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Executive summary
Wildlife staff in the Kootenay Region are currently updating the regional Elk Management Plan for 201519. To better understand the interests, experiences and opinions of First Nations, elk hunters,
agricultural producers and the general public, we conducted an on-line survey using SurveyMonkey.
Our survey consisted of a mix of multiple choice, dropdown, scale, ranking and open-ended questions
covering management objectives, issues/actions, elk hunting, agriculture, and knowledge gaps. The
survey was e-mailed to a wide range of contacts and advertised on the BC Government’s Hunting News
website.
The regional and provincial importance of elk in the Kootenay Region was reflected by the number of
respondents to this survey (close to 1300), the high percentage of respondents from outside the region
(28%), and the reported amount spent on elk hunting annually ($2500 on average). The vast majority of
respondents felt that the conservation of wildlife was important, and that wildlife were important for
the economic and social well-being of Kootenay Region residents.
The most important elk management objectives were: 1) maintain/expand the current elk distribution,
2) reduce automobile and train collisions with elk, 3) set elk population targets in consideration of
forage and habitat requirements of other wildlife, 4) maintain or increase opportunities to appreciate,
study and view elk in their natural habitats, and 5) minimize negative impacts on grassland and shrub
land ecosystems by managing elk populations within the constraints of available forage. The top priority
issues were 1) wolf predation, 2) habitat loss, and 3) calf recruitment. Secondary priorities were
competition with cattle for forage, illegal elk kills and cougar predation.
There was a high diversity of recommended management actions, falling under broad categories:
general management, population management, hunting, predation, agriculture, access, enforcement,
habitat and forage, and outreach. The recommended actions will feed directly in to the updated Elk
Management Plan, as long as they are biologically sound, technically feasible and consistent with
government policy.
Most survey respondents hunted elk annually, in the South Trench, for 5-20 days with a rifle, although a
large percentage also hunted with a bow. There was a high diversity among hunters in terms of mode of
transportation used, reasons for hunting elk and factors in deciding where to hunt. Elk hunting is clearly
more about the overall experience than about simply harvesting an animal. There was an even split
between satisfaction and dissatisfaction with recent elk hunting experiences and current elk hunting
regulations. The stated reasons for satisfaction or dissatisfaction were wide ranging. There was higher
support for providing for a diversity of hunting opportunity by restricting motorized access in some
areas versus not restricting access, and for opportunity for bull elk hunting versus managing for trophy
bulls. There were similar levels of support and opposition for private land hunting opportunities.
Five percent of respondents were agricultural producers, and of these 70% were also resident hunters.
In general producers had no or minimal concerns with elk on their property, did not have wildlife
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exclusion fencing and were not enrolled in the Crop Compensation program. The most important issue
was damage to fences and infrastructure, followed by growing season crop depredation.
Key knowledge gaps identified were:
1. What are the current impacts of predators on the elk population, distribution and behaviour in
our region?
2. What is the population size and trend throughout the region?
3. What is the actual harvest of elk overall, by different user groups and class of animal?
4. What is the carrying capacity of the habitat and how can management influence this?
5. What are the effects of human activity on elk populations and behaviour?
We conclude this report with recommendations to improve public surveys on wildlife management
issues in the Kootenay Region and elsewhere.
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Introduction
Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNR) wildlife staff in the Kootenay Region
are currently updating the regional Elk Management Plan for 2015-19. This plan will review and revise
current elk management objectives, and identify actions to address key issues in the region. To better
understand the interests, experiences and opinions of First Nations, elk hunters, agricultural producers
and the general public, we conducted an on-line survey. This survey is intended to complement
stakeholder and First Nations engagement through other avenues (e.g., focus group meetings).

Methods
We used SurveyMonkey software (www.surveymonkey.com) to create an on-line survey for public
distribution. To comply with BC Government privacy requirements, personal information (names,
addresses, and demographic information that could be combined with other information to identify an
individual), and IP addresses were not collected. A privacy statement outlining these terms was
presented at the beginning of the online survey.
We referred to surveys from other jurisdictions (Sanyal et al. 2012, Longmire 2014) as a starting point to
develop the Elk Management Plan survey. These surveys were developed by human dimensions experts.
Our survey consisted of a mix of multiple choice, dropdown, matrix/rating scale, ranking and openended questions (Appendix 1: Survey questions). Scale questions asked respondents to select from a
range of options (e.g., not at all important to extremely important) to gauge the importance of each
item (e.g., issue or objective) independently, since we were interested in knowing whether all or none of
the items were important, rather than which were more or less important than others. Drop down and
multiple choice questions then forced respondents to trade off among different items. Open-ended
questions were included to encourage creative ideas from respondents. Jennifer Smith (Human
Dimensions Specialist, FLNR) and Brian Dyck (Senior Research Analyst, Environmental Sustainability and
Strategic Policy Division, Knowledge Management Branch, FLNR) assisted with the development of this
survey.
The main topics included elk management objectives, issues and actions; elk hunting; elk and
agriculture; and knowledge gaps. There was also a section on demographics, and an opportunity to add
additional comments that were not addressed elsewhere in the survey. The hunting section was
restricted to people who had hunted elk at least once in the past 5 years, and the agricultural section
was restricted to agricultural producers. We asked people to identify which Population Management
Unit (PMU; Figure 1) they lived and hunted in, so that data could be analyzed by PMU in the future.
On November 25th 2014, the survey link was e-mailed to a wide range of contacts including wildlife club
members, agricultural producers, First Nations, government staff, and individuals who had contacted
the Ministry recently regarding elk management. People were asked to forward the survey to others
interested in elk management in the region (i.e., snowball sampling). The survey was also advertised on
the BC Government’s Hunting News website (http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/fw/wildlife/hunting/news).
People signed up for the RSS feed received a notification when this was posted. Individuals distributed
the survey to their contacts via e-mail and social media (e.g., Facebook and hunting websites).
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Figure 1. Elk Population Management Units for the Kootenay Region.

We exported responses from the survey in to Excel and summarized results for each question. Openended questions were coded into broad categories and then summarized. Text from comment boxes
was exported, reviewed and grouped into common themes. Respondents were given the opportunity to
provide additional comments on elk management objectives and issues. These responses had a high
level of overlap with the elk management actions question, and hence were incorporated in to this
section.
We calculated the weighted average for rating scale questions by assigning a weight of 1 to “not at all
important”, 2 to “slightly important”, 3 to “moderately important”, 4 to “very important” and 5 to
“extremely important”. The number of responses for each option was multiplied by the weight and this
value was summed and then divided by the total number of respondents. This weighted average
indicates the average sentiment among respondents. We calculated a weighted score for the top
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priority issue question by multiplying the number of respondents by 1 for third priority selections, 2 for
second priority selections and 3 for first priority selections, and then summing the total value.

Results
The survey was available on-line from November 25th to December 10th 2014, and 1269 people
completed at least part of the survey. Respondents could skip any question they did not want to fill in,
and hence the sample size differed among questions.

Demographics
The vast majority of respondents identified themselves as BC resident hunters (93%). Fewer
respondents identified themselves as First Nation (2%), guide outfitters (2%), non-resident hunters (2%),
agricultural producers (4%), and public servants (8%). This question was not limited to one response, so
people could self-identify in more than one category. The majority of respondents were male (92%) and
a broad range of ages were represented (Figure 2).
Most of the respondents lived in the South Trench (Kimberley, Cranbrook, Grasmere, Newgate and
surrounding areas; 32%) or outside of the Kootenay Region (28%). Other areas represented were the
West Kootenay South (15%), Elk Valley (13%), the North Trench (5%), Creston (3%), West Kootenay
North (3%) and outside of British Columbia (1%).
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Figure 2. Age of respondents participating in the 2014 Kootenay Elk Management Plan public survey.

Wildlife in the Kootenay Region
Most respondents indicated that the conservation of wildlife in the Kootenay Region was either very
important (24%) or extremely important (74%). Similarly, most respondents felt that wildlife were very
important (39%) or extremely important (50%) to the economic and social well-being of Kootenay
Region residents.
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Elk management objectives
The top five most important management objectives identified in the survey were (weighted average
score in parentheses):
1) Maintain (4.1) or expand (3.8) the current elk distribution
2) Reduce automobile and train collisions with elk (3.5)
3) Set elk population targets in consideration of forage and habitat requirements of other wildlife
species, such as bighorn sheep (3.5)
4) Maintain or increase opportunities to appreciate, study and view elk in their natural habitats
(3.4)
5) Minimize negative impacts on grassland and shrub land ecosystem health by managing elk
populations within the constraints of available forage (3.4)
The other objectives had weighted average scores of less than 3.0:




Increase elk hunter recruitment and retention (2.9)
Focus population reductions on non-migratory elk (2.6)
Set elk population targets in consideration of the forage requirements of domestic livestock on
tenured Crown Range (2.2)

Elk management issues
When asked about the importance of different elk management issues, respondents identified the
following issues as most important (weighted average score in parentheses):
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Wolf predation (4.5)
Illegal harvesting: poaching, mistaken kills (4.4)
Calf recruitment (4.2)
Cougar predation (4.0)
Habitat loss through human development: housing, fencing (4.0)

The other issues all had weighted average scores of less than 4.0:












Grizzly (3.9) and black bear (3.6) predation
Habitat loss through forest encroachment (3.8)
Habitat loss through the spread of invasive plants (3.8)
Overharvest by hunters (3.8)
Habitat loss through industrial activity (3.7)
Elk overgrazing (3.7)
Loss of migratory behaviour (3.6)
Other predators (3.5)
Competition with cattle for forage (3.4)
Disturbance from off-highway vehicles (3.4)
Increasing access for hunters (3.3)
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Competition with deer for forage (2.6)

When asked to identify the top 3 issues for Fish and Wildlife to focus their management efforts on, the
following issues were ranked the highest (weighted score in parentheses):







Wolf predation (1676)
Competition with cattle for forage (533)
Habitat loss through forest encroachment (in part due to fire suppression) (397)
Habitat loss through industrial development (forestry, mining) (345)
Habitat loss through human development (housing, fencing) (332)
Low calf recruitment (216)

Several conflicting objectives or management approaches where presented in the survey, and
respondents were asked to select their preferred option for each trade-off. Results are summarized in
Table 1, with the preferred option in the first column.
Table 1. Percent of respondents that chose each option when presented with each conflicting management objectives or
approaches.

Most preferred option
Manage elk populations within the
constraints of available forage (based on best
available information) to avoid habitat
degradation and support healthy elk
populations over the long term

%
72

Reduce predator populations where they are
likely limiting elk populations

92

Provide for a diversity of hunting
opportunities by restricting motorized access
in some areas
Provide elk hunting opportunities restricted
to private land holdings with high crop
depredation, despite public concerns that this
is “privatizing wildlife”
Support hazing of elk on private land to
reduce crop depredation while maintaining
social acceptance for higher elk populations
Manage for higher opportunity for bull
hunting (e.g., 6-point or better General Open
Season)

83

52

55

76

Least preferred option
Increase elk populations in the short term,
even if this means populations could exceed
sustainable levels given available forage
(risking overgrazing and habitat
degradation), to increase the number of elk
available for hunting
Do not reduce predator populations even
where they are likely limiting elk
populations
Maximize opportunities for motorized
hunting by not restricting access in some
areas
Do not provide hunting opportunities
restricted to private land, which may result
in more wildlife exclusion fencing and/or
pressure to reduce elk populations
Do not support hazing of elk on private land

%
28

Manage for trophy bulls (e.g., Limited Entry
Hunt)

24

8

17

48

45
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Elk management actions
We asked people to suggest management actions to address important elk management issues in the
region. There were thousands of recommendations covering a wide variety of topics. Many suggestions
were conflicting and spanned opposite ends of a spectrum (e.g., cancel all antlerless general open
seasons versus add additional antlerless elk general open seasons). Responses to this question, as well
as to questions about elk management objectives and issues, are distilled and summarized below.
Additional details are in Appendix 2, along with some responses to suggestions from wildlife staff.
Recommendations related to knowledge gaps or monitoring are captured in the Knowledge gaps section
below.
General management
 Set clear, concise management objectives that can and will be measured to demonstrate elk
management success or failure.
 Increase funding for wildlife research, monitoring and management (e.g. through additional
taxes).
Population management
 Base population management decisions on the best available science.
 Set targets for elk population size.
 Reduce elk populations, if necessary, slowly.
 Manage elk populations to yield a target harvest of male and female elk.
 Manage elk populations within the constraints of available forage/carrying capacity.
 Measure and manage elk population productivity (e.g., causes of mortality).
 Increase calf recruitment where low and limiting population growth.
 Reduce vehicle collisions with elk through mitigation (e.g., overpasses, fencing, detection
systems).
 Implement a supplemental winter feeding program for elk.
 Transplant elk from areas of overabundance to areas below carrying capacity.
Hunting
 Change hunting seasons to increase or decrease harvest:
o Maintain, shorten, lengthen or eliminate General Open Seasons (particularly antlerless,
and spike-bull).
o Change timing of General Open Seasons (e.g., avoid the rut, avoid overlapping cow and
bull seasons).
o Reduce or expand the areas covered by antlerless elk General Open Seasons.
o Change General Open Season restrictions (e.g., open seasons for smaller bulls).
o Limit harvest under General Open Seasons through restrictions on age of hunter (e.g.,
youth/senior), weapon (e.g., bow-only), area (e.g., low elevation only), or class of animal
(e.g., 6-point bull).
o Increase or decrease Limited Entry Hunting opportunities (e.g., length of seasons,
number of permits, zone size/location).
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o
o








Focus antlerless harvest on non-migratory elk through early season, low elevation hunts.
Consider hunting seasons for other species when setting regulations (e.g., avoid
overlapping seasons).
o Review the success of hunting seasons in other jurisdictions and use this information to
help guide Kootenay Region seasons.
o Explore hunting seasons that can be maintained over the long term despite fluctuating
elk populations.
o Consider area-specific situations when developing hunting regulations.
Address unsustainable unregulated hunting, where the conservation of elk populations is a
concern.
Provide a diversity of hunting experiences:
o Focus on meat hunting in some areas and trophy hunting in other areas.
o Reduce hunter over-crowding through access restrictions or Limited Entry Hunts.
o Increase or decrease opportunities for youth and senior hunters (e.g., smaller bulls,
cows, LEH, GOS).
o Increase or decrease bow-hunting opportunities (length of season, earlier or later
seasons).
o Increase hunting opportunities for disabled hunters (e.g., disabled hunter specific
seasons).
o Increase or decrease access for senior and disabled hunters (e.g., use of all-terrain
vehicles to hunt resident elk).
Improve private land hunting:
o Do not allow private landowners to charge fees for hunting if the landowner receives
crop compensation payments.
o Cancel the private land General Open Seasons for antlerless elk.
o Open archery seasons on private land to address elk depredation.
Improve the Limited Entry Hunt system:
o Implement a priority system.
o Consider systems in place in other jurisdictions.
o Implement shared hunts for elk.

Predation
 Increase predator (wolf, cougar and bear) hunting and trapping opportunities (e.g., lengthen
seasons, add new seasons, increase bag limits, increase number of permits, and/or reduce
hunting restrictions related to baiting and packing out black bear meat).
 Actively encourage predator hunting and trapping (e.g., through education, incentives/bounties,
increasing access).
 Focus predator reductions in particular areas of concern (e.g., certain management units,
watersheds or seasonal elk ranges).
 Implement wolf control in some areas.
 Reduce grizzly bears where they are a safety concern for hunters.
 Maintain current wolf numbers to encourage natural elk behaviour.
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Relocate predators.
Develop management objectives and plans for predators.
Use the best available science to inform management of predators.

Agriculture
 Reduce crop depredation through fencing instead of hunting.
 Remove existing and discourage additional fencing of private land to avoid disrupting elk
migration.
 Permit harvest of elk by landowners to address depredation issues.
 Increase crop compensation to increase support for higher elk populations.
 Increase fees for cattle grazing on Crown Land and re-invest the extra funds in to better
management of grazing.
Access
 Reduce motorised use through access closures and road deactivation, particularly for sensitive
areas (e.g., alpine/subalpine, Ungulate Winter Range).
 Evaluate current access closures and modify these to ensure critical areas are protected (e.g.,
remove unnecessary closures, increase protection of necessary closures).
 Increase road access in some areas.
 Improve signage/gating of access closures.
Enforcement
 Increase number of Conservation Officers and Natural Resource Officers.
 Increase monitoring and enforcement (e.g., cattle grazing, ATV use, poaching, mistaken kills).
 Increase fines and license suspensions.
Habitat and forage
 Improve forestry management to create/maintain wildlife habitat.
 Improve habitat in mid and high elevations (i.e., transitional and summer habitat) in addition to
valley bottoms.
 Reduce habitat loss through industrial, agricultural and residential development.
 Develop a long term habitat management plan for all types of habitat (e.g., transitional, winter,
summer).
 Increase habitat and forage through ecosystem restoration, including thinning and prescribed
burns.
 Reduce invasive plant species where threatening important elk habitat.
 Improve management of cattle in consideration of elk (e.g., timing, amount and area of grazing).
 Reduce non-migratory elk to avoid overgrazing on winter range.
 Address concerns with overlapping species habitat and forage requirements (e.g., elk and sheep
in the Elk Valley).
 Support Wildlife Management Areas that provide important elk habitat (e.g., Creston).
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Outreach
 Work with volunteer groups on various projects (e.g., habitat restoration, wildlife monitoring).
 Increase the presence of Fish & Wildlife staff in the field.
 Communicate the latest science (locally and elsewhere) to stakeholders.

Elk hunting
The majority of respondents (86%) hunted elk in Region 4 at least once between 2010 and 2014.
Between 75 and 83% of respondents hunted elk in any given year between 2010 and 2014 (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Percent of respondents that hunted elk each year between 2010 and 2014.

Respondents hunted the South Trench Population Management Unit more than any other area in the
region, followed by the Elk Valley and West Kootenay South (Table 2). Hunters in the East Kootenay
typically hunted for 5-20 days, whereas hunters in the West Kootenay were more likely to hunt for
fewer than 5 days.
Table 2. Number of respondents that hunted each Population Management Unit for <5, 5-20 or more than 20 days.

Population Management Unit < 5 days 5-20 days >20 days Total
West Kootenay North
89
63
18
170
West Kootenay South
91
94
47
232
Creston
51
35
11
97
North Trench
57
76
30
163
South Trench
87
210
150
447
Elk Valley
69
91
73
233
Flathead
94
48
9
151
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Most respondents were veteran hunters: 39% had hunted elk for at least 20 years and 20% had hunted
elk for 11-20 years in the Kootenay Region. Another 37% had hunted for 2-10 years and only 4% were
new hunters, with 1 year of experience.
Almost all respondents typically hunt with a rifle (98%). Fewer hunt with a crossbow (17%) or a longbow,
recurve or compound bow (41%). This question allowed respondents to select all weapons that applied.
The majority of respondents indicated they hunt elk by foot (84%) most of the time, not including
transportation to/from their hunting area (Table 3). There was a diversity of type of transportation used,
with occasional or frequent use of car/truck (89% of respondents), horse or pack animals (35%),
mountain bikes (48%), and all-terrain vehicles (78%).
Table 3. Percent of respondents that typically use each type of transportation for hunting most of the time, occasionally or
never, not including transportation to/from the hunting area.

Foot
Car/truck
All-Terrain Vehicle
Horse/pack animals
Mountain bike
Other

Most of the time (%)
84
36
16
6
5
5

Occasionally (%)
15
53
62
29
43
14

Never (%)
1
11
22
65
53
81

In the Kootenay region, the most important reasons for hunting elk were identified as (with weighted
average in parentheses):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Being outdoors (4.7)
Being with family/friends (4.4)
Learning about nature (4.3)
Keeping physically fit (4.2)
Sharing knowledge with others (4.1)
Putting meat in the freezer (4.0)

The remaining options (harvesting any elk, an antlerless elk, any bull or a trophy bull) all had weighted
average values of less than 4.0. An open-ended comment box followed this question, and respondents
identified these additional reasons for hunting elk:








Providing organic, high quality, local meat for myself and/or my family
Having a true wilderness experience (away from motorized vehicles and other people)
Seeing elk and other animals (more important than harvesting an animal)
Experiencing a challenge
Pursuing bulls in the rut (e.g., hearing bugling)
Having close encounters with wildlife
Enjoying a traditional way of life
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Releasing stress and relaxing
Learning about elk behaviour, interaction with predators and habitat, etc.
Being self sufficient
Spending time in beautiful places
Respecting nature including the animals being hunted
Saving money on meat to feed myself and/or my family

When deciding on an area to hunt, the most important factors (with weighted average in parentheses)
were:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Areas with many elk and areas with few other hunters (4.1)
Areas with a high chance of harvesting an elk (3.9)
Areas with few off-highway vehicles (3.7)
Areas where respondents have hunted elk for many years (3.7)

In the comment box, respondents identified other important factors for deciding where to hunt:









Areas with motorized access (especially for senior and disabled hunters)
Wilderness areas
Good camping areas (including water)
Beautiful scenery
Areas that are safe
Areas with few predators (particularly grizzly bears)
Good habitat
Season (e.g., bow only)

On average, hunters in the region spend approximately $2500 on elk hunting annually (Figure 4). This
includes licenses, equipment, travel, accommodation, etc. It should be noted that many respondents
had technical difficulties filling out this question in the survey. As a result, there were many blanks that
were excluded from this analysis.
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Figure 4. Average annual expenses for elk hunters in the region.

Close to half of the respondents indicated they were satisfied (29%) or very satisfied (17%) with their
most recent elk hunting experience, and 20% were neutral. On the other hand, 18% were dissatisfied
and 16% were very dissatisfied. Respondents offered the following reasons for their satisfaction rating:















Too few elk/fewer elk than in previous years
Saw many elk/more elk than in previous years
Too many hunters
Too many OHVs, new roads/access
Excellent opportunities for 6 point bulls and trophy bulls
Opportunity to help someone harvest an elk
Not enough enforcement from COS
Opportunity to spend time outdoors and with family or friends
Too many predators
Some poor hunter ethics and confrontational people
Frustration over private land elk hunts (lack of clarity in synopsis, landowners not identified, fees
being charged)
Elk are more difficult to hunt now because of wolves (although the elk may be there, they are
quiet now)
Safety concerns with high grizzly bear numbers (close encounters and/or being charged)
Concerns with observed habitat degradation due to cattle over-grazing, logging, etc.

Respondents indicated they were almost equally very satisfied/satisfied (35%) as very
dissatisfied/dissatisfied (40%) with the current elk hunting regulations, and a quarter of the respondents
were neutral (Figure 5). Comments on hunting regulations were incorporated in to the Elk management
actions section above.
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Figure 5. Percent of respondents satisfied with the current elk hunting regulations.

Elk and agriculture
Only 5% of respondents were agricultural producers (n = 50), and of these 70% were also resident
hunters. In 2014, 29% did not have elk on their property (Figure 6) and 18% were enrolled in the Crop
Compensation Program.

Percent of Agricultural Respondents

35
30
25
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5
0
None

1 to 5

5 to 20

20 to 100 100 to 250

> 250

Figure 6. Percent of agricultural producers with no elk, 1-5, 5-20, 20-100, 100-250 and more than 250 elk on their property in
2014.

When asked to comment on the number of elk on their property, the only common response was that
deer were also on private properties. A few respondents gave details about when elk were on their
property, but the timing differed among respondents.

8|Page

Thirty-eight percent of agricultural producers who responded to the survey allowed elk hunters on their
property in 2014. Of those opportunities, 81% were for producers themselves, their friends or family,
and 29% were for people who the landowners did not know well. Access fees were charged for at least
some hunters by 10% of producers, and 5% provided services such as meals, board, game retrieval
and/or blind set-up. Respondents were asked to check all options that applied to them, therefore
multiple opportunities/services may have been selected. Fifteen landowners had 1 to 5 people hunt elk
on their property, 5 landowners had 6 to 10 people and 1 landowner allowed more than 11 people to
hunt elk.
Most of the agricultural producers that responded did not have wildlife exclusion fencing (73%),
whereas others had exclusion fencing on part of their property (22%) or on their entire property (6%).
In general, most producers had no concerns with elk on their property during each season of the year
(Table 4). However moderate concerns were slightly higher in the fall (12%) and highest concerns
occurred in the spring (19%).
Table 4. Percentage of agricultural producers with concerns about elk on their property in the different seasons.

No concerns
Minimal concerns
Moderate
concerns
High concerns

Spring (%)
56
19
6

Summer (%)
61
17
9

Fall (%)
57
12
12

Winter (%)
65
10
8

19

13

13

16

Most agriculture producer respondents identified elk harassment of livestock and elk grazing on Crown
Land as being not at all important (62% and 63%, respectively). Other issues were more important,
although less than half of the respondents identified the issue as being very or extremely important
(weighted average score in parentheses):
1. Elk damage to fences and other infrastructure (2.9)
2. Growing season crop depredation (2.8)
3. Non-growing season crop depredation (2.3)
The top management actions recommended to improve management of elk on private land and/or
Crown Land with livestock grazing were:
1. Increase predator management
2. Require private landowners to have hunters on their property where there are elk depredation
issues
3. Increase ecosystem restoration
4. Encourage more effective ranching practices
5. Continue the Crop Compensation Program
6. Fence feed or property to eliminate conflicts between agriculture and elk
9|Page

Knowledge gaps
Several key themes were identified by survey respondents when asked to identify the highest priority
information gap that should be addressed to improve elk management in the region. These included:
1. What are the current impacts of predators on the elk population, distribution and behaviour in
our region?
2. What is the population size and trend throughout the region (by MU and drainage)?
3. What is the actual harvest of elk overall, by different user groups and by different class of animal
(i.e., cow, calf, spike bull, 6-point bull, any bull)?
4. What is the carrying capacity of the habitat and what types of management can increase
carrying capacity?
5. What are the effects of human activity (forestry, vehicles) on elk populations and behaviour?

Survey design
Throughout the comment boxes, there were several concerns raised about the design of the survey,
specifically the types of questions or response options. Some commonly raised issues were:





Lack of alternative or “common-ground” options for questions that asked respondents to trade
off conflicting objectives or management approaches. For example, a few respondents
suggested that there should be an option to increase forage and habitat for elk, instead of
simply managing within the constraints of currently available forage.
Technical difficulties with entering a dollar figure for the amount spent on elk hunting.
Confusion over the issue of “increasing access for hunters”. Some people weren’t sure if this
was referring to too much access or too little access for hunters.

Discussion
The regional and provincial importance of elk in the Kootenay Region was reflected by the number of
respondents to this survey (close to 1300), the high percentage of respondents from outside the region
(28% of respondents), and the amount spent on elk hunting annually ($2500 on average). Regarding
wildlife in general, respondents overwhelmingly felt that the conservation of wildlife was important, and
that wildlife were important for the economic and social well-being of Kootenay Region residents.
Our initial analyses and this report reflect overall responses to elk management in the region. However
the data are structured in such a way that opinions could be compared among different groups of
respondents (e.g., area of residence, age, level of hunter experience). Each of these groups may have
different views on elk management.

Demographics
We compared the demographics of our survey respondents to the demographics of elk hunters in the
Kootenay Region, as identified by the 2013 BC Hunter Survey (FLNR unpublished data). Although our
survey was comprised of hunters and non-hunters, demographics for survey respondents overall were
identical to demographics for hunters only, largely because the vast majority of respondents were
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hunters. Hence we present comparisons between all survey respondents and 2013 Kootenay elk
hunters.
In 2013, the BC Hunter Survey estimated that 31% of elk hunters were from out of region compared to
28% of survey respondents being out of region. Compared to the 2013 BC Hunter Survey, older (> 50
years old) and younger (<18 years old) hunters were somewhat represented in the elk plan survey,
whereas hunters in the 19-49 year old categories were overrepresented (Table 5). The elk plan survey
had a similar percentage of female respondents (8%) as Kootenay elk hunters (6%).
Table 5. Age of 2013 BC Hunter Survey respondents who hunted elk in the Kootenay Region compared to age of Elk
Management Plan survey respondents.

Age category
18 or younger
19-29
30-39
40-49
50-64
65 or older

Kootenay elk
Elk survey
hunters
respondents
4%
1%
9%
15%
16%
28%
17%
22%
36%
27%
19%
9%

Elk management objectives
The results from this survey will be used in conjunction with feedback through other consultation
processes (e.g., focus group meetings), Ministry policies, and relevant biological research findings to
update the Kootenay Elk Management Plan. The top management objectives and issues identified by the
survey will help drive areas of priority in the plan.
The question on elk objectives identified maintaining or expanding the current elk distribution as being
most important. Objectives related to establishing elk population targets in consideration of other
wildlife and grassland/shrub land ecosystem health were identified as very important. This aligned with
the response to a similar trade-off question, where 72% of respondents preferred managing elk
populations within the constraints of available forage, over managing populations to exceed sustainable
levels.

Elk management issues
The two questions on elk management issues yielded different results depending on how the question
was asked. The first question asked respondents to identify how important each identified issue was,
and the second question asked respondents to select their top 3 priority issues for Fish and Wildlife to
focus on. Although an issue may be very important, respondents may have felt that Fish and Wildlife
may have a limited ability to address the issue.
Both questions identified wolf predation as the top priority issue for respondents. This aligned with the
trade-off question where 92% of respondents felt populations of predators should be reduced where
they are likely limiting elk populations. Other top priority issues identified in both questions were calf
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recruitment and habitat loss (through human development, forest encroachment, and industrial
development).
Illegal elk kills (poaching/mistaken kills) and cougar predation were identified as important, but not a
top priority for Fish and Wildlife to focus on. Conversely, competition with cattle for forage was
identified as a priority for Fish and Wildlife to work on, but not as one of the most important issues.
Therefore the top priorities for the plan should be:
1. Wolf predation
2. Habitat loss
3. Calf recruitment
Secondary priorities should be competition with cattle for forage, illegal elk kills and cougar predation.

Elk management actions
Not surprisingly, there was a high diversity of opinions among respondents regarding recommended
management actions. Our summaries above and in Appendix 2 capture this diversity by retaining the
range of viewpoints expressed. Recommended actions fell under 9 broad categories: general
management, population management, hunting, predation, agriculture, access, enforcement, habitat
and forage, and outreach.
The actions identified through this survey will feed directly in to the updated Elk Management Plan, as
long as they are biologically sound, technically feasible and consistent with government policy (although
there may also be recommendations for changing policy). For conflicting recommendations (e.g., reduce
wolves versus maintain current wolf numbers, or reduce wildlife exclusion fencing versus increase
fencing) we will attempt to find areas of common ground when incorporating the recommended actions
in to the plan.
Most of the recommended management actions related to hunting season changes and spanned the full
spectrum from substantially increasing opportunities for elk hunting, to reducing or closing seasons. The
ideas generated through this survey will be presented to the Kootenay Wildlife Harvest Advisory
Committee for review and discussion, and will be evaluated relative to population management
objectives. The choice to open, close or change a season will depend on the objectives for each
particular elk population.

Elk hunting
Most respondents to this survey hunted elk annually, in the South Trench, for 5-20 days with a rifle,
although a large percentage also hunted with a bow (17% with crossbow, 41% with longbow, recurve or
compound bow). Almost 60% of respondents had hunted elk for more than 10 years. There was a high
diversity among hunters in terms of mode of transportation used, reasons for hunting elk and factors in
deciding where to hunt. Elk hunting is clearly more about the overall experience (e.g., being outdoors
with family and friends, and learning /sharing this knowledge) than about harvesting an animal. That
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said, putting meat in the freezer is an important objective as well, and seeing many elk is key to
enhancing the hunting experience.
There were several trade-off questions related to elk hunting that provide some further insight in to the
perspective of respondents. There was higher support for providing for a diversity of hunting
opportunity by restricting motorized access in some areas (83%) versus not restricting access, and for
opportunity for bull elk hunting (76%) versus managing for trophy bulls. Perspectives were less clear-cut
for elk hunting opportunities on private land and hazing of elk on private land, with both having similar
levels of support and opposition.
There was an even split between satisfaction and dissatisfaction with recent elk hunting experiences and
current elk hunting regulations. The reasons for satisfaction or dissatisfaction were wide ranging, and
included elk and predator numbers, positive or negative interactions with other people, and habitat
degradation concerns.

Elk and agriculture
Fifty agricultural producers replied to the survey. Of these, 70% self-identified as hunters as well. It is
difficult to determine how well the data from our survey reflect the opinions of the agricultural
community overall. We compared our survey results to another survey in the East Kootenay (Phillips and
Thornton 2012) and found different results, as discussed below. However the Phillips and Thornton
(2012) survey was also non-representative, and targeted landowners who were enrolled in the Crop
Compensation program or who were members of the Kootenay Livestock Association.
In general the producer respondents had minimal or no concerns with elk on their properties, and nearly
half had fewer than 5 elk on their property in 2014. Likely as a result of this, most respondents did not
have wildlife exclusion fencing and were not enrolled in the Crop Compensation program. By
comparison, the producers in Phillips and Thornton’s (2012) survey mostly had more than 100 elk on
their property (57%), had wildlife exclusion fencing (56%), and were enrolled in the Crop Compensation
program (82%). However Ministry of Agriculture information indicates that overall in the Kootenay
Region only about 10% of farms are fenced and 6% of farms were enrolled in the Crop Compensation in
2014 (Darrell Smith, personal communication), which aligns more closely with the results from our
survey.
The most important issue for agricultural producers was damage to fences and infrastructure, followed
by growing season crop depredation, and non-growing season crop depredation. Similarly, Phillips and
Thornton (2012) found that damage to fences/infrastructure and standing crop depredation were the
most important issues for producers.
Agricultural producers recommended several management actions that will be pulled in to the updated
Elk Management Plan.

Knowledge gaps
A large number of knowledge gaps were identified by survey respondents. These were compiled in to 5
main themes related to predation, elk population size/trend, elk harvest, habitat carrying capacity and
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human activity. These important questions will be identified in the updated Elk Management Plan and
will be prioritized for future research and monitoring.

Survey design
We identified several opportunities to improve the design of similar surveys in the future. These in part
stemmed from comments from respondents and in part from our analysis and interpretation of the
data. Recommendations for future public surveys are:
1. Reduce the number of open-ended questions and comment boxes.
Although comment and open-ended questions provide an opportunity for respondents to express
important opinions, and encourage creative ideas, these are time consuming to analyze and can be
difficult to interpret and summarize. In addition, we found that the vast majority of comments were
repeated numerous times in several comment boxes, and could have been captured under a single
comment box instead. Respondents should be informed up front that they will have an opportunity
to provide additional comments at the end of the survey.
2. Reduce the number of skipped questions.
Many respondents skipped a quarter to a third of questions, which can affect data quality
(SurveyMonkey 2015). The reason for this is unclear, but may be because respondents didn’t like or
understand the question (particularly for trade-off questions), had an answer that wasn’t included in
the suite of options, or because they felt the survey was too long. Future surveys should consider
including other options for respondents to identify reasons for not selecting one of the options
provided (e.g., no opinion, none of the above).
3. Consider random sampling of hunters and/or the public.
The distribution method used for this survey (i.e., snowballing) can potentially lead to biased
responses. For example, a respondent with certain values or opinions will likely forward the survey
to others who share the same opinions/values. Although mail-out surveys are time consuming and
expensive, this method may result in better representation of management views shared by general
hunting public. Future electronic licensing of hunters in BC may provide an opportunity for random
sampling of hunters via e-mail.
Hunters are likely most interested in the management of elk in the region and hence will be more
likely to respond to a survey than the general public. However other avenues could be explored to
seek input from the general public, including notices in local newspapers, on government websites
(other than the Hunting News website) or in digital newsletters distributed by local organizations.
4. Revise dollar value question.
Many respondents had technical difficulties when entering a dollar value for the question regarding
amount spent on elk hunting. This could be addressed by providing a range of dollar values for
respondents to select. This would also reduce/eliminate outliers, which may have been errors.
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Appendix 1: Survey questions
Wildlife in the Kootenay Region
1. The Kootenay Region of British Columbia has a wide diversity of wildlife species. How important is
the conservation of wildlife species to you?
 Not at all important
 Slightly important
 Moderately important
 Very important
 Extremely important
2. How important do you think wildlife are to the economic and social well-being of Kootenay Region
residents?
 Not at all important
 Slightly important
 Moderately important
 Very important
 Extremely important
Elk management objectives, issues and actions
3. How important are the following elk management objectives to you (note that the importance of
additional objectives will be assessed elsewhere in this survey)?
Not at all
important

Slightly
important

Moderately Very
Extremely
important
important important

Maintain the current elk
distribution
Expand the current elk distribution
Focus population reductions on
non-migratory elk
Reduce automobile and train
collisions with elk
Increase elk hunter recruitment
and retention
Maintain or increase opportunities
to appreciate, study and view elk in
their natural habitats
Minimize negative impacts on
grassland and shrub land
ecosystem health by managing elk
populations within the constraints
of available forage
Set elk population targets in
consideration of the forage and
habitat requirements of other
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wildlife species, such as bighorn
sheep
Set elk population targets in
consideration of the forage
requirements of domestic livestock
on tenured Crown Range
 Additional objectives (please list and indicate importance):
4. How important are the following elk management issues to you?
Not at all
important

Slightly
important

Moderately
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

Habitat loss through forest
encroachment (in part due to
fire suppression)
Habitat loss through human
development (housing,
fencing)
Habitat loss through the
spread of invasive plants
Habitat loss through
industrial activity (forestry,
mining)
Elk overgrazing
Competition with cattle for
forage
Competition with deer for
forage
Loss of migratory behaviour
Low calf recruitment
Wolf predation
Cougar predation
Grizzly bear predation
Black bear predation
Other predators
Increasing access for hunters
(e.g., due to new forestry
roads)
Disturbance from offhighway vehicles
Over-harvest by hunters
Illegal harvest (poaching,
mistaken kills)
 Additional issues (please list and indicate importance):
5. From the list above, what are the top 3 issues that you would like to see Fish and Wildlife focus
management on?
 Priority 1 (drop down list)
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 Priority 2 (drop down list)
 Priority 3 (drop down list)
6. Wildlife managers often face trade-offs between conflicting objectives or management approaches.
Please indicate which option you prefer.
Option A
Manage elk populations within the constraints of
available forage (based on best available
information) to avoid habitat degradation and
support healthy elk populations over the long term
Reduce predator populations where they are likely
limiting elk populations
Provide for a diversity of hunting opportunities by
restricting motorized access in some areas
Provide elk hunting opportunities restricted to
private land holdings with high crop depredation,
despite public concerns that this is “privatizing
wildlife”
Support hazing of elk on private land to reduce
crop depredation while maintaining social
acceptance for higher elk populations
Manage for trophy bulls (e.g., Limited Entry Hunt)

Option B
Increase elk populations in the short term, even if
this means populations could exceed sustainable
levels given available forage (risking overgrazing
and habitat degradation), to increase the number
of elk available for hunting
Do not reduce predator populations even where
they are likely limiting elk populations
Maximize opportunities for motorized hunting by
not restricting access in some areas
Do not provide hunting opportunities restricted to
private land, which may result in more wildlife
exclusion fencing and/or pressure to reduce elk
populations
Do not support hazing of elk on private land

Manage for higher opportunity for bull hunting
(e.g., 6-point or better General Open Season)

7. In your opinion, what management actions should be implemented to address important elk
management issues? Please be as specific as possible.
 (Leave open-ended to generate ideas!)
Elk hunting
8. Did you hunt elk in Region 4 at least once between 2010 and 2014?
 Yes
 No (go to next section)
9. Which years did you hunt?
 2010
 2011
 2012
 2013
 2014
10. On average, how many days do you spend hunting elk per season in each of the following areas:
 West Kootenay North: Management Unit 4-14, 4-19, 4-27 to 4-33, 4-38, 4-39 ____________
 West Kootenay South: MUs 4-08, 4-09, 4-15 to 4-18____________
 Creston: MUs 4-06 and 4-07____________
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 North Trench: MUs 4-25, 4-26, 4-34 to 4-37, 4-40____________
 South Trench: MUs 4-02 to 4-05, 4-20 to 4-22____________
 Elk Valley: MU 4-23____________
 Flathead: MU 4-01____________
11. How many years have you hunted elk in the Kootenay Region?
 1 year or less
 2-10 years
 11-20 years
 >20 years
12. What type of weapon do you hunt with (check all that apply)?
 Longbow, recurve or compound bow
 Crossbow
 Rifle
13. What mode of transportation do you typically use to hunt elk (not including transportation to/from
hunting area)?
Most of the time

Occasionally

Never

Car/truck
Horse/pack animals
Mountain bike
All-Terrain Vehicle
Foot
Other
14. How important to you are the following reasons for elk hunting in the Kootenay Region?
Not at all
important

Slightly
important

Moderately
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

Harvesting any elk
Harvesting an
antlerless elk
Harvesting any bull
Harvesting a trophy
bull
Being outdoors
Learning about nature
Putting meat in the
freezer
Keeping physically fit
Being with
family/friends
Sharing what I have
learned with others
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15. How important to you are the following factors when you decide where to hunt?
Not at all
important

Slightly
important

Moderately
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

Area with few other
hunters
Area with many elk
Area where I have
hunted elk for many
years
Area that is close to my
home
Area that is remote
Area with access to
private land
Area with a high
chance of harvesting
an elk
Area with few offhighway vehicles

16. Approximately how much do you spend annually on elk hunting (include equipment, travel,
accommodation, etc.)?
Open-ended
17. How satisfied were you with your most recent elk hunting experience?
 Very satisfied
 Satisfied
 Neutral
 Dissatisfied
 Very dissatisfied
Please explain:
18. How satisfied are you with the current elk hunting regulations?
 Very satisfied
 Satisfied
 Neutral
 Dissatisfied
 Very dissatisfied
Please explain:
Elk and agriculture
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19. Are you an agricultural producer?
 Yes
 No (go to next section)
20. Approximately how many elk did you have on your property in 2014?
 None
 1-4
 5-20
 20-100
 100-250
 >250
Comments:
21. Were you enrolled in the Crop Compensation Program in 2014?
 Yes
 No
22. Do you allow elk hunters on your property?
 Yes
 No (go to question 25)
23. What type of hunting opportunities or services did you provide (check all that apply)?
 For myself, friends or family
 For people who I did not know well
 Charged an access fee for at least some hunters
 Provided services such as meals, board, game retrieval, blind set-up
 Other (please specify)
24. How many people hunted elk on your property in 2014?
 Open-ended
25. Do you have wildlife exclusion fencing on part or all of your property?
 Yes, part
 Yes, all
 No
26. Do you have concerns with elk on your property in the following seasons?
No concerns

Minimal concerns

Moderate
concerns

High concerns

Spring
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Summer
Fall
Winter

27. How important are the following elk-agriculture issues to you?
Not at all
important

Slightly
important

Moderately
important

Very
important

Extremely
important

Growing season crop
depredation
Non-growing season
crop depredation
Elk harassment of
livestock
Elk grazing on Crown
Land
Elk damage to fences
and other infrastructure
 Others (please list and indicate importance):
28. What suggestions do you have for improving management of elk on private land and/or Crown Land
with livestock grazing?
 Open-ended
Knowledge gaps
29. Although there has been a lot of research and monitoring for elk in the Kootenay Region and
elsewhere in North America, knowledge gaps remain. Please identify what you consider to be the
highest priority information gap that should be addressed to improve elk management in the
Kootenay Region.
 Open ended
Follow-up
30. Do you have any other comments on elk management in the Kootenay Region?
 Open ended
Demographics
31. Now, some questions about you. Which elk Population Management Unit do you live in (see map on
page 7 of the 2010-14 Elk Management Plan)?
 West Kootenay North (Revelstoke, Nakusp, Meadow Creek)
 West Kootenay South (Nelson, Trail, Castlegar, Balfour, Kaslo)
 Creston (Creston, Kitchener)
 North Trench (Canal Flats, Invermere, Golden)
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 South Trench (Kimberley, Cranbrook, Grasmere, Newgate)
 Elk Valley (Fernie, Sparwood, Elkford)
 Outside of the Kootenay Region in BC
 Outside of BC
32. What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
33. How old are you?
 18 or younger
 19-29
 30-39
 40-49
 50-64
 65 or older
34. Do you self-identify as (check all that apply):
 First Nation
 A BC resident hunter
 A guide outfitter
 A non-resident hunter
 An agricultural producer
 An outdoorsperson
 A public servant
 Other __________________
Conclusion
Thank you for taking the time to fill in this questionnaire. Your responses will be used to update the
Kootenay Elk Management for 2015-19, which will help improve management of the species in the
region.
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Appendix 2: Recommended management actions
Below is a detailed list of suggestions from the recommended management action question in the
Kootenay Elk Management Plan Survey. Similar suggestions were merged and re-worded in an attempt
to capture the intent of several suggestions. Responses from questions about elk management issues
and objectives are included in this appendix, since there was a high level of overlap in responses. All
original text was maintained in a database. Comments from wildlife staff are occasionally included in
parentheses.
General management:





Set clear, concise elk management objectives that can and will be measured to demonstrate elk
management success or failure.
Increase money spent on wildlife management.
Increase funding for wildlife research and monitoring (stable funding sources).
Add tax to outdoor gear and sporting good to fund wildlife crossing infrastructure.

Population management:


















Look at other jurisdictions management and regulations (States, Colorado).
Increase elk population (all ages and classes) to historic levels.
Manage elk within constraints of available (natural) forage.
Determine the carrying capacity of each MU and region as a whole, and manage to acceptable
percentage of that number based on science.
Encourage/understand (regions) calf recruitment.
Base management decisions on science, not politics (i.e. agricultural community influence).
Reduce collisions, increase habitat connectivity over roads and rail lines (build highway
overpasses for wildlife corridors).
Implement supplemental winter feeding program for elk.
Transplant elk from areas where they are competing with other species (such as mine
properties) to areas with reduced elk populations (such as the Flathead Valley).
Maintain/Increase bull to cow ratios within carrying capacity.
Ensure equal opportunities for all who use our wildlife resources.
Create short, medium, and long term management plans.
Reduce unregulated hunting where this may be negatively impacting elk populations. Ensure
First Nations are really hunting for sustenance after hunting season closes and not trophy
hunting. Out of season hunts by first nations should be with traditional methods with no rifles
and vehicles.
Utilize management tools other than hunter harvest to adjust elk populations.
Manage non-hunting mortality before reducing hunter opportunity.
Set targets for population size, not for bull and calf to cow ratios.
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Set targets for male and female elk harvest, and manage elk populations to produce these
harvest targets; i.e. manage elk to produce hunter harvest instead of using hunter harvests to
manage elk.
Measure elk population productivity and manage this productivity (i.e. how many elk are
produced annually and what are the causes of mortality).

General hunting regulations:






























Allocate hunting with a higher preference for residents over non-residents (wildlife staff note:
there is no quota for non-residents for antlerless elk, and there is no allocation for bull elk since
they are on General Open Season).
Do not allow any non-resident hunting for elk.
Manage some areas for trophy hunting (mountains) and other areas for opportunity (valleys).
Focus on hunting opportunities for meat first, then for trophy opportunities.
Change bag limit to 1 elk or 1 moose to reduce harvest on both species.
Decrease hunter opportunity (shorter seasons, access management) to increase elk numbers.
Close all elk General Open Seasons to allow population to re-establish/LEH only for 5 years.
Increase hunting opportunity for all classes of elk, and for all ages and classes of hunters.
Do not allow hunting in parks.
Reduce overlap of hunting seasons for different species.
Control hunter numbers to reduce overcrowding.
If elk populations need to be reduced, it should be a slow, controlled reduction (LEH).
Consider hunting regulations in other jurisdictions regulations (e.g., Montana).
Consider the LEH draw systems in other jurisdictions (e.g., Alberta, Nevada, western EU
countries).
Manage some areas for quality of experience.
Establish regulations to allow for annual fluctuations in populations.
Ensure General Open Seasons have restrictions (e.g., location, weapon, antler restrictions) to
limit harvest. Limited Entry Hunts can be less restrictive because number of hunters are
restricted through the draw.
Keep General Open Seasons open as long as population doesn’t decline below targets.
Increase LEH opportunities for non-migratory elk cows and calves.
Use early season, low elevation Limited Entry Hunts to decrease non-migratory elk.
Ensure migratory elk are not harvested in the open season.
Use LEH system for all elk hunting not GOS.
Move LEH to a priority system.
Implement a group hunting model for LEH hunting for elk (wildlife staff note: group hunts are in
place, but shared hunts, similar to moose, could be considered).
Shorten the GOS season.
Lengthen the GOS season.
Expand area of General Open Seasons to avoid hunter overcrowding.
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Implement General Open Seasons that were in place in the 1970s.
Cancel cow/calf General Open Seasons on private land.
Close elk hunting seasons during the rut.
Loosen the requirements of the Permit type 2(b)(i) crop protection and 2(b)(ii) controlling
wildlife populations so that such permits are granted much more often and outside of regular
GOS seasons. This permit system should be amended so as to provide incentive so that the
hunter gets to keep the harvest in direct correlation to his or her unfilled Provincial bag limits for
each year. For example, if in any one calendar year, a hunter has not harvested an elk, deer,
black bear, deer, etc. that hunter would be able to fill such tags under this permit system
outside of GOS time frames. Such hunting/harvesting outside of GOS seasons would serve the
purpose of reducing actual numbers or animals causing crop loss and would also provide
inexpensive hazing effect on the animal populations of such private land.

Regulations by weapon type or hunter age:





















Increase hunting opportunities for senior hunters (cows, 5-point bulls).
Increase LEH cow/calf permits for seniors.
Increase cow hunting opportunities for senior and disabled hunters only.
Implement disabled hunting seasons (e.g., private land hunt tags).
Eliminate access permits for disabled hunters.
Increase accessibility and opportunities for senior and disabled hunters by allowing the use of
ORV's to hunt resident elk and/or nuisance elk at high harvest times.
Open a youth/senior season for 3+ point bulls for one week.
Reintroduce GOS cow elk season for youth hunters.
Re-open the youth/senior General Open Season.
Increase opportunity for the youth/senior meat hunters.
Introduce earlier/longer archery season for bulls.
Early and late archery seasons for any elk (longer than current seasons).
Increase archery opportunities (season during rut).
Improve archery opportunities (in conflict areas) on all classes of elk for all hunters.
Introduce immature bull seasons for archery/primitive weapons.
Reintroduce 3 point bull season or lengthen archery season.
Extend bow only season (open the season in late August) or have a bow only season after rifle
season has closed.
Shorten elk rifle season, lengthen archery season (e.g., archery for September 1-30, and rifle
October 1- 20).
Archery season September 1- 31, rifle season October 1 to December.
Bow only any bull season after rifle (during rut), or shorten rifle season to allow for more bow
opportunity during rut (longer bow-only bull season).

Regulations by class of elk:



Introduce a General Open season for any bull in September and October.
Introduce any bull LEH seasons in some MUs.
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Implement a short any bull season to avoid mistaken kills under 6-point season.
Eliminate 6-point bull GOS harvest where this may be negatively impacting elk populations, and
return to LEH.
Maintain the 6-point bull GOS (i.e., do not allow hunting on smaller bulls).
Shorten the 6-point bull GOS.
Introduce LEH for 5-point bulls, to reduce mistaken kills under 6-point season.
Introduce 3-point, 4-point or 5-point bull seasons (could be only 1 week).
Allow hunting for smaller bulls to avoid genetic concerns and accidental harvest associated with
the 6 point season, and provide more opportunities for meat hunters.
Reduce/eliminate spike hunt, until there is ability to monitor elk harvest more closely.
Assess the impacts of the spike bull season (potentially cancel).
Adjust seasons to achieve target sex ratios.
If LEH is implemented to manage trophy bulls, then have a general open season on spike bulls to
maintain hunting opportunities.
Eliminate antlerless elk harvest until populations increase and grazing issues are addressed.
Reduce antlerless harvest where this may be negatively impacting elk populations.
Remove cow elk hunt for 5 seasons to allow population to rebound.
Move cow seasons to LEH for 5 years.
Eliminate rifle antlerless elk GOS.
If there has to be a cow season, manage by LEH, watershed by watershed.
Increase allocation of tags for cows.
Increase cow/calf harvest where populations are high.

Regulations by area:















Increase cow/calf LEH tags north of Invermere.
Close specific areas to hunting to allow populations to rebound (Palliser, Upper Kootenay).
Expand LEH boundaries to higher elevations (example Zone C) to allow more public land for
hunting "problem elk".
Elk in Region 3 should be granted protected status. We are starting to observe elk in 3-27 and it
would be nice to allow the herd to develop providing it is sustainable.
Reduce length of LEH near Creston until population increases again.
Remove senior cow/calf General Open Season in the Creston Valley.
Maintain early archery seasons in the Creston Valley.
Implement early season LEH hunt (September) and remove late winter hunt if trying to reduce
resident population in Creston Valley.
Close elk hunting in MUs 4-16 and 4-17.
Limited entry bull hunting in the St. Mary's valley would provide more protection of the
dwindling population.
Implement a different set of regulations for the East Kootenay (focus on opportunity) and the
West Kootenay (focus on trophy hunting).
Remove low elevation seasons when over-population problems have been addressed.
Return to LEH in the West Kootenays (increase/decrease tags depending on population
objectives), or shorten the GOS.
Shorten the West Kootenay 6-point season (e.g., close September 30).
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Eliminate cow elk LEH in West Kootenays until elk populations return to healthy numbers.
Increase the elk population in the Elk Valley, and increase the bull/cow ratio to 30 to 40 bulls per
hundred cows.
Lots of elk in MU 4-02 – increase opportunity.

Predator management:




















Increase trapping & hunting opportunities (increase bag limits).
Encourage predator trapping and hunting (education, incentives/bounties).
Promote websites that help hunter’s locate wolves (e.g., wolftracker.ca).
Develop predator management plans for wolves, cougar and bears.
Manager predators through science not politics.
Maintain current wolf numbers to encourage “natural” elk behaviour (less issues with
overgrazing, not migrating).
Concentrate predator removal within elk summer habitat.
Increase access for predator hunting only in areas with large numbers of predators (e.g.,
Flathead).
Cull wolves through poisoning and/or helicopter shooting.
Allow the use of bait and prey calls for wolf hunting (wildlife staff note: it is currently legal to
hunt wolves with electronic calls and bait).
Relocate wolves to other areas.
Increase/encourage black bear hunting, especially for older boars and sows.
Change the “pack out all meat” policy for black bear hunting to increase interest in hunting this
species.
Lengthen black bear seasons and allow baiting stations.
Implement a fall grizzly bear hunt (LEH).
Increase grizzly bear hunting in MUs 4-20, 4-21, 4-22 and 4-23.
Increase bag limits/no bag limit on cougars.
Allow trappers to trap cougars under a LEH season.
Reduce grizzly bears as they are a safety concern for hunters.

Knowledge gaps:








Improve the quality of population data for elk (and predators).
Monitor elk population size and trend more closely (annually); set aside funding for this.
Determine how many predators can be sustained while ensuring healthy ungulate populations.
Implement provincial elk inventory to balance out the numbers, i.e. where overabundant elk can
be transplanted to areas with lower numbers.
Collect data from a variety of sources consistently (aerial surveys, Compulsory Reporting, road
checks, butcher shop data, etc.).
Improve the quality of species population data collected and statistics used for deer/elk
interactions.
Require Compulsory Reporting for all elk harvested.
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Require First Nations to report animals taken, to ensure regulations reflect this harvest.
Develop a system for more accurate reporting of annual hunter kills by region to increase power
and rigor of statistics used.
Determine why there is a decrease in the number of migratory elk, and then take steps to
encourage migration.
Investigate the use of lure crops to attract elk to higher elevation sites and hold elk in desirable
areas by limiting vehicle access.

Agricultural &/or private land issues:


















Require private landowners to allow access for hunters.
Do not allow private landowners to charge fees for hunting if the landowner receives crop
compensation payments.
Contact private landowners regarding elk management on their land.
Cancel private land General Open Seasons for antlerless elk.
Open archery seasons on private land to address elk depredation.
Fence cropland instead of hazing elk.
Allow hunting on private land, especially if there is a problem with elk depredation.
Allow landowners to harvest a cow or calf on their property in the late months (November).
Support ranchers adequately for crop damage.
Increase compensation for ranchers/farmers to keep the elk population high.
Require landowners to allow hunter access before paying crop compensation.
Increase opportunities to hunt on leased land.
Increase rate per head for grazing cattle on crown land, and use these funds to increase
enforcement of grazing tenures/monitoring.
Provide landowners with more opportunities to keep elk out.
Remove wildlife fences to promote migration.
Manage for elk movement corridors (blocked by high fences).
Determine the impact of high fencing on migratory animals before fencing occurs.

Access:









Reduce motorized use (new Access Management Areas/Vehicle Access Hunting Closures,
motorized use for retrieval only).
Eliminate outdated Motor Vehicles for Hunting Closed Areas and/or refine into smaller critical
seasonal AMAs (i.e., more specific).
Restrict ATV use to prohibit motorized access in alpine and subalpine areas.
Deactivate roads to prohibit motorized access.
Prohibit motorized access in key hunting areas.
Increase road access in Elk Valley.
Improve signage/gating of access closures.
Restrict access with ORVs on UWR during winter months.

Enforcement:

30 | P a g e









Increase number of Conservation Officers to increase policing of current laws.
Increase fines and license suspensions.
Increase enforcement to ensure ATVs remain on roads and do not damage habitat (UWR).
Increase enforcement of poaching and motorized vehicle use in closures.
Monitor/enforce grazing tenures to ensure cattle are being managed as they should be.
Increase MOE Environmental Impact Officer (Natural Resource Officers?) numbers to increase
inspections under the Environmental Management Act.
Increase enforcement (too many people not following regulations and/or restrictions, too many
mistaken kills).

Habitat:

























Manage habitat first, then wildlife.
Consider forage and habitat beyond the Rocky Mountain Trench.
Determine carrying capacity by gathering better data on forage availability and manage within
those constrains.
Reduce habitat loss.
Increase forage/carrying capacity (concerned about the competition of forage with other
ungulates).
Develop a habitat management plan for all types of habitat (winter, summer, migration
corridors, etc.).
Encourage new habitat being created through logging.
Reduce logging/more regulations for logging practices.
Incorporate standards for new development in accordance to long-term land management plan.
Higher restrictions on second properties and vacation homes. Limit development on UWR.
Limit impact of large industry such as coal mines, which displaces many animals.
Support and expand the Ecosystem Restoration program.
Increase prescribed/controlled burns and thinning (particularly in UWR).
Improve summer habitat; restore areas in the backcountry that used to hold large herds.
Encourage migration by clearing out overburden brush along mountain sides and create more
grazing areas along migration routes and slide areas.
Control/eradicate invasive plants on UWR and spring habitat.
Encourage logging practices that are more beneficial for wildlife (i.e. burn logged areas).
Manage Crown Land habitat for wildlife not cattle.
Prioritize elk over domestic livestock for Crown Land grazing (concerns over number of cattle,
timing of cattle grazing, length of cattle grazing).
Increase all forage/ winter forage availability on Crown Land.
Reduce area of land ranchers can graze cattle (higher elevations, back of drainages).
Remove cattle from UWR/Crown Land.
Improve range management for both elk and cattle.
Reduce grazing time: start later in spring and remove earlier in fall (remove cattle from Crown
Land by August 31).
Reduce non-migratory elk herds to prevent further habitat destruction on UWR.
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Enhance high elevation winter range in Elk Valley, elk are competing with sheep too much.
Maintain and increase wildlife corridors.
Support Wildlife Management Areas such as the Creston Valley Wildlife Management area.
These areas provide important habitat for elk.

Outreach:





Promote habitat stewardship - get volunteer groups to pitch in.
Support a Wilderness Watch program and work with volunteers (e.g., from rod and gun clubs).
Increase the presence of Fish & Wildlife staff in the field.
Communicate the latest science (locally and elsewhere) to stakeholders.
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