
 

Overall the Yukon Fish and Game Association is surprised and disappointed with the general 

direction this plan appears to be headed in.  The majority of hunters do not take out tags to hunt 

bears but rather as insurance on a chance encounter or trouble bear around a kill area or campsite 

before it becomes a serious risk to life (DLP), or for the rare opportunity at large mature boar. 

The number of permits issued is more a statement of support for the opportunity than any desire 

to actually hunt a grizzly bear.  A great number of hunters purchase tags either “just in case”, and 

more importantly to also show interest to Government in the opportunity to hunt for an animal 

There are many cases every year where the CO asks the person who shot the bear to simply tag it 

and keep it and report it, as they are too busy to handle the bear and bring it to town.  

 

We urge those making the plan to abandon the desire to limit the number of tags being sold, and 

we do not understand why this is even a management concern? Following this “logic” would 

Yukon Environment limit angling due to angling licences sold?  Not every rifle owner plans on 

killing something with it, not every fishing rod owner is a potential conservation risk. Currently 

there is no scientific evidence to support any further reductions in access to grizzly hunting. 

Given recent tragic events in the Yukon – it may be wise for plan managers to realize that self 

defense is a right and bears are top level predators who from time to time attack humans. 

Decisions made in this plan may bring future liability to the wildlife manager– especially in 

parks and protected areas where you promote tourism and prevent hunting.  If Grizzlies are put 

on a PHA, amendments must be made to the DLP regulations to address trouble bears where the 

actions required are preventative and not reactionary.   

 

At the public meeting in Whitehorse- one comment that we made note of was the presenter 

saying they were "reacting to social ideals with biology". We may be paraphrasing a bit, but that 

stood out as the key disclosure of the evening as far as the mandate they were given by the 

powers that be with this "conservation plan”. We urge the board to resist ‘social ideals’ and stick 

to proven wildlife management and traditional knowledge. 

 

The concept of an additional HEED is insulting. We do not see the need for a HEED course to 

tell us to respect the wildlife that we already respect so we can shoot a grizzly charging out of the 

bush?  The insinuation in this whole paper is that non-indigenous people's don't have respect for 

wildlife and wonder – was that necessary? We disagree strongly and encourage you to use more 

inclusive language. Line 416 -417 states "this goal also acknowledges the important role 

indigenous people play in protecting the land."  We absolutely agree but feel this leaves out 

the important role all Yukoners play in protecting the land.  

There is a similar reference on lines 383-384.  

 

The plan comments about the banning of roadside hunting being a top priority, yet  to our 

knowledge there were perhaps only one or two Grizzlies killed in roadside hunting.   Why is this 

a top priority for a conservation plan, when it does not appear to be a risk to the health of 

Grizzlies or Grizzly populations overall? 

 

 

Line 541-2   "Yukon’s current grizzly bear population estimates and sustainable mortality rates 

were derived in the 1980s and may be outdated". It appears self-evident that the data is outdated. 



It is disingenuous to say anything otherwise, and seriously concerning to our organization that 

the plan does not place further research and population estimates front and centre in both priority 

and attention in this plan. The plan puts “Promoting arts and culture including Grizzly bears” 

front and centre in the list of priorities, as well as clearly being one of the plans keystones.  

When a Grizzly bear population count hasn’t been completed in 40 years, it seems like taxpayer 

money and government attention is being misguided in this conservation report.  

 

Resident grizzly harvest last year was 24 by residents and 34 by non-residents (page 77 of the 

hunting regulation synopsis). The most harvest by residents were in area 4, 5 and 8 - with 4 

grizzlies harvested in each region. Region 2, 3 and 7 had 3 in each region. All other regions had 

1 or less grizzlies harvested. We believe this resident harvest to be open, accountable and 

completely sustainable, unless recent information shows otherwise.  Are First Nations groups 

agreeing to share their harvest records of Grizzly bears as part of this management plan moving 

forward?    

. 

It is mentioned First Nations received a draft management plan to review during development, 

and also shown in the plan are meeting lists that the authors met with the Yukon Outfitters 

Association. Why did YFGA not get a chance to provide input into this report or review a 

draft?  It seems you have received input from a wide range of sources, but not licensed Yukon 

hunters? 

. 

Lines 537-540 refers to Total Allowable Harvest being a “primarily biological concept” and 

refers to adjusting this number to allow for “social acceptability”.  Neither of these convince us 

this plan is grounded in science-based wildlife management, nor as such, creates serious 

concerns with the precedents being set and the direction the Yukon Government is taking as the 

Wildlife Manager.  

 

 Most of this report holds value for Grizzly bear populations.  Habitat protection, further 

measures to prevent attractants, recommendations for updated data, consideration to grizzlies 

specifically during land use review - are all great measures that are needed to protect these 

animals as the Yukon grows. 

 

However, when it comes to harvest this report does not address the important items required to 

support our strong desire to continue to see a resident hunting harvest, with any clarity or 

conviction.   

 


