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Dear County Advisory Board Members, 
I am not going to discuss the details of the biology of last year’s hunt except to say, we should all remember that the last bear hunt occurred when Dr. Beckmann would not state that the hunt was sustainable and only a hypothesis exists that the urban bear population is saturated and that bears will disperse and move into the wildlands ( I believe Dr. Beckmann used the word hypothesis twice).  We still do not know the population of the wildland bear, although the total population number may be more accurate. Since the wildland bear is the population being hunted, it would seem prudent to know that specific population of bears, ie their density, because all of the published data to date states that these populations are functionally different. I would argue that the fact no bear killed had been captured means little considering most of Mr. Lackey’s population data is mostly on nuisance bears, ie urban bears. So, it would actually be surprising if a marked bear were killed in the wildlands, especially when only 2 bears were killed in hunt sections 192 and 194.   
I have been reading a lot about hunting and wildlife over the last several months. I have come to the conclusion that I, like most other non consumptive users of wildlife, do not have an objection to the ethical hunter, only the unethical hunter.  Although hunting is steeped in tradition, it has changed drastically over the last century. Given these changes a constant re-evaluation is required. To quote Ann Causey in A Hunter’s Heart, 
“The open-minded hunter should carefully consider the following questions:  To what extent is shooting an animal … out of a tree at close range after it was chased up there by a dog a morally enriching act? Can shooting an actually or functionally captive animal enhance one’s understanding of natural processes? ….Does killing an animal you profess to honor and respect, primarily in order to obtain a trophy, demonstrate reverence for the animal as a sentient creature?…. Is an animal properly honored in death by being reduced to points, inches, and pounds, or to decoration on a wall? ……. Does lobbying for continued hunting of a species whose populations are of uncertain status exemplify ecological awareness and concern? 
These questions and others have aroused fear, indignation, defensive responses, and collective denial. No proponent of ethical hunting should fear these questions.  The real threat comes, not from outside criticism, but from complacency and uncritical acceptance of the hunting status quo, and from our mistaken belief that to protect any form of hunting we must protect all forms. In fact to protect the privilege we must attack and abolish the unacceptable acts, policies, and attitudes within our ranks that threaten all hunting, as a gangrenous limb threatens the entire body.” 
Here in NV it is legal to hunt bears with dogs. The reasoning that Mr. Lackey gave in one of his prior presentations was to increase hunter success rate.  The reason I have heard since is to determine the sex of the bear.  According to Tom Beck, a retired bear biologist from CO, “most hunters cannot reliably distinguish males from females or adults from subadults. The experienced hunter is normally accurate in identifying large males, about 10% of the population.  But for the remaining 90%, it’s a crapshoot. In the 13 years of black bear kill data gathered in CO prior to 1992,……there was no suggestion that hunters selected for males or even for larger bears…..because it’s so difficult to accurately judge the size, age, or even the sex of a bear, even at close range.” He adds, “chasing bears behind hound is strenuous work, with only about one in 5 bears…eventually being treed.  After hiking the mountains for several days, how many of today’s hunters will walk away from a small or medium sized bear in a tree? Moreover, most outfitters work on a fifty-fifty split…..Consequently, there’s a strong financial motivation to convince every hunter he is looking at a big bear in that tree.  Third……all bears appear larger than they really are. …. The adrenaline rush of being close to a bear in the wild has a way of cloud our vision.”  A survey of Michigan hunters demonstrated that a large majority of still hunters (those who hunt without dogs or bait) believed hunting with dogs was unethical and interfered with their hunting.  40% of houndsmen in a Virginia survey did not or could not identify the sex of a treed bear.  At least one hunter from Nevada could not tell the difference between a grizzly bear and a black bear, let alone the sex of the bear. So really, all that is left is the hunter success argument.  Are hunters in the 10 states where they do not allow hounds more skilled? Data suggests that once hound hunting is disallowed, success in the hunt increases after a learning curve. Why should a hunt’s success be measured in quantity and not quality? 
Another problem is that bears feed up to 20 hours a day in the fall. Dog chases deprive the bear of critical feeding time, cause substantial calorie loss, and cause heat stress.  If a female bear does not have enough calories, she will abort her embryo/s. Just because every bear is not killed, does not mean he or she is uninjured. Female black bears have smaller home ranges making them more vulnerable in highly roaded areas. Females with cubs are especially vulnerable because they are reluctant to leave their cubs and circle back repeatedly or quickly tree. Pennsylvania has a very thorough bear management plan with at least 20-30 radar collars on female sows to act as surragates if a cub is orphaned. Do we have that here in Nevada?? Finally, cubs are occasionally killed by hounds and hounds are injured by bears. 
Additionally, to paraphrase Beck, there is a failure to acknowledge and confront the strong biases in wildlife management. We say that our agency and commission doors are open to all, but truthfully, not all petitioners have been listened to equally.  Wildlife management focuses on harvest maximization with little attention to the value and ethical issues of wildlife management.  He further states, “We have permitted hunting methods for bears that we prohibit for nearly every other species (baiting, use of hounds, waste of meat). With no rational basis offered for this paradox in behavior, why are we then surprised that both anti-hunters and critics within our ranks have chosen this species to focus on? We can rail at our critics, we can scream in paranoia about an anti-hunting conspiracy, but the fault is ours. We are guilty of hubris: arrogance, overbearing pride, and a smug “Leave it to the Professionals” attitude. Such attitudes, throughout history, have met with both doom and damnation. “ 
Mr. Beck is a prolific and accomplished hunter who has been targeted by sportsmen as anti-hunting simply because he does not agree with hunting methods he deems unsportsmanlike or unethical. An article he wrote for Outside Magazine was not published due to outcry from hunters. Two editors resigned the day the article was killed. Many wildlife biologists do not feel comfortable presenting opinions that differ from those of sportsmen. If they do, they risk losing permission to study wildlife from agencies across the country. Is this what you want, biologists who do not feel free to express their honest opinions? How can that be best for wildlife? 
Have said all this, I would like to propose a different theory than that of the slippery slope so feared by most hunters. The public confidence of wildlife departments is at risk. At a time of ever increasing scrutiny, is it worth jeopardizing the reputation of the department by worsening public perception by being inflexible, continuing to hunt in highly populated areas, unethical hunting with dogs, and orphaning cubs by allowing a sow harvest?  The negative perception of hunting will worsen as sportsmen continue to defend unsportsmanlike and unethical behavior involving hunting and trapping.  Unethical treatment of animals is being brought to media attention more frequently, for example, the recent LVJ article about Tracy Truman. The numbers of hunters will continue to decline and the funding of wildlife departments will be further threatened. All of this, in the end, will hurt the wildlife you all state you love so dearly and decrease hunter opportunity in the long run. The compromise from the Department of Wildlife in the paper today is almost laughable---still using hounds, still hunting in highly populated areas of Mt. Rose wilderness and the Tahoe Meadows, still hunting sows, etc. 
I have one final quote from Evolutionary Theory, “It is not the strongest of the species that survives nor the most intelligent that survives, it is the one that’s the most adaptable to change,” So, in a time of declining revenue and worsening public perception, how will this department of wildlife and commission adapt? Will it stay inflexible to the long term detriment of all those who want what is best for the wildlife? 
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