDunba, /aL'r-. ryG1Oconto, Wisconsin ./ ' I
allendunbarTT@gmail.com I
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South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks

523 E Capitol
Pierre SD 57501

Sir, madam, to whom it concerns:

I read your draft plan and flnd that unfortunately it is designed to manage mountain lions for maximum trophy
hunting opportunity, not for conservationt

Mountain lions regulate their own numbers and do not require intense management to limit their populations.
Hunting is a bad tool, killing the lions least likely to come into conflict with people, pets and livestock, and creating
more space for young dispersing lions that are most likely to come into conflict.
Non{ethal methods are more effective and last longer.
Killing female mountain lions results in the orphaning of their kittens. Hunting leaves kittens to die from starvation,
dehydration, and exposure.

Mountain lions are a keystone species in their ecosystems, maintaining biological diversity and other benefits to
people.

I urge you to end the hunting of these precious mountain lions.
There's just too little habitat, too much human-caused mortality, and too few mountain lions to justify a hunt.

Remember, South Dakota's wildlife belongs to everyone, not to killers!

ツ ーケ
22ユユ′
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Comments on the draft South Dakota Mountain Lion Management Plan, 2019-2029 
 
September 29, 2019 
 
Helen McGinnis 
PO Box 300 
Harman, WV 26270 
304-227-4166   
Principal Admin of Klandagi: Puma Rewilding Facebook 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed South Dakota management 
plan for the next ten years.  I am dismayed that your goals are to continue to reduce the 
Black Hills population by extending the season, allowing more lion hunting in Custer 
State Park, allowing nonresidents to hunt, and expanding opportunities for hound 
hunting outside the Black Hills. 
 
You continue to regard mountain lions essentially as vermin rather than as valued native 
species which play an important role in ecosystem management.   This is puzzling.  It’s 
my understanding that your comprehensive studies of elk, deer and bighorn sheep have 
determined lions are responsible for little if any reduction in the populations of these 
ungulates.  There have been no documented attacks on humans.  There have been very 
few instances of depredation on livestock, and relatively few on pets.  (Pet depredation 
is controlling by removing the “offending” lions.) 
 
The draft mountain lion management plan issued this past July recognizes that suitable 
habitat for small populations exist outside the Black Hills Fire Protection District.  You 
claim year round hound hunting outside the Hills increases the opportunities for lion 
hunting.  That’s ridiculous.   Without setting aside areas of suitable habitat on public 
lands outside the Hills where lions are protected and allowed to breeding, lion hunting 
opportunities will not expand. 
 
Lions in what I call the “Ring of Death” just outside the Black Hills Fire Protection, east 
and south of the highways that ring the hills, should be managed in the same manner as 
lions within the ring.  It’s obvious now lions attempting to disperse from the Hills onto 
the “Prairie” are mostly killed in the Ring. 
 
Consider opening the Black Hills to hound hunting.  The idea of hounding is 
reprehensible to most people, but whether a lion is harvested by boot hunters or 
houndsmen, the outcome is the same—it is dead.  Houndsmen have the opportunity to 
observe the lion they are about to kill and can choose not to kill females that are 

https://www.facebook.com/Khlandagi/


lactating.  More important, many houndsmen are dedicated to their sport.  The chase is 
over once a lion is treed.  Some opt not to kill the lion.  Hound hunters are the most 
effective advocates of lions in Montana because they want more lions to hunt.  Some 
make money as outfitters for out of state residents. 
 
Hunting is not ethical in state parks.  I will advise my friends to boycott Custer State 
Park.  Using the park as the only areas in the Black Hills were hound hunting is allowed 
is unfortunate.  One fact of interest—in 2009 and maybe in later years, elk have been 
herded from Wind Cave National Park (the only area in the Black Hills where lion 
hunting prohibited) into Custer State Park, presumably to increase hunting 
opportunities in the state park.  So apparently the lions in Wind Cave NP have not 
noticeably affected elk numbers. 
 
I am interested in restoring cougars to eastern North America.  I do not agree with 
recent articles essentially claiming recolonization will take place no matter how lions in 
source populations—of which South Dakota has been the most important—are 
managed.  I hope to submit a journal article on the subject. 
 
 
 






September 28, 2019


TO:  South Dakota Game Fish & Parks Commission


FROM:  South Dakotans Fighting Animal Cruelty Together (SD FACT)


RE: Updated Mountain Lion Management Plan


Dear Chairman Jensen, Members of the Commission, and Director Leif,


South Dakotans Fighting Animal Cruelty Together (SD FACT) writes strongly in 
opposition of the proposed updated mountain lion management plan.  With support 
from over 4,000 members, we provide the following:


Without scientific knowledge of the number of mountain lions in South Dakota, a quota 
of 60 hunting permits could have devastating effects on the population and potentially 
extirpate mountain lions in our state. 


Quota numbers should include those lions that are killed by vehicles, incidental snaring 
or trapping, poisoning, poaching, and public safety removal. Without more scientific 
information as to factual lion population numbers and, in light of the fact that the 
longstanding quota has not been met in several years, it is completely unnecessary to 
increase the amount of lions killed annually.   We feel this increase is unjustified and 
dangerous for this essential predator.


Using hounds to hunt mountain lions is unethical and is not sporting.  Often dogs die of 
exhaustion or are mauled.  Hound hunting is unethical, inhumane and dangerous for 
the dog. GPS collars for hunting should also be prohibited as it does not provide fair 
chase.


Extending the mountain lion season could impact the end of mating season and occur 
when lions are pregnant, giving birth and/or rearing their young.  This could result in 
orphaned kittens who will eventually die from starvation, dehydration and exposure. 
SDCL 41-1-4 No person may wantonly waste or destroy any of the birds, animals, or 



fish of the kinds protected by the laws of this state. Unborn kittens or those dependent 
on their lactating mother are wanton waste of our state wildlife. 


 
Trophy hunting of mountain lions kills the lead member of the territory, resulting in 
inexperienced juveniles most likely to cause conflicts with livestock and 
humans. There's just too little habitat, too much human-caused mortality, and too few 
mountain lions to justify a hunt. Remember, South Dakota's wildlife belongs to 
everyone, not only to hunters. 


The difficulty of hunting a mountain lion may be an indicator of lesser population 
numbers. At the very least, the fact that killing a mountain lion is such a difficult 
enterprise, should go to the credit of this noble, unique apex predator and should not 
lead to multiple rules allowing for an easier “harvest” by inexperienced, unsuccessful 
outdoorsmen. There remains insufficient evidentiary facts for the increase in the 
historically unmet quotas and in the universal use of hounds, GPS collars and 
a lengthened season.


SDCL  41-1-2.   Game birds, animals, and fish as property of state.  All wildlife is held 
as a public trust by the state, similar to any other natural resource.  Introducing 250 
out-of-state hunting licenses, solely as a cash-grab, unfairly restricts the local 
enjoyment of this resource for South Dakota hunters and non-hunters alike.  While 
value of mountain lions cannot solely be defined by monetary considerations, it is vital 
that your oversight not lead to the complete elimination of this unique public resource. 


Respectfully submitted,


Shari Kosel, Lead, SD

Sara Parker, Sioux Falls, SD

Joe Kosel, Lead, SD 


sdfact.org
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Nancy Hilding 
President 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 788 
Black Hawk, SD 57718 
September 29th, 2019 
 
SD Game, Fish and Parks Commission 
Joe Foss Building 
East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, SD 57501 
 
Dear SD Game, Fish and Parks Commission, 
 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society has sent you our comments on the Draft Mountain 
Lion Plan Revision.   
 
Today we write to object to all the proposed changes to the 2019-2021 Mountain 
Lion Hunting Season.   
 
Staff set an objective of 200-300 lions in the Draft Plan Revision. The staff's 
population estimate for Jan of 2019 was 203 adults and sub/adults and with 
kittens added to the mix -- the population is 260 lions of all ages.  This is 
comfortably within your population goals. 
 
All the proposed changes to the season will result in more lions killed. 
GFP recommended changes from last year: 
 1 Change the season dates from December 26 - March 31 to December 26 -April 30. 
 2. Increase the number of access permits in Custer State Park from 57 to 65.*  
 3. Allow nonresident hunting opportunity and provide 250 nonresident lottery licenses.  
 4. Establish a nonresident license fee of  $280. 
 5. Outside the Black Hills Fire Protection District, expand the allowance for the use of  
 dogs that originates on private land to cross over or culminate on any public lands where 
 unleashed dogs are permitted. The current restriction for the Fort Meade Recreation 
 Area would remain. 
 6. Authorize the commission to extend the hunting season beyond April 30. 
 
Since the 2012-13 season, the "harvest limit" in the Black Hills Unit, was greater 
than the actual harvest, thus the things limiting the harvest in the Black Hills, is 
actually the number of days available for hunting, hunting methods allowed and 
the number of hunters. Increasing these will increase the harvest.  The Prairie 
Unit has an unlimited harvest for 365 days a year. The expansion of the area 
where hound hunting can occur will also increase the harvest in the Prairie Unit. 
 
We believe that your harvests have been too high, as we explained 



	 2	

in our comment letter on the draft Mountain Lion Management Plan Revision. We 
thus object to these changes.  They seem like a wish list for all the pro-hunting 
groups at the stakeholder meeting.  Are you giving every pro-lion hunting group 
that attended, a small prize?  What about the groups concerned about concerns 
of conservation of lions and their expansion and recovery of former ranges?   
 
We are especially concerned for Custer State Park (CSP), where you allow for 8 
new lions to be killed. As you have not specified a lottery application and new 
CSP sub-season intervals, we are not sure under what procedure those 8 "soon 
to be dead" lions will be inventoried and/or hunted -- and we must assume they 
are just hunted with a general license. 
 
We ask you to look into the potential impacts to pregnant ungulates and/or 
newborn ungulates of a spring lion-hunting season in April.  Please discuss when 
bison, bighorn sheep, mountain goats, elk and deer all deliver their children and 
how activity associated with lion hunting (especially with hounds on CSP) might 
provide for too much disturbance during periods critical to ungulate breeding 
success.  
 
We ask you to evaluate if spring hunting will increase killing of nursing mothers 
with dependent young. 
 
Denise Petersen (staff of Mountain Lion Foundation) has mapped data from the 
SD GFP cougar Mortality data spreadsheets.  MAP LINK - 23 YEARS OF SD 
COUGAR MORTALITY DATA, Please view this interactive map - layers are 
available for type of death, sex, by year of death. Click on the dot to learn about 
dead lion, it's age, sex and cause of death.  Thanks to Denise Petersen of MLF 
for creating this interactive map & thanks to SDGFP for sharing their records. 
http://mountainlionfdn.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=d018
1adaffd74bf287acf4b6a6a38d8b 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nancy Hilding 
 

 
 
President 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society 
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Nancy Hilding 
President 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 788 
Black Hawk, SD 57718 
September 29th, 2019 
 
SD Game, Fish and Parks Commission 
Joe Foss Building 
East Capitol Ave. 
Pierre, SD 57501 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Currently in SD trappers must check traps every 3 and a partial day west river and 2 and a 
partial day east river. Prairie Hills Audubon Society  (PHAS) petitioned to shorten that to 24 
hours statewide, with variances allowed for emergencies and contingencies. 86% of the states 
in the USA have 24-hour trap check time and SD GFP's education course for new trappers, 
tells new trappers to check their traps daily, regardless of what the law says. 
 
Many folks have been concerned about the "nest predator bounty program" and associated 
animal suffering and/or unintended take of non-target animals such as pets or endangered 
species.  The nest predator bounty program existed for 5 months and 54,460 tails were 
submitted - it ended before August 31st due to "bounty limit" being reached.  
 
The suffering of all species is reduced and the survival of unintended wildlife victims is 
improved with shorter trap check times. The folks at the Commission meeting speculated the 
SD trap check rule (3 and 2 days spent in the traps) was 20 years old, but we are not sure how 
long the rule had such limits. 
 
SD sends out a voluntary survey to folks with furbearer licenses and about half of them 
respond and then SD GFPs estimates the "furbearer" harvest from those responses.  In 
2018, harvest estimate derived from furbearer license holders, was 68,589 fur-bearers 
trapped.  That number would be a minimum estimate, as the estimate on "harvest" of coyotes, 
red fox, skunks, raccoons and badgers would be too small, as trappers don't need furbearer 
license to trap those. So the Bounty program almost doubled the take of species...but each 
year for maybe 20 years, a larger amount of animals could have spent 2 or 3 and a partial day 
in SD traps.   
 
SD's excessive trap-check time is a longstanding issue for wildlife welfare in SD. If animals 
spend longer time in traps, they experience increased risks of exposure, hunger, thirst, 
predation, physical damage from traps/snares, damage to themselves trying to escape and 
shock.  SD animal cruelty laws allow that anything SDGFP allows is not cruelty to animals. We 
hope you have empathy for the animals dying or suffering slowly in traps/snares and make 



some changes in favor of animal welfare and shorten the time they spend in traps in SD. 
 
The Humane Society of the United States proposed an amendment to our proposed rule that 
we consider a friendly amendment. We petitioned for these conditions: 
 
"A GFP staff person may release or euthanize an animal held in a trap longer than 24 
hours. Upon permission of & following the guidance from Game, Fish and Parks any person 
may release or euthanize an animal in a trap longer than 24 hours." 
 
The HSUS suggested we allow for the humans to have an option to nurse animals back to 
health, in addition to animal release or euthanasia. We agree that is a good addition to the 
proposed rule.  
 
 At the September meeting we handed you a copy of a paper with the text of SDCL 41-8-28.  
 "Trap robbing or injury as misdemeanor. "  We suspect this statute would preclude letting third 
parties release animals in traps, however you should check with your attorney about the 
statute. We were not aware of the statute when we wrote the proposed rule. So, after 
consultation with your attorney, you might want to delete that clause, but still retain other parts 
of the proposed rule change. 
 
Thanks, 

 
 
Nancy Hilding 
President 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society 
 
	






September 28, 2019


TO:  South Dakota Game Fish & Parks Commission


FROM:  South Dakotans Fighting Animal Cruelty Together (SD FACT)


RE: Proposed Trapping Check Times


Dear Chairman Jensen, Members of the Commission, and Director Leif,


South Dakotans Fighting Animal Cruelty Together (SD FACT) writes strongly in 

opposition of the proposed change to the trapping prohibition rules.  With support from 

over 4,000 members, we provide the following:


It is clear that this proposed rule is in direct reaction to South Dakota constituents 

expressing their right to free speech. Because Nancy Hilding with Prairie Hills Audubon 

Society had the gall to advocate for animals and reasonably propose a change in favor 

of 24 hour trap check times, we feel GFP Commission reacted immaturely and 

abusively of their power to increase the trap check times for east river from every two 

days to every three days.  This behavior is unacceptable, unwelcome and unworthy of 

the duty your body owes to the public trust.


We cannot begin our opposition without uniformly discussing how inhumane trapping 

is to begin with. The inexplicable push by the current administration to support and 

increase this activity for the “next century” is offensive. The calculated appeals to 

“tradition” are meaningless in light of your changing longstanding requirements. The 



lengthened check times increases the inevitability of suffering for target animals and 

those that are indiscriminately trapped by happenstance.


This change only appears to be for the purpose of convenience and as a reactive 

tantrum to opposing views. We should all expect better of our government and its 

appointees.


Critically, this change refuses to take into account the effect upon our state's wildlife 

and those constituents who do not wholly support this activity. 


When a citizen attempts to work within the system to make reasonable requests for 

incremental change, the authority is best served by not responding with aggressive and 

needless counter proposals. This behavior can only serve to further the gulf between 

citizens, undermine trust, and to promote more aggressive opposition rather than 

working together to align our values and preserve a healthy and positive environment 

for all citizens. That is the “tradition” South Dakotans should be actively trying to 

preserve. 


Respectfully submitted,


Shari Kosel, Lead, SD

Sara Parker, Sioux Falls, SD

Joe Kosel, Lead, SD 


sdfact.org
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TO:  South Dakota Game Fish & Parks Commission


FROM:  South Dakotans Fighting Animal Cruelty Together (SD FACT)
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and those constituents who do not wholly support this activity. 


When a citizen attempts to work within the system to make reasonable requests for 

incremental change, the authority is best served by not responding with aggressive and 

needless counter proposals. This behavior can only serve to further the gulf between 

citizens, undermine trust, and to promote more aggressive opposition rather than 

working together to align our values and preserve a healthy and positive environment 

for all citizens. That is the “tradition” South Dakotans should be actively trying to 

preserve. 


In summary, SD FACT OPPOSES the change to the east river trap check times, 

and SUPPORTS the proposed 24 hour trap check time east and west river.  

Respectfully submitted,


Shari Kosel, Lead, SD

Sara Parker, Sioux Falls, SD

Joe Kosel, Lead, SD 


sdfact.org
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