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MINUTES OF THE MEETING
OF
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

Thursday, May 2, 2002

Chairman Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. presiding.
Bill Busbice
Terry Denmon
Lee Felterman
Tom Kelly
Wayne Sagrera
Jerry Stone
Secretary James H. Jenkins, Jr. was also present.
Chairman Gattle called for a motion for approval of the April
4, 2002 Commission Minutes. A motion for approval was made by
Commissioner Busbice and seconded by Commissioner Sagrera. The
motion passed with no opposition.

The Monthly Law Enforcement Report for April was given by
Major Keith LaCaze. The following numbers of citations were issued
during April.

Region I - Minden - 149 citations and 16 warnings. .

Region II - Monroe - 95 citations and 10 warnings.

Region III - Alexandria - 149 citations and 18 warnings.

Region IV - Ferriday - 73 citations and 19 warnings.

Region V - Lake Charles - 187 citations and 2 warnings.

Region VI - Opelousas - 175 citations and 28 warnings.

Region VII - Baton Rouge - 228 citations and 13 warnings.

Region VIII - New Orleans - 234 citations and 29 warnings.



Region IX - Schriever - 270 citations and 49 warnings.
Oyster Strike Force - 46 citations.

Seafood Investigation Unit - 36 citatioms.

SWEP - 6 citations.

Réfuge Patrol - 57 citations.

The grand total of citations issued statewide for the month of
April was 1,715. Also there were 185 warning citations issued
statewide.

The aviation report for April 2002 showed enforcement pilots
flew three airplanes a total of 45.1 hours for enforcement and 14.3
hours for other divisions. Five citations were issued. A total of
10 classes with 269 students were certified in hunter education in
April.

Commissioner Denmon asked if the number of angling without a
license citation was higher than usual? Major LaCaze stated no
this was a very common violation and seems to always have been.
Commissioner Denmon asked 1if this should be viewed as an
educational issue that needs to be addressed? Major LaCaze stated
the Department tries to remind the public through News Releases or
articles featured in newspapers to get their licenses before going
out.

Chairman Gattle then introduced and acknowledged several
legislators in attendance at the meeting, Representative Hunt
Downer, Representative Damon Baldone, Senator Rob Marionneaux, and
Senator Reggie Dupre. He then allowed them the opportunity to
address the Commission.

Representative Hunt Downer stated there was an issue of
importance, especially to those in the coastal parishes, on the
importation of foreign shrimp that needed attention. This is
proving to be an economic disaster. The commercial industry which
includes shrimping was what started Louisiana and if this industry
goes under, a ripple effect will be felt throughout the state.
Representative Downer then noted that a 12 cent per barrel
severance tax is collected on domestic shrimp and suggested there
should be a tax imposed on foreign shrimp as well. If this tax is
approved, the money could be given to the Enforcement Division so




that the Interstate Commerce clause would not be violated.
However, the hidden benefit of this would be finding out where the
shrimp are coming from, how much is coming into the State and how
it is being mixed in with domestic shrimp. With this information,
hopefully the Federal government will be able to find a long term
solution. Drafting of legislation would begin as soon as possible

to impose this tax. Representative Downer then asked if the
Commission had any suggestions or ideas to help the shrimpers, the
Legislature would appreciate hearing them. He thanked the

Commission on behalf of the shrimpers. Then he stated the prices
are too low and when these fishermen can not make a living, not
only will they lose, but the state as a whole will lose. Chairman
Gattle expressed appreciation and stated the Commission was very
concerned with the problems the shrimpers are encountering.
Representative Downer asked the Commission to pass a resolution
supporting or endorsing the Legislature’s effort to halt the
importation of foreign shrimp. This support from one of the
industries regulatory bodies will help make the Legislature’s job
easier.

Representative Damon Baldone also stated this is a very, very
serious problem and noted they have already written the U.S.
Congressional delegates. He felt the severance tax would help
enforce the importation. Issues of concern with these foreign
shrimp, such as antibiotics, will be looked into. If the culture,
history and heritage is lost, Louisiana will be lost, commented
Representative Baldone. He ended noting there is a need to protect
the fishermen.

Senator Reggie Dupre stated almost 40 percent of the shrimping
licenses sold comes from his district. The months of April and
early May are times of great excitement and anticipation with the
opening of the shrimp season for-these fishermen. But this year
there is no excitement, just despair. The prognosis is bad due to
the low shrimp prices and the high cost of fuel and other expenses
this year. Senator Dupre then read a letter from 20 State
Representatives and 8 Senators to Governor Foster on the shrimp
season and asking for assistance. He then asked the Commission for
any assistance with this problem. Also he mentioned he spoke with
Congressman Tauzin and other high ranking attorneys and they are
looking at different options. As far as setting the opening date
for shrimp season, Senator Dupre reminded the Commission they broke
from tradition last year and did not open on a Monday. In Zone 2,
the shrimp generally leave with the tides and moon more so than in
any other zone. He advised that the shrimp will be large enough to



harvest on Wednesday, May 15. Senator Dupre then presented two
options: May 20 which is the latest possible date to open the
season in Zone 2 or May 13 when the moon is right. He suggested
splitting the opening which would be Thursday, May 16.

Commissioner Busbice asked how much severance tax 1is on
domestic shrimp? Representative Downer stated it was 12 cents per
barrel and these funds go to Enforcement. Last year $150,000 was
received from this tax. He then stated they were told 20 percent
of the shrimp is domestic shrimp and 80 percent 1is foreign.
Chairman Gattle asked what is Congressman Tauzin’s position on the
dumping of foreign shrimp? Senator Dupre stated there are two
issues. The first is the dumping issue which is very difficult to
prove and to prove this you have to show that your domestic
industry is hurt and .you have to show unfair prices in other
countries. The other issue is the chemicals put into the shrimp.
The European countries do not accept the foreign shrimp due to
antibiotics which may cause cancer. The downturn of the economy,
combined with the recession in Japan and the shrimp from Guyana,
will result in a disaster in south Louisiana. Representative
Downer stated if they had a way to track the imported shrimp, then
they could compare it each year and could give substance to the
lawsuit on what is happening in the foreign markets. He concluded
stating the Legislature was going to do a little victim’s rights
with the severance tax. Chairman Gattle asked that the Commission
be provided with a copy of the draft legislation so they could
follow and support it.

Senator Rob Marionneaux stated he was there on a different
issue, but did want to echo the sentiments of his colleagues. The
two issues of concern for the Senator was the 6 point or better in
three parishes proposed rule and the bowhunting season. With
respect to the 6 point proposed rule, he felt it was unwarranted
and would be very difficult for Enforcement agents to enforce.
Then Senator Marionneaux stated for the record he was opposed to
both proposed changes. On the bowhunting season, comments the
Senator has received were to leave it as it was or allow the
hunters to shoot bucks only in October. He asked to see the
details of the proposed 6 point or better rule so questions such as
will the WMAs be included, are spikes three inches or less legal,
can youth hunters shoot bucks can be answered. He asked that the
Commission work through the process keeping conservation in mind.
Finally, Senator Marionneaux feels the 6 point rule could eliminate
a generation of hunters and this could also have a ripple effect
within the area. Chairman Gattle expressed appreciation to Senator




Marionneaux for his comments and stated they have heard a lot of
comments on those issues as well. .Commissioner Felterman agreed
that the details on the 6 point rule was needed and he urged the
Department to provide this so it can be reviewed prior to the
deadline.

" Oyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the Oyster
Industry was given by Mr. Mike Voisin with the Oyster Task Force.
He stated he was a 7% generation oyster farmer and they have been
in the business since the 1700's when their families came from
France. Louisiana has the best of both worlds, there are 1.6
million oyster acres managed by the Commission, another 400,000
acres leased outside of that and another 400,000-500,000 acres not
yet leased. 1In the 1840's oyster farming began in Louisiana. The
Oyster Commission which is the predecessor of the Commission was
put into place by the Legislature in 1902. The industry produces
about $266 million renewal impact throughout Louisiana..
Approximately 250 million pounds of raw oysters are produced each
year. Mr. Voisin explained the process for creating an oyster
reef. Two months ago in Terrebonne Parish, about $100,000 was used
to create one acre of reef. Speaking on coastal restoration, Mr.
Voisin stated the first freshwater diversion structure was built by
oyster farmers. Oyster are produced in a 5-15 part per thousand
salinity line in south Louisiana. The industry has worked with
Congress for over 50 years urging freshwater diversion. The
Caernarvon issue was suppose to have little or no impact on the
oyster industry and for the first two years there was 1little
impact. But in year three, the management team decided to build
land with this, so they went for maximum diversion abilities of the
units. Farmers asked that the affected areas be relocated, but the
agencies told them there was nothing they could do. The only
option was to sue the agencies. When the suits were filed,
industry leaders understood this would not be the solution for the
coastal restoration and oyster farmers. A plan was developed in
1994 and 1995 to survive what was going to be coming and an oyster
relocation plan became final in 1997. Again Mr. Voisin stated the
oyster industry supports the Caernarvon Freshwater Structure.
Federal funds were acquired in the Davis Pond relocation area to
allow farmers to get within that 5 ppt salinity level. The leases
have been modified legislatively to include the traditional 15 year
lease, a projected impact area for lease from 1 to 14 years and an
operational area lease for those that may want to take a chance and
operate within the freshwater zones. In August of each year, the
Department of Natural Resources attends the Oyster Task Force
meeting to present their recommendations for oyster leases for the



upcoming year. A recent report was published on saving coastal
Louisiana and Mr. Voisin read a portion of that report. A lot of
effort and energy were put into changing legislation by planning
for the challenge and working with the Legislature on implementing
solutions. He assured the Commission the industry was ready to
work with everyone to resolve all of the concerns. With reference
to the recently implemented moratorium on new oyster leases, the
Task Force supports this plan for a short while so work can be done
on legislative issues that may need to be dealt with. However
their concern on the moratorium is with those whose applications
are in place and the fact they can not create a lease from that
area. This moratorium has affected a number of people from the
Davis Pond area and they will have nowhere to go this September.
Chairman Gattle apologized for not taking the Task Force in a
timely manner at the last meeting and appreciated their patience in
coming back. He expressed pleasure in the Task Force’s support for
the moratorium for the short term.

Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp Season
began with Mr. Martin Bourgeois stating the Marine Fisheries
Division has compiled the most current hydrological and biological
conditions for the shrimp resource. The presentation included
slides of the 1life history diagram of shrimp; annual Louisiana
shrimp catch versus landings for years 1976-2001; Louisiana monthly
shrimp landings for years 2000, 2001 and the mean average for 1990-
1999; Louisiana 2001 shrimp catch; annual Louisiana shrimp catch
for brown and white shrimp; and the annual Louisiana shrimp gear
license sales. Then switching to environmental conditions the
following slides were shown: monthly southeast Louisiana rainfall;
monthly Mississippli River discharge; south Barataria Bay monthly
water temperatures and the deviations from 68°F; south Barataria
Bay daily water temperatures from February through April; south
Barataria Bay April daily water temperatures; north Barataria Bay
monthly salinity; April 2002 tidal range; April acreage greater
than 10 ppt; brown shrimp catch per effort in 6' trawls in
Barataria Bay; brown shrimp mean size in 6' trawls in Barataria
Bay; 2001 Louisiana brown catch by basin; brown shrimp catch per
effort in 6' trawls for week 18; brown shrimp mean size in 6'
trawls for week 18; and a map of the three shrimp management zones.
The Department projects the percentage of shrimp for each zone that
will be larger than 100 count per pound. In Zone 1, on May 20, 57
percent of the shrimp will be larger than 100 count per pound; on
May 27 the percentage will be 74. On May 20 the percentage of
shrimp larger than 100 count in Zone 2 will be 69; and on the 27™
of May, it will be 91 percent. Not until May 27 in Zone 3 will 57




percent of the shrimp be larger than 100 count per pound. On a
statewide basis, it will not be until May 20 when 68 percent of the
count will be larger. The last slide shown was the predicted tidal
range for May 2002. Chairman Gattle asked for the Department’s
recommendation. Mr. Bourgeois advised that the Commission has to
open the shrimp season in Zone 2 on or before the third Monday in
May. Then he recommended opening the Breton and Chandeleur Sounds
in Zone 1 on May 16 with the remainder of Zone 1 opening on May 27,
Zone 2 should open on May 16, and Zone 3 should open on May 27:
Chairman Gattle then asked for public comments based on the
Department’s recommendations. o

Mr. Herman Williams, from Cutoff, suggested opening Zones 1
and 2 together to spread out the boats. After hearing again the
recommendations, he felt they were good dates. Bayou Lafourche
splits Zones 1 and 2, but last year when this area was closed there
were still large shrimp in the larger bays. He then suggested
closing the east and west sides of Bayou Lafourche at the same time
if the science calls for it.

Mr. George Barisich, President of the United Commercial
Fisherman’s Association, stated that his organization would not
attend the May meeting and make a recommendation for opening the
season. They suggested that each individual member come to the
Commission and present their case. The importation of low priced
shrimp has caused the price of 80-100 count shrimp to go down to 40
cents per pound when last year they were $1.10 per pound. Mr.
Barisich then stated he cannot make ends meet with the prices being
30 cents per pound. The majority of the membership wants to hold
the opening until the shrimp can reach a higher optimum yield. Mr.
Barisich stated Zone 2 is a unique operation and the members are
split in how the season should open. He then noted fishermen in
Zone 1 would probably ask for an opening of May 28 to achieve a
1ar§er crop.

Mr. Pete Gerica, Lake Pontchartrain Fisherman’s Association,
stated their organization held a meeting earlier in the week. He
felt a statewide opening would be a disaster, so he asked that the
season open in Zone 1 no earlier than May 27. He agreed with
letting the Breton and Chandeleur Sounds open the same day as Zone

2.

Mr. Michael Gros, a fishermen from Larose, stated he works
Barataria Bay, Terrebonne-Timbalier area most of the year. He knew
of fishermen that were outlawing by catching 50-60 boxes per night



of 130-150 count shrimp per pound. If the season is open too
early, the disaster will be compounded. He then asked that the
Zone 2 season open no earlier than May 20.

Mr. Gene Adams stated the shrimp available this year is the
same as that from last year. 1In Zone 2, he asked that the season
open as early as possible. He then stated that May 16 is too late
for his area, but felt May 13 is right. :

Mr. Barry Flash, an East Bank fisherman, asked that the season
open after May 27 and not before.

Hearing no further comments, Chairman Gattle then restated the
Department’s recommendation of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds in Zone
1 to open May 16, the remainder of Zone 1 will open on May 27, Zone
2 will open on May 16 and Zone 3 - May 27. Commissioner Kelly made
a motion to adopt the Department’s recommendations. Commissioner
Felterman seconded the motion and it passed with no opposition.
Mr. Bourgeois then read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of the
Resolution since it gives Secretarial authority and also reopens
that portion of offshore water currently closed in Zone 2.
Commissioner Stone told the shrimpers the Commission will help with
the import problem, but they do not have much authority when. it
comes to taxation.

(The full text of the Resolution and
Declaration of Emergency are made a
part of the record.)

RESOLUTION

2002 Spring Shrimp Season Opening
adopted by the
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
May 2, 2002

WHEREAS, the traditional management criteria used by the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries in recommending the
opening dates for the spring inshore shrimp season are
based on the population of brown shrimp in each shrimp
management zone reaching such a size that 50% or more of
the brown shrimp are 100 count per pound or larger, and

WHEREAS, current biological data project that 50% of the 2002
brown shrimp crop will meet the 100 count per pound




management criteria in Shrimp Management Zone 1 by May
18, 2002, in Zone 2.by May 15, 2002 and in Zone 3 by May
26, 2002, and

WHEREAS, on February 7, 2002 the Commission had closed that
portion of the State’s Territorial Waters south of the
Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495,
from the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at Eugene Island
as delineated by the River Channel buoy line to the
eastern shore of Freshwater Bayou.

THEREFORE-BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby opens the
spring inshore shrimp season in Zone 1 at 6 a.m. May 27,
2002, except the open waters of Breton and Chandeleur
Sounds as described 1in the menhaden rule (LAC
76:VII.307D) which shall open at 6 a.m. May 16, 2002, in
Zone 2 and that portion of the State’s Territorial Waters
south of the Inside/Outside shrimp line as described in
R.S. .56:495 from the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at
Eugene Island as delineated by the River Channel buoy
line to the eastern shore of Freshwater Bayou at 6 a.m.
May 16, 2002 and in Zone 3 at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby grants to the
Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries,
the authority to close any portion of Louisiana's inshore
waters to protect small white shrimp if biological and
technical data indicate the need to do so, or enforcement
problems develop.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, a Declaration of Emergency setting the 2002
Spring Shrimp Season 1in Louisiana state waters is
attached to and made part of this resolution.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. Chairman James H. Jenkins,Jr., Secretary
La. Wildlife and Fisheries La. Dept. of Wildlife and
Commission Fisheries

DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission



In accordance with the emergency provisions of R.S. 49:953 (B)
and R.S. 49:967 of the Administrative Procedure Act which allows
the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to use emergency procedures
to set shrimp seasons and R.S. 56:497 which provides that the
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission shall fix no less than two open
seasons each year for all or part of inside waters and shall have
the authority to open or close outside waters, the Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission does hereby set the 2002 Spring Inshore Shrimp
Season to open as follows:

Zone 1, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
Mississippi State line to the eastern shore of South Pass of the
Mississippil River, to open at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002, except the open
waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as described in the menhaden
rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall open at 6 a.m. May 16, 2002, and

Zone 2, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
eastern shore of South Pass of the Mississippi River westward to
the western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh
Island, as well as that portion of the State’s Territorial Waters
south of the Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495
from the Atchafalaya River Channel at Eugene Island as delineated
by the River Channel buoy line to Freshwater Bayou, all to open at
6 a.m. May 16, 2002, and

Zone 3, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh Island
westward to the Texas State Line, to open at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002.

The Commission also hereby grants to the Secretary of the
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries the authority to close any
portion of the State's inshore waters to protect small white shrimp
if biological and technical data indicates the need to do so, or
enforcement problems develop.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman

The next agenda item, Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident
Hunting Season Dates and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules &
Regulations began with Chairman Gattle making a statement with
regard to Area 6. The public opinion in the form of letters,
comments and phone calls on this topic have been professionally
done, non-confrontational and often supportive of the Department.
Chairman Gattle expressed appreciation in the way these comments
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were made to the Commission. He felt the Department and staff have
based recommendations on sound biological data and good deer
management. The Commission is asked to manage the resource for the
benefit of the consumptive and non-consumptive public. But in an
effort to resolve the Area 6 situation, Chairman Gattle made two
recommendations to the Commission for their consideration: 1) open
Area 6 on October 19 for bowhunting of either sex deer until
November 1 and then continue the season at the end of January until
February 16 for either sex or 2) change the season dates back to
the way they were last year and go forward with the possibility of
changing Area 6 into two Areas in the future. Commissioner Denmon
asked if option one was for either sex hunting? Chairman Gattle
answered yes. Commissioner Felterman stated he made a motion at
the last meeting and then pulled it. Now he made a motion to go
along with the Chairman’s second option. Then he asked Mr. Tommy
Prickett to give the dates. Mr. Prickett gave the following season
dates based on calendar adjustments: archery - October 1l-January

31; muzzleloader - November 16-November 22; still hunting -
November 23-December 6; with or without dogs - December 7-January
19; muzzleloader - January 20-January 26. Commissioner Busbice

seconded the motion. Commissioner Stone congratulated the public
on the fine way he received all the comments on this subject and
stated they did it right and it was a pleasure to see.

Mr. Ray Bordelon, Avoyelles Wildlife Federation, asked if a
portion of Avoyelles Parish Area 1 would still be moved into Area
6? Mr. Prickett stated the proposal in the Notice of Intent is to
move the northern portion of Avoyelles Parish from Area 1 into Area
6. Chairman Gattle stated the motion does not address that issue.

Mr. Don Puckett suggested the Commission take public comments
before voting. Chairman Gattle then asked for public comment on
the motion.

Mr. Russell Lantier, Bowhunters Association, stated that most
people that have contacted him have asked for the February 28 date.
But what they emphasized when asking for the date was asking that
they not lose the either sex days. Mr. Lantier then asked that
modifications to Area 6 be studied for next year.

Mr. Allen Dupont, a hunter in Area 6, stated he had mixed
feelings on how the season should run. But his biggest fear was
losing time in the field. Mr. Dupont was all for opening in the
middle of October and going through the middle of February. He
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also suggested taking the politics out of this issue and do what is
best for the hunters and the deer herd.

Mr. Renee Thibodaux stated he and about 10 other bowhunters
were very interested in saving their October 1 opening date and
appreciated hearing the Commission was willing to listen to the
public. He stated they were also very concerned about the fawns
but did not agree with extending the season into February. A copy
of a survey was given to the Commissioners for their information.

Ms. Becky Nicosia, owner of Hunters Pro Shop, thanked the
Commission for proposing to leave the season as it was last year.
She agreed with Mr. Thibodaux that the percentage of the bow kills
is so small that they do not affect the deer harvest. Ms. Nicosia
suggested separating out the area that may be causing the problem.
Going further, she felt bowhunters were going to hunt on October 1
even if they have to go to another state and this would affect
revenues for Louisiana. Again she asked the Commission to go with
the October 1 opening date. )

Mr. Bill Shockey stated he was a proponent of the November 1-
February 28 season. The biologists recommended going with that
season and the only way to keep politics out is to follow the
scientific evidence and the opinions from the biologists. :

Hearing no further comments on the motion, Chairman Gattle
called for a vote. The motion passed with no opposition. The
Chairman then asked for any other comments on the resident hunting
dates and regulations. ‘

Mr. Gordon Matherne, a guide on Salvador WMA, stated he has
hunted this area for 16 years with very little impact to anyone
else. Being a single owner guide, he asked himself why should he
be allowed to hunt on the WMAs? One answer was the assistance he
can provide to someone that may be stranded. He knew that it was
to his benefit to make sure all rules and regulations were followed
and noted he did not hesitate to report violators. The economic
benefit to the state with his clients buying out-of-state licenses,
the WMA permits and the local hotels and motels was another reason
for continuing to operate on the WMA. Mr. Matherne did note that
commercial trappers and alligator hunters also hunt on Salvador and
makes money. As for a solution, Mr. Matherne suggested taking care
of the problem where it is occurring and not have a statewide ban.
If the problem is out-of-state operations, limit the hunting to
Louisiana resident guides only. Finally he stated the WMAs are a
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great place to hunt and asked they continue to be managed.
Commissioner Stone asked Mr. Matherne what was an optimum number of
hunters per guide? Mr. Matherne answered four. He added that a
Coast Guard Captain’s License is required for anyone who takes
hunters out for pay and suggested checking this license when trying
to enforce the rules.

Mr. Corey Dufresh, a one outfitter guide that guides on the
WMAs, stated he was against the total ban on hunting guides on
WMASs.

Mr. Fred Charleville, President of a hunting club off of Bayou
Sorrel, stated they want to support good things for hunting but
also want to be able to enforce those things. They manage their
herd themselves and have been for the past 25 years. Their lease
is bound on the east side by state 1land, half of which is in
Iberville Parish and the other half in St. Martinville Parish and
they have to watch the hunters to make sure the laws are being
followed. With reference to the 6 point rule, Mr. Charleville
suggested that his club would like to see it phased in as a 4 point
rule this year and have everyone do it so it can be enforced. He
also asked that the number of does days be cut.

Mr. Phil Keller asked why there is not a handicap season for
the Red River area or a youth season on the Maurepas  area?
Chairman Gattle stated it was a good question and suggested he talk
with Mr. Prickett.

Mr. Chad Dauthier, Quality Deer Management Association, on
what Senator Marionneaux stated, commented last year the Commission
was provided with letters from Representative Don Cazayoux,
District Judge James Best, District Judge Robin Free and DA Ricky
Ward supporting the program. He agreed with Mr. Charleville on the
enforcement problems, but noted regulations were set for the honest
hunters. At a meeting held with Mr. David Moreland, three main
points were touched on and they included: 1) the parishes of West
Baton Rouge, Pointe Coupee and Iberville would have a 6 point or
better regulation; 2) spikes with antlers less than 3 inches would
be legal at all times during the season; and 3) the youth hunts
would allow youth to shoot at anything. »

Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Prickett if he had anything to say
on the 6 point rule. Mr. Prickett stated in conversations with the
Commission and in reviewing last month’s tapes, staff decided, for
a three year period of time, hunters would harvest deer with 6
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points or better and 3 inch and shorter spikes in Iberville, West
Baton Rouge and Pointe Coupee Parishes. A specific detail
sportsmen are interested in knowing is “what is a point?“. For an
antler to be counted as a point, .it must be one inch measured from
the front edge of the main beam of the antler and it also must be
taller than it is wide. On the 3 inch spikes or less, a question
asked was "“does that mean both antlers”? Mr. Prickett answered
yes, both antlers must be 3 inches or shorter. On the question of
are WMAs included? The intent would be no since they have
different season 1lengths and regulations. Mr. Prickett then
suggested not including a small portion of Iberville Parish east of
the Mississippi River in the 6 point or better proposal. He then
noted Mr. David Moreland and Mr. Mike Olinde have put together a
monitoring program to study this proposal. The Commission asked
that this monitoring program be presented.

Mr. Moreland stated the experiment is designed to move deer up
into an older age class and to protect younger deer through antler
restrictions. Deer with spikes greater than 3 inches and those
with less than 6 points will be protected. Through records from
DMAP lands, results could be either a higher percentage of adult
bucks on the land or the adult buck kill per acre will increase.
Mr. Moreland reminded everyone this proposal was not designed to
produce more bucks or bigger bucks, but the harvest will be shifted
from the 1-1/2 year old deer to the 2 and 3 year old deer. Also he
stated those 2 and 3 year old deer that will be killed will not be
any larger than those already being killed since no other control
measures are being included. Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Moreland
what he meant by larger? Mr. Moreland stated the deer will have
bigger antlers only because of his age, but the overall program is
not designed to produce bigger deer. The issue that will be
monitored is are deer being moved up and this will be 'done by
increasing the amount of data collected. The second method for
monitoring is by sending the landowners and hunting clubs a survey
before and after the season on the program. Enforcement will be
heavily relied upon to make sure hunters are complying with the
antler regulations. Commissioner Denmon stated Mr. Moreland has
done an excellent job based on the intent made at the last meeting.
He also stated he agreed with Mr. Prickett on his description of
what a point is. Chairman Gattle asked if the suggestion that
youth be allowed to shoot spikes was addressed? Mr. Moreland
stated, in the meeting with the Association, it was discussed that
youth hunters be allowed to hunt any deer except spotted fawns on
that particular weekend. He added the Department did not deal with
that issue, but the Commission could include it as part of their
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proposal. Commissioner Denmon felt it would be appropriate to
include that provision in the proposal and then asked if a motion
was needed? Mr. Prickett felt this was a modification to the
Notice of Intent and it will be included in the final rule.
Commissioner Denmon then asked Mr. Prickett if the Commission has
given staff enough information to present the proposal? Mr.
Prickett stated they will draft a detail of the program, including
the additional comments received, have the Commission approve it
and get it to the public so they will see how this proposal will
work. Chairman Gattle stated this was good and felt no further
action was needed. :

Mr. Vic Blanchard, Quality Deer Management Association, asked
if possible to meet again with Mr. Moreland and Enforcement to work
on defining the boundaries so it would be easier for the agents.

A Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-tailed
Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease began with Mr. Tommy
Prickett stating chronic wasting disease has really surfaced within
the last 1-1/2 years. He then introduced Dr. Max Lea, State
Veterinarian with the Department of Agriculture and Forestry, and
asked that he be allowed to brief the Commission on what his
department has done.

Dr. Max Lea stated they are very concerned with the situation
involving chronic wasting disease (CWD) in elk and white-tailed
deer. This is a big issue nationwide in agriculture. The USDA has
become very involved in this problem by depopulating and paying
indemnity money on a number of elk herds in Colorado and other
states that has this disease. The problem today is not very much
is known about CWD; however there is no indication that CWD and
another disease referred to as mad cow disease moves between
species or involves humans. The Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board
met earlier in the week and imposed a quarantine on the movement of
deer and elk into the State to prevent CWD from getting into the
state. Plans for surveillance techniques are being developed for
captive or farm-raised deer to find out if this disease is in
Louisiana. Dr. Lea then explained the quarantine includes
prohibiting the movement into or through Louisiana of deer and elk
and the movement of deer or elk out of Louisiana with the intent of
bringing them back into the State. He assured the Commission that
his Department wants to work with this Department in trying to find
out about CWD.
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Mr. Fred Kimmel began his presentation stating CWD has
captured the attention of the wildlife community unlike no other
disease in recent times. The proposed action by the Department
would complement the actions taken by the Department of
Agriculture, hoped Mr. Kimmel. He then commented four other states
have prohibited the importation of elk and deer into their state.
In 1998, the Commission passed regulations on the importation of
deer 1into Louisiana. One of these regulations prohibited the
importation of deer from Colorado and Wyoming which at that time
were the only states to have CWD problems. During his
presentation, Mr. Kimmel explained that CWD is a neurodegenerative
disease of deer and elk which messes up their brain. With so
little known about this disease, it makes developing regulations
very difficult. In 1967, CWD was first identified in some
experimental deer pens in Colorado. Then there was trading with
Wyoming deer in pens and was later found in the wild with no new
outbreaks for about 20 years. .The disease has been found in
captive populations in 6 states and also has been found in the wild
in 6 states. Signs an animal has this disease are when emaciation
occurs, loss of appetite, increased drinking or urination, drooped
heads and ears, excessive salivation and abnormal behavior. The
cause of this disease is not definitively known but eventually
causes holes in the brain tissue. Transmission of the disease is
also not known. So why the concern? The incubation period usually
runs about 18 months but could last up to 3 to 5 years. There is
no live test to run to see if an animal has this disease. The
infection from this disease could last in an environment more than
a year later even in the absence of direct contact with infected
animals. The best evidence to date limits this disease to deer and
elk and there has been no associations to humans or cattle. Mr.
Kimmel then gave infection rates in the states of Colorado,
Nebraska and Wisconsin. It is expected that the infection rate
will be higher in white-tailed deer than mule deer or elk since
they are so social. Also the rate could be higher as the
population density increases or if a herd is exposed for a long
period of time. The way Wisconsin is controlling this disease
within a core area was then explained by Mr. Kimmel. So where did
this disease come from? Again with little known about this, it is
suspected that outbreaks in the wild may have come from captive
herds. An ideal way to spread CWD is through auctions where the
animals are bought and sold and then transported to another area.
The costs incurred by Wisconsin, Colorado and the private sector
were then explained. Mr. Kimmel then asked the Commission to
consider taking action on a Declaration of Emergency and Notice of
Intent that would prohibit importation of deer into Louisiana;
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prohibits the transport of deer through Louisiana; prohibits import
and transport of elk into Louisiana in violation of the Livestock
Sanitary Board’s quarantine; requires people moving deer within the
State to notify Enforcement and provide basic information; requires
seizure of deer or elk imported in violation of the rules; and sets
a provision to sunset the rules in 2005 which will force staff to
reevaluate the issue at that time. Chairman Gattle asked what was
the difference between this proposed rule and the Department of
Agriculture’s gquarantine? Mr. Kimmel stated they were hopeful this
proposed rule would complement what the Department of Agriculture
did. With several ways people can possess deer, this rule will
have covered all the bases in regulating these people., Also, this
proposed rule will enhance enforcement for the agents and it is
hoped this will increase sportsmen’s attention to CWD. With all of
the unknowns, it was felt that a total ban was the best course of
action to take. Hearing no further questions, Chairman Gattle
asked for public comments.

Mr. Bill Shockey asked if the proposed rule pertained to live
deer only or was it intended for deer killed in other states
hunters may bring back to Louisiana? Mr. Kimmel stated this was
for live deer only.

Mr. Kimmel then read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of
the Resolution that covered both the Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent. Commissioner Kelly made a motion to adopt the
Resolution and it was seconded by Commissioner Stone. The motion
passed with no opposition.

(The full text of the Resolution,
Declaration of Emergency and Notice
of Intent are made a part of the
record.)

RESOLUTION .
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission at its regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge,
LA, May, 2, 2002.
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

chronic wasting disease is a neurodegenerative disease
found in captive deer and elk in eight states, as well
as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease

‘that is related to bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad

cow disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of
humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal, and

there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease,
and

evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and
elk can quickly spread chronic wasting disease, and

evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic
wasting disease has spread from captive deer and elk
herds to free ranging deexr, and

the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease
is resistant to traditional disinfection techniques and
apparently survives in the environment for an extended
period of time, and

although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries and Louisiana Department of Agriculture and
Forestry has licensed approximately 250 captive deer or
elk enclosures of various types, the deer and elk
industry in Louisiana is small and not dependent on
imported animals, and

in contrast, the egonomic impact of deer hunting is in
excess of $600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing
over 8,500 jobs, and

the cost to the state and private sector would be
substantial if a chronic wasting disease outbreak occurs
in Louisiana’s wild deer, and

the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease
outbreak is killing as many deer as possible in an area
surrounding the outbreak, and '

the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted
a declaration of emergency to address chronic wasting
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disease and other states, including Texas, have placed a
moratorium on deer importation, and

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana's wild deer
resources, the attached Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent prohibiting importation of deer and elk
are adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries

Commission.
Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. Chairman James H. Jenkins,Jr., Secretary
La. Wildlife and Fisheries La. Dept. of Wildlife and

Commisgssion Fisheries
DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R. S. 49:953 (B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
the following emergency rule. This action supercedes LAC 76:V.117.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect
for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure
Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for the promulgation of this Declaration of
Emergency are as follows:

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis (TB) occurs in captive and
free ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited
importation of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states
with endemic CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer.
Importation from Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence
of TB. Since that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least
21 captive deer or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma,
Nebraska, Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of
Saskatchewan. 1In addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and
elk, and those in the CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and
north-central Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging
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deer in Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases in
Wisconsin, found in March 2002, are the first east of the
Mississippi River. Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging
deer in western Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found
outside of the endemic area in the northeastern part of that state.
Several of the CWD outbreaks in wild deer appear to be associated
with captive elk herds.

CWD 1is a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, and scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for
CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to
deer and elk, and is not naturally transmitted to livestock or
humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it
is probably transmitted from animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is also thought to occur.
There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubation period (time from which the animal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at least 18 months and may be as long as
3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals -appear normal.
Symptoms o©of CWD include weight loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue
from dead animals is the only means of positive diagnosis. The
agent that causes CWD is extremely resistant to traditional
disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the infectious
agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some evidence
indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an extended
period of time.

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
and elk can quickly spread CWD beyond those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD outbreaks
in free ranging deer in Colorado, Nebraska, and South Dakota are
related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
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captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
least 12 states and 2 Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds
was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal
auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what animals they have been
in contact with, are seldom available. In some states, including
Louisiana, captive deer and elk may be introduced into large
enclosures containing wild deer. Once introduced into large, often
heavily vegetated enclosures, the animals usually cannot be
monitored or re-captured. Enclosures are not escape-proof and
escapes or fence to fence contact with free ranging wild deer can
be expected.

The Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry has
licensed approximately 120 alternative livestock farms that average
about 12 acres in size and contain an average of about 10 - 20 deer
each. 1In addition, 15 supplemented hunting preserves that are at
least 300 acres each are licensed by LDAF. These supplemented
hunting preserve enclosures may contain both released deer and
native wild deer. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries licenses about 115 non-commercial game breeders that
possess deer. The deer and elk.farming industry in Louisiana is
small, and as a whole, not highly dependent on imported deer. In
2000, the LDAF issued only 10 importation permits involving 57
deer.

In contrast, recreation associated with wild deer and wild
deer hunting has significant economic impact in Louisiana. In
2001, there were approximately 172,000 licensed deer hunters in
Louisiana. There were also an undetermined number that were not
required to have a license (under age 16 or over age 60). The 1996
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated
Recreation reports that deer hunting in Louisiana has an economic
impact of $603,909,581 per year and provides over 8,500 jobs. Many
landowners receive income from land leased for deer hunting.
Recreation has been the driving force maintaining rural and
timberland real estate values during the last several years.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.

State government could incur considerable costs in order to
effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
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the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitoring and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak in that state. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has
spent about $1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.
They are requesting an additional $2,300,000 in FY 2002/03 to
address CWD outbreaks in their state.

In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
would be affected by a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
hunting. would 1likely decline if significantly lower deer
‘populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding contact
with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce deer
hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer hunting
related retail purchases would therefore be likely. In Wisconsin,
Department of Natural Resources personnel report that a significant
decline in land wvalue in the CWD affected area has already
occurred. A significant reduction in deer hunting activity could
also have deleterious effects on agriculture, horticulture, and
forestry resulting from increased deer depredation of crops,
ornamentals, and trees if the reduction in hunting mortality is not
offset by CWD mortality.

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves
depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). By way of
example, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel and
landowners are killing 500 deer in a 415 square mile area for
testing. If more infected deer are found, a depopulation program
will likely be instituted. 1In Colorado, the Division of Wildlife
is killing as many deer and elk as possible in a 5-mile radius of
the CWD outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation
efforts are offensive to wildlife agencies, hunters, and other
citizens. However, this is the only available means to control CWD
outbreaks in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States Department of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to
authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program
in the United States. Prohibitions on the importation of deer and
elk have been instituted in a number of states. Texas and Florida
recently suspended importation of deer and elk. Other states,
including Wisconsin and Utah have developed rules that require that
imported deer and elk must originate from herds that have been
certified free of CWD for at least 5 years. However, because few,
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if any, herds in the United States can meet that standard, this
rule is effectively an importation prohibition.

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, an incubation
period measured in years, and insufficient animal records make it
extremely difficult to prevent the introduction of CWD infected
deer and elk into Louisiana under the current importation rules.
The recent deer and elk importation ban in Texas, one of the
largest buyers of deer, may result in “dumping” of deer into

Louisiana and other states. Introduction of CWD into Louisiana
could have wide-ranging and significant negative impacts on the
state’s wild deer resources and economy. For these reasons and

those outlined above, the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission believes that an immediate prohibition on the
importation of deer and elk into Louisiana is warranted. This
prohibition will remain in effect until no longer necessary.
Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§117. Deer and Elk Importation

A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus
virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the
species Odocoileus hemionus. '

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.

B. No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported
or transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or black-tailed
deer (hereinafter “deer”), into or through the State of Louisiana.
No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported or
transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”) into or
through Louisiana in violation of any Imposition of Quarantine by
the Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person transporting
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deer or elk between licensed facilities within the state must
notify the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and provide
information as required by the Department prior to departure from
the source facility and again upon arrival at the destination
facility. A transport identification number will be issued upon
providing the required information prior to departure. Transport
of deer or elk between licensed facilities without a ~wvalid
transport identification number is prohibited. Notification must
be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511. All deer or
elk imported or transported into or through this state in violation
of the provisions of this ban shall be seized and disposed of in
accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and Fisheries rules
and regulations.

C. This rule shall be in effect until May 30, 2005.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq. . ’

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman

NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice

of its intent to amend the rules governing white-tailed deer
importation.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and ﬁild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds

§117. White—tailed Deer and Elk Importation
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A, Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Qdocoileus
virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the
species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the gpecies Cervus
elaphus.

B.—Permits+- No person shall import, transport or cause to
be imported oxr transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or
black-tailed deer (hereinafter “deer” into or through the State
of Louisiana. No person shall import, transport or cause to be
imported or transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”
into or through ILouisiana in violation of any Imposition of

Quarantine by the Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person
transporting deer or elk between licensed facilities within the
state must notify the Department of Wildlife and Fishexies and
‘Qrovide information as required by the Department prior to
departure from the source facility and again upon arrival at the
destination facility. A transport identification number will be
issued upon providing the required information prior to departure.
Transport of deer or elk between licensed facilities without a
valid transport identification number is prohibited. Notification
must be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511, All
deer or elk imported or transported into oxr through this state in
violation of the provisions of this ban shall be seized and
disposed of in accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries rules and requlations. without—Ffirst—motifying—the
. . .
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C. fmport—Restricttomrs— This rule shall be in effect until
May 30, 2005. ’




AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15),.R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S5. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
Commission to promulgate and effectuate this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements, the filing of the notice of
intent and- final zrule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government. ’
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Interested persons may submit comments relative to the
proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby
issues its Family Impact Statement in connection with the preceding
Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman

Mr. Larry Savage handled the next agenda item, a Declaration
of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition of Confiscated Deer.
He stated this item would establish regulations for disposing deer
or elk confiscated due to the reasons established in the last
agenda item. These regulations deal with two groups of illegally
possessed deer. The first are deer being transported into
Louisiana in violation of the import ban. These animals will be
euthanized. The second group are illegally possessed deer within
the State. The Department will have the discretion on whether or
not to dispose of these animals. A report on euthanasia from the
Veterinary Medical Association was included in the Commissioner’s
packet. Current policy calls for the most satisfactory way to
dispose of these animals is by placing it back into the wild or
into a facility. But with CWD, this is calling for a change in
that policy. Chairman Gattle asked if he finds a fawn in the woods
and puts it into a pen, is that illegal? Mr. Savage answered yes.
Then Chairman Gattle asked if a doe is killed and a fawn is nearby,
a person should contact the Department and staff would determine
whether that fawn should be rehabilitated or euthanized. Mrx. .
Savage stated the Chairman was correct. Hearing no further
questions or public comments, Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Savage to
read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of the Resolution.
Commissioner Kelly made a motion to accept the Resolution.
Commissioner Sagrera seconded the motion and it passed with no
opposition.

(The full text of the Resolution,
Declaration of Emergency and Notice
of Intent are made a part of the
record.)
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RESOLUTION .
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission at its regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Roudge,

LA, Ma 2, 2002.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

chronic wasting disease is a neurodegenerative disease
found in captive deer and elk in eight states, as well
as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease
that is related to bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad
cow disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of
humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal, and

there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease,
and

evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and
elk can quickly spread chronic wasting disease, and

evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic
wasting disease has spread from captive deer and elk
herds to free ranging deer, and

the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease
is resistant to traditional disinfection techniques and
apparently survives in the environment for an extended
period of time, and

although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries and Louisiana Department of Agriculture and
Forestry has licensed approximately 250 captive deer or
elk enclosures of wvarious types, the deer and elk
industry in Louisiana is .small and not dependent on
imported animals, and

in contrast, the economic impact of deer hunting is in

excess of $600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing
over 8,500 jobs, and
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WHEREAS, the cost to the state and private sector would be
substantial if a chronic wasting disease outbreak occurs
in Louisiana’s wild deer, and

WHEREAS, the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease
outbreak is killing as many deer as possible in an area
surrounding the outbreak, and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted
a declaration of emergency to address chronic wasting
disease and other states, including Texas, have placed a
moratorium on deer importation, and

WHEREAS, confiscated 1live deer and elk typically are not
accompanied by accurate records of their place of origin,
route of translocation, or history of contacts with other
animals or holding facilities, and

WHEREAS, contact with chronic wasting disease infected deer or
facilities could result in undetected chronic wasting
disease infections in the confiscated deer, and

WHEREAS, integration of <chronic wasting disease infected
confiscated deer into existing captive or wild deer herds
could result in chronic wasting disease outbreaks in
Louisiana, and

WHEREAS, release of non-native deer into the wild can have adverse
impacts on native deer by reducing disease/parasite
resistance or altering breeding chronology, and

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana’s wild deer
resources, the attached Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent establishing regulations for disposal of
confiscated deer and elk are adopted by the Louisiana
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr., Chairman James H. Jenkins, Jr.,Secretary
Wildlife and Fisheries Department of Wildlife and
Commission Fisheries

DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
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Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R. S. 49:953 (B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
the following emergency rule.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect
for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure
Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for promulgation of this Declaration of Emergency
are as follows:

The disposition of confiscated live deer and elk is a problem
with significant biological and sociological ramifications.
Verification of the place of origin, history of contacts with other
animals, and the route of translocation for illegally possessed
animals is difficult to obtain. Improper handling of these animals
can have serious consequences for Louisiana’'s native deer herd and
legally held captive deer and elk.

LDWF's Nuisance Deexr Complaint records indicate that 28% of
all complaints in 2000 were problems concerning illegally possessed
deer - predominantly fawns. The incidence of deer and elk/red deer
confiscation (possibly in large numbers) can be expected to
increase with the implementation of a state ban on their
importation into or transport through Louisiana.

Currently, the Nuisance Deer Management Policy states that
confiscated deer will be “disposed of in the most appropriate
fashion” . Typically adult deer are sent to a willing LDWF-
authorized game breeder (if one can be found). *“Orphaned” fawns
are taken to LDWF-permitted rehabilitators and released back into
the wild at the appropriate time. Injured or sick animals with a
prognosis for low survivability are euthanized by LDWF according to

AVMA guidelines. At the time this Nuisance Deer Policy was
developed, social issues may have to some degree, overridden
biological concerns. However, current conditions dictate that

biological issues take precedent.
The proliferation of deer farming in Louisiana and nationwide

has resulted in an increase in interstate and intrastate movement
of pen-raised deer and elk. This development in conjunction with
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the emergence of serious diseases such as Chronic Wasting Disease
(CWD) and Bovine Tuberculosis (TB), have focused attention on the
proper disposition of deer and elk with uncertain histories.

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis occurs in captive and free
ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited importation
of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states with endemic
CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer. Importation from
Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence of TB. S8ince
that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least 21 captive deer
or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma, Nebraska,
Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of Saskatchewan. In
addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and elk, and those in the
CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and north-central
Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging deer in
Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases in Wisconsin,
found in March 2002, are the first east of the Mississippi River.
Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging deer in western
Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found outside of the
endemic area in the northeastern part of that state. Some of the
CWD outbreaks in wild deer and elk appear to be associated with
outbreaks in captive deer and elk herds.

CWD 1s a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, and scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for
CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to
deer and elk, and is not naturally transmitted to livestock or
humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it
is probably transmitted from animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is also thought to occur.
There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubation period (time from which the animal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at least 18 months and may be as long as
3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals appear normal.
Symptoms o©of CWD include weight loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue
from dead animals is the only means of positive diagnosis.
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The agent that causes CWD 1is extremely resistant to
traditional disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the
infectious agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some
evidence indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an
extended period of time. For example, after CWD deer were removed
from an enclosure in Colorado, the topsoil was plowed under, the
enclosure was disinfected, and no deer were reintroduced for 1
year. When deer were returned to that enclosure 1 year later, they
contracted CWD. . Containment of confiscated deer or elk that are
infected with CWD within an enclosure or other structure, could
expose animals subsequently held in the enclosure to CWD, and thus
spread the disease long after the infected animals have been
removed. '

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
and elk can quickly spread CWD beyond those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD outbreaks
in free ranging deer in Colorado, Nebraska, and South Dakota are
related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
least 12 states and 2 Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds
was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal
auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what other animals they
have been in contact with, are seldom available.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.
State government could incur considerable costs in order to
effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitoring and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak in that state. They will spend an additional
$1,900,000 next year and will hire 12 new employees to address the
CWD outbreak. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has spent about
$1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.
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In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
would be affected by a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
hunting would 1likely decline 1if significantly lower deer

populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding
contact with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce
deer hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer

hunting related retail purchases would therefore be likely. By way
of example, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel
report that a significant decline in land value in the CWD affected
area has already occurred. A significant reduction in deer hunting
activity could also have deleterious effects on agriculture,
horticulture, and = forestry resulting from increased deer
depredation of crops, ornamentals, and trees if the reduction in
hunting mortality is not offset by CWD mortality. '

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves
depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). In
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel and landowners
are killing 500 deer in a.415 square mile area for testing. If
more infected deer are found, a depopulation program will likely be
instituted. 1In Colorado, the Division of Wildlife is killing as
many deer and elk as possible in a S5-mile radius of the CWD
outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation efforts
are offensive to wildlife agencies,  hunters, and other citizens.
However, this is the only available means to control CWD outbreaks
in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States _Department ' of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to
authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program
in the United States. Prohibitions or 1limitations on the
importation of deer and elk have been instituted in a number of
states. Texas and Florida recently suspended importation of deer
and elk. The state of Texas will euthanize and incinerate the
carcasses of illegally imported deer.

Genetic pollution 1is another concern which arises should
confiscated deer be released into the wild. Genetic pollution
results from the introduction of non-native deer to Louisiana.
Native deer are tailored (genetically) by nature for survival in
Louisiana‘s varied habitats. Hybridization could have a
detrimental and irreversible impact on Louisiana's deer resource.
Diminished resistance to parasites/diseases and altered breeding

33



ecology are two major concerns that could significantly reduce the
fitness (productivity) of local deer.

Experience and research has shown that northern deer are
inferior at surviving in southern environments. Northern deer are
precisely engineered by nature to fit their northern environment.
They are larger and have heavier winter coats to cope with extreme
cold and have an immune system that has never been exposed to
southern diseases and parasites. Conversely, southern deer are
smaller by design to better cope with heat and humidity and their
immune systems are genetically programmed to fight specific
diseases and parasites. Recent research has shown that deer from
other regions do not do well in Louisiana.

A serious outbreak of hemorrhagic disease (EHDV-2) at the
Mississippi State University research pens in 1994 killed 36 of 114
deer originating from seven different states. The differences in
mortality rates between the genetic groupings were significant with
the probability of mortality increasing as the proportion of
northern genes increased. Northern deer have very little
resistance to EHD. ~

After 2 growing seasons in Louisiana, antler development on 24
translocated Wisconsin bucks was average or below average when

compared to native bucks of similar age. At 2.5 years old,
Wisconsin bucks averaged 5.3 points while native deer averaged:
nearly 7.5 points. Wisconsin deer did not develop the superior

antlers they were genetically capable of when grown in Louisiana.

Humane treatment of confiscated deer 1is an important
consideration to the LWFC, the LDWF, and the public, and toward
that end confiscated deer will be handled and euthanized in the
most humane manner possible. Of even more importance, however, is
the long-term health and vitality of the Louisiana‘s wild deer
resources. :

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, an incubation
period measured in years, insufficient animal records, and possible
long-term CWD contamination of facilities, make it extremely
difficult to prevent the introduction of CWD into Louisiana if
imported deer and elk are integrated into existing captive deer
herds or released into the wild. The recent deer and elk
importation ban in Texas, formerly one of the largest buyers of
deer, may result in “dumping” of deer into Louisiana and other
states. Introduction of CWD into Louisiana could have wide-ranging
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and significant negative impacts on the state’s wild deer resources
and economy. Genetic pollution can have negative impacts on local
native deer populations should non-native deer be released into the
wild. For these reasons and those outlined above, the Louisiana
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission believes euthanasia of all deer
and elk imported contrary to LWFC regulations and state law is
warranted. Furthermore, the LWFC believes that the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries should euthanize illegally
obtained deer with origins within the state if the Department
believes such action 1is prudent and necessary based upon
considerations including the certainty of origin, confinement
history, and age.

Title 76
WIi:DLI FE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§121. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk
A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Qdocoileus
virginianus. :

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the
species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.

B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or
red deer imported into Louisiana in violation of Louisiana Wildlife
and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF), or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report
of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,
white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and.possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner .conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
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and age will be among the factors considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition  of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire
lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et .seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman

NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice
of its intent to promulgate rules governing disposal of confiscated
deer and elk.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§ilz21. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk

A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus
virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the
species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus. :
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B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or
red deer imported into Louisiana in violation of Louisiana Wildlife
and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF) , or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report
of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,
white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
and age will be among the factors considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire
lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR ..

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
Commission to promulgate and effectuate this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements,. the filing of the notice of
intent and final rule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government.

Interested persons may submit comments relative to the
proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby
issues its Family Impact Statement in connection with the preceding
Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).

Thomas-M. Gattle, Jr.
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Chairman

Public Information Section Report for October 2001 through
March 2002 by Ms. Marianne Burke will be given in June. However,
Ms. Burke wanted the Commission to see a public service
announcement that will publicize the Department in hopes of
changing its image. This PSA will be shown on 15 television
stations in Louisiana, 4 network affiliates in Monroe and Lake
Charles, and even into Texas or 5 other states. At this time, the
PSA was shown. ' -

The Commissioners agreed to hold the September 2002 Meeting on
Thursday, September 5, 2002 beginning at 10:00 a.m. at the Baton
Rouge Headquarters. '

Chairman Gattle then asked for any Public Comments. Mr. Mel
Landry, Southern Atchafalaya Sportsman’s Club, stated their
proposal for Area 6 was asking for two weekends before Thanksgiving
for muzzleloader, then open still hunting on the Saturday before
Thanksgiving and open with or without dogs on December 7. He also
noted they have a tremendous water problem is his area. Mr. Landry
asked the Commission to loock at his proposal. '

There being no further business, Commissioner Denmon made a
motion to Adjourn the meeting and it was seconded by Commissioner
Sagrera.

Jam Jenkinsy” Jr.

Secretary

JHJ:sch
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@Q/M& N2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING
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ZJ\&,N&O lgq ILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
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4

Thursday, May 2, 2002

itle, Jr. presiding.

/)

Bl BUSDICE
Terry Denmon
Lee Felterman
Tom Kelly
Wayne Sagrera
Jerry Stone
Secretary James H. Jenkins, Jr. was also present.
Chairman Gattle called for a motion for approval of the April
4, 2002 Commission Minutes. A motion for approval was made by
Commissioner Busbice and seconded by Commissioner Sagrera. The
"motion passed with no opposition.

The Monthly Law .Enforcement Report for April was given by
Major Keith LaCaze. The following numbers of citations were issued
during April.

Region I - Minden - 149 citations and 16 warnings.

Region II - Monroe - 95 citat;ons and 10 warnings.

Region III - Alexandria - 149 citations and 18 warnings.

Region IV - Ferriday - 73 citations and 19 warnings.

Region V - Lake Charles - 197 citations and 2 warnings.

Region VI - Opelousas - 175 citations and 29 warnings.

Region VII - Baton Rouge - 228 citations and 13 warnings.

Region VIII - New Orleans - 234 citations and 29 warnings.



Region IX - Schriever - 270 citations and 49 warnings.
Oyster Strike Force - 46 citations.

Seafood Investigation Unit - 56 citations.

SWEP - 6 citations.

Refuge Patrol - 57 citations.

The grand total of citations issued statewide for the month of
April was 1,715. Also there were 185 warning citations issued
statewide. -

The aviation report for April 2002 showed enforcement pilots
flew three airplanes a total of 45.1 hours for enforcement and 14.3
hours for other divisions. Five citations were igsued. A total of
10 classes with 269 students were certified in hunter education in
April.

Commissioner Denmon asked if the number of angling without a
license citation was higher than usual? Major LaCaze stated no
this was a very common violation and seems to always have been.
Commissioner Denmon asked 1if this should be viewed as an
educational issue that needs to be addressed? Major LaCaze stated
the Department tries to remind the public through News Releases or
articles featured in newspapers to get their licenses before going
out.

Chairman Gattle then introduced and acknowledged several
legislators 1in attendance at the meeting, Representative Hunt
Downer, Representative Damon Baldone, Senator Rob Marionneaux, and
Senator Reggie Dupre. He then allowed them the opportunity to
~address the Commission.

Representative Hunt Downer stated there was an issue of
importance, especially to those in the coastal parishes, on the
importation of foreign shrimp that needed attention. This is
proving to be an economic disaster. The commercial industry which
includes shrimping was what started Louisiana and if this industry
goes under, a ripple effect will be felt throughout the state.
Representative Downer then noted that a 12 cent per barrel
severance tax is collected on domestic shrimp and suggested there
should be a tax imposed on foreign shrimp as well. If this tax is
approved, the money could be given to the Enforcement Division so



that the Interstate Commerce clause would not be violated.
However, the hidden benefit of this would be finding out where the
shrimp are coming from, how much is coming into the State and how
it is being mixed in with domestic shrimp. With this information,
“hopefully the Federal government will be able to find a long term
solution. Drafting of legislation would begin as soon as possible

to impose this tax. Representative Downer then asked if the
Commission had any suggestions or ideas to help the shrimpers, the
Legislature would appreciate hearing them. He thanked the

Commission on behalf of the shrimpers. Then he stated the prices
are. too low and when these fishermen can not make a living, not
only will they lose, but the state as a whole will lose. Chairman
Gattle expressed appreciation and stated the Commission was very
concerned with the problems the shrimpers are encountering.
Representative Downer asked the Commission to pass a resolution
supporting or endorsing the Legislature’s effort to halt the
importation of foreign shrimp. This support from one of the
industries regulatory bodies will help make the Legislature’s job
easier.

Representative Damon Baldone also stated this is a very, very
serious problem and noted they have already written the U.S.
Congressional delegates. He felt the severance tax would help
enforce the importation. Issues of concern with these foreign
shrimp, such as antibiotics, will be looked into. If the culture,
history and heritage is lost, Louisiana will be lost, commented
Representative Baldone. He ended noting there is a need to protect
the fishermen.

Senator Reggie Dupre stated almost 40 percent of the shrimping
licenses sold comes from his district. The months of April and
early May are times of great excitement and anticipation with the
opening of the shrimp season for these fishermen. But this year
there is no excitement, just despair. The prognosis is bad due to
the low shrimp prices . and the high cost of fuel and other expenses
this year. Senator Dupre then read a letter from 20 State
Representatives and 8 Senators to Governor Foster on the shrimp
season and asking for assistance. He then asked the Commission for
any assistance with this problem. Also he mentioned he spoke with
Congressman Tauzin and other high ranking attorneys and they are
looking at different options. As far as setting the opening date
for shrimp season, Senator Dupre reminded the Commission they broke
from tradition last year and did not open on a Monday. In Zone 2,
- the shrimp generally leave with the tides and moon more so than in
any other zone. He advised that the shrimp will be large enough to



harvest on Wednesday, May 15. Senator Dupre then presented two
options: May 20 which is the latest possible date to open the
season in Zone 2 or May 13 when the moon is right. He suggested
splitting the opening which would be Thursday, May 16.

Commissioner Busbice asked how much severance tax 1is on
domestic shrimp? Representative Downer stated it was 12 cents per
barrel and these funds go to Enforcement. Last year $150,000 was
received from this tax. He then stated they were told 20 percent
of the shrimp is domestic shrimp and 80 percent 1is foreign.
Chairman Gattle asked what is Congressman Tauzin’s position on the
dumping of foreign shrimp? Senator Dupre stated there are two
issues. The first is the dumping issue which is very difficult to
prove and to prove this you have to show that your domestic
“industry is hurt and you have to show unfair prices in other
countries. The other issue is the chemicals put into the shrimp.
The European countries do not accept the foreign shrimp due to
antibiotics which may cause cancer. The downturn. of the economy,
combined with the recession in Japan and the shrimp from Guyana,
will result in a disaster in south Louisiana. Representative
Downer stated if they had a way to track the imported shrimp, then
they could compare it each year and could give substance to the
lawsuit on what is happening in the foreign markets. He concluded
stating the Legislature was going to do a little victim’s rights
with the severance tax. Chairman Gattle asked that the Commission
be provided with a copy of the draft legislation so they could
follow and support it.

Senator Rob Marionneaux stated he was there on a different
igssue, but did want to echo the sentiments of his colleagues. The
two issues of concern for the Senator was the 6 point or better in
three parishes proposed rule and the bowhunting season. With
respect to the 6 point proposed rule, he felt it was unwarranted
and would be very difficult for Enforcement agents to -enforce.
" Then Senator Marionneaux stated for the record he was opposed to
both proposed changes. On the bowhunting season, comments the
Senator has received were to leave it as it was or allow the
hunters to shoot bucks only in October. He asked to see the
details of the proposed 6 point or better rule so questions such as
will the WMAs be included, are spikes three inches or less legal,
can youth hunters shoot bucks can be answered. He asked that the
Commission work through the process keeping conservation in mind.
Finally, Senator Marionneaux feels the 6 point rule could eliminate
a generation of hunters and this could also have a ripple effect
within the area. Chairman Gattle expressed appreciation to Senator



Marionneaux for his comments and stated they have heard a lot of
comments on those issues as well. Commissioner Felterman agreed
that the details on the 6 point rule was needed and he urged the
Department to provide this so it can be reviewed prior to the
deadline.

Oyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the Oyster
Industry was given by Mr. Mike Voisin with the Oyster Task Force.
He stated he was a 7" generation oyster farmer and they have been
in the business since the 1700's when their families came from
France. Louisiana has the best of both worlds, there are 1.6
million oyster acres managed by the Commission, another 400,000
acres leased outside of that and another 400,000-500,000 acres not
yet leased. 1In the 1840's oyster farming began in Louisiana. The
Oyster Commission which is the predecessor of the Commission was
put into place by the Legislature in 1902. The industry produces
about $266 million renewal impact throughout Louisiana.
Approximately 250 million pounds of raw oysters are produced each
year. Mr. Voisin explained the process for creating an oyster
reef. Two months ago in Terrebonne Parish, about $100,000 was used
to create one acre of reef. Speaking on coastal restoration, Mr.
Voisin stated the first freshwater diversion structure was built by
oyster farmers. Oyster are produced in a 5-15 part per thousand
salinity line in south Louisiana. The industry has worked with
Congress for over 50 years urging freshwater diversion. The
Caernarvon issue was suppose to have little or no impact on the
oyster industry and for the first two years there was little
impact. But in year three, the management team decided to build
land with this, so they went for maximum diversion abilities of the
units. Farmers asked that the affected areas be relocated, but the
agencies told them there was nothing they could do. The only
option was to sue the agencies. When the suits were filed,
industry leaders understood this would not be the solution for the
coastal restoration and oyster farmers. A plan was developed in
1994 and 1995 to survive what was going to be coming and an oyster
relocation plan became final in 1997. Again Mr. Voisin stated the
oyster industry supports the Caernarvon Freshwater Structure.
Federal funds were acquired in the Davis Pond relocation area to
allow farmers to get within that 5 ppt salinity level. The leases
have been modified legislatively to include the traditional 15 year
lease, a projected impact area for lease from 1 to 14 years and an
operational area lease for those that may want to take a chance and
operate within the freshwater zones. In August of each year, the
Department of Natural Resources attends the Oyster Task Force
meeting to present their recommendations for oyster leases for the



upcoming year. A recent report was published on saving coastal
Louisiana and Mr. Voisin read a portion of that report. A lot of
effort and energy were put into changing legislation by planning
for the challenge and working with the Legislature on implementing
solutions. He assured the Commission the industry was ready to
work with everyone to resolve all of the concerns. With reference
to the recently implemented moratorium on new oyster leases, the
Task Force supports this plan for a short while so work can be done
on legislative issues that may need to be dealt with. However
their concern on the moratorium is with those whose applications
are in place and the fact they can not create a lease from that
area. This moratorium has affected a number of people from the
Davis Pond area and they will have nowhere to go this September.
Chairman Gattle apologized for not taking the Task Force in a
timely manner at the last meeting and appreciated their patience in
coming back. He expressed pleasure in the Task Force'’s support for
the moratorium for the short term.

Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp Season
began with Mr. Martin Bourgeois stating the Marine Fisheries
Division has compiled the most current hydrological and biological
conditions for the shrimp resource. The presentation included
slides of the life history diagram of shrimp; annual Louisiana
shrimp catch versus landings for years 1976-2001; Louisiana monthly
shrimp landings for years 2000, 2001 and the mean average for 1990-
1999; Louisiana 2001 shrimp catch; annual Louisiana shrimp catch
for brown and white shrimp; and the annual Louisiana shrimp gear
license sales. Then switching to environmental conditions the
following slides were shown: monthly southeast Louisiana rainfall;
monthly Mississippi River discharge; south Barataria Bay monthly
water temperatures and the deviations from 68°F; south Barataria
Bay daily water temperatures from February through April; south
Barataria Bay April daily water temperatures; north Barataria Bay
monthly salinity; April 2002 tidal range; April acreage greater
than 10 ppt; brown shrimp catch per effort in 6' trawls in
Barataria Bay; brown shrimp mean size in 6' trawls in Barataria
Bay; 2001 Louisiana brown catch by basin; brown shrimp catch per
effort in 6' trawls for week 18; brown shrimp mean size in 6!
trawls for week 18; and a map of the three shrimp management zones.
The Department projects the percentage of shrimp for each zone that
will be larger than 100 count per pound. In Zone 1, on May 20, 57
percent of the shrimp will be larger than 100 count per pound; on
May 27 the percentage will be 74. On May 20 the percentage of
shrimp larger than 100 count in Zone 2 will be 69; and on the 27
of May, it will be 91 percent. Not until May 27 in Zone 3 will 57



percent of the shrimp be larger than 100 count per pound. ©On a
statewide basis, it will not be until May 20 when 68 percent of the
count will be larger. The last slide shown was the predicted tidal
range for May 2002. Chairman Gattle asked for the Department’s
recommendation. Mr. Bourgeois advised that the Commission has to
open the shrimp season in Zone 2 on or before the third Monday in
May. Then he recommended opening the Breton and Chandeleur Sounds
in Zone 1 on May 16 with the remainder of Zone 1 opening on May 27,
Zone 2 should open on May 16, and Zone 3 should open on May 27.
Chairman Gattle then asked for public comments based on the
Department’s recommendations.

Mr. Herman Williams, from Cutoff, suggested opening Zones 1
and 2 together to spread out the boats. After hearing again the
recommendations, he felt they were good dates. Bayou ‘Lafourche
splits Zones 1 and 2, but last year when this area was closed there
were still large shrimp in the larger bays. He then suggested
closing the east and west sides of Bayou Lafourche at the same time
if the science calls for it.

Mr. George Barisich, President of the United Commercial
Fisherman’s Association, stated that his organization would not
attend the May meeting and make a recommendation for opening the
season. They suggested that each individual member come to the
. Commission and present their case.. The importation of low priced
shrimp has caused the price of 80-100 count shrimp to go down to 40
cents per pound when last year they were $1.10 per pound. Mr.
Barisich then stated he cannot make ends meet with the prices being
30 cents per pound. The majority of the membership wants to hold
the opening until the shrimp can reach a higher optimum yield. Mr.
Barisich stated Zone 2 is a unique operation and the members are
split in how the season should open. He then noted fishermen in
Zone 1 would probably ask for an opening of May 28 to achieve a
larger crop.

Mr. Pete Gerica, Lake Pontchartrain Fisherman’s Association,
stated their organization held a meeting earlier in the week. He
felt a statewide opening would be a disaster, so he asked that the
season open in Zone 1 no earlier than May 27. He agreed with
letting the Breton and Chandeleur Sounds open the same day as Zone
2.

Mr. Michael Gros, a fishermen from Larose, stated he works
Barataria Bay, Terrebonne-Timbalier area most of the year. He knew
- of fishermen that were outlawing by catching 50-60 boxes per night



of 130-150 count shrimp per pound. If the season is open too
early, the disaster will be compounded. He then asked that the
Zone 2 season open no earlier than May 20.

Mr. Gene Adams stated the shrimp available this year is the
same as that from last year. 1In Zone 2, he asked that the season
open as early as possible. He then stated that May 16 is too late
for his area, but felt May 13 is right.

Mr. Barry Flash, an East Bank fisherman, asked that the season
open after May 27 and not before.

Hearing no further comments, Chairman Gattle then restated the
Department’s recommendation of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds in Zone
1l to open May 16, the remainder of Zone 1 will open on May 27, Zone
2 will open on May 16 and Zone 3 - May 27. Commissioner Kelly made
a motion to adopt the Department’s recommendations. Commissioner
Felterman seconded the motion and it passed with no opposition.
Mr. Bourgeois then read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of the
Resolution since it gives Secretarial authority and also reopens
that portion of offshore water currently closed in 2one 2.
Commissioner Stone told the shrimpers the Commission will help with
the import problem, but they do not have much authority when it
comes to taxation.

(The full text of the Resolution and
Declaration of Emergency are made a
part of the record.)

\ RESOLUTION

2002 Spring Shrimp Season Opening
adopted by the
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
May 2, 2002

WHEREAS, the traditional management criteria used by the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries in recommending the
opening dates for the spring inshore shrimp season are
based on the population of brown shrimp in each shrimp
management zone reaching such a size that 50% or more of
the brown shrimp are 100 count per pound or larger, and

WHEREAS, current biological data project that 50% of the 2002
brown shrimp crop will meet the 100 count per pound



In accordance with the emergency provisions of R.S. 49:953(B)
and R.S. 49:967 of the Administrative Procedure Act which allows
the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to use emergency procedures
to set shrimp seasons and R.S. 56:497 which provides that the
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission shall fix no less than two open
seasons each year for all or part of inside waters and shall have
the authority to open or close outside waters, the Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission does hereby set the 2002 Spring Inshore Shrimp
Season to open as follows: ’

Zone 1, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
Mississippi State line to the eastern shore of South Pass of the
Mississippi River, to open at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002, except the open
waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as described in the menhaden -
rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall open at 6 a.m. May 16, 2002, and

Zone 2, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
eastern shore of South Pass of the Migssissippi River westward to
the western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh
Island, as well as that portion of the State’s Territorial Waters
south of the Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495
from the Atchafalaya River Channel at Eugene Island as delineated
by the River Channel buoy line to Freshwater Bayou, all to open at
6 a.m. May 16, 2002, and

Zone 3, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waterg from the
western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh Island
westward to the Texas State Line, to open at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002.

The Commission also hereby grants to the Secretary of the
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries the authority to close any
portion of the State's inshore waters to protect small white shrimp
if biological and technical data indicates the need to do so, or
enforcement problems develop.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman

The next agenda item, Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident
Hunting Season Dates and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules &
Regulations began with Chairman Gattle making a statement with
regard to Area 6. The public opinion in the form of letters,
comments and phone calls on this topic have been professionally
done, non-confrontational and often supportive of the Department.
Chairman Gattle expressed appreciation in the way these comments
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were made to the Commission. He felt the Department and staff have
based recommendations on sound biological data and good deer
management. The Commission is asked to manage the resource for the
benefit of the consumptive and non-consumptive public. But in an
effort to resolve the Area 6 situation, Chairman Gattle made two
recommendations to the Commission for their consideration: 1) open
Area 6 on October 19 for bowhunting of either sex deer until
November 1 and then continue the season at the end of January until
February 16 for either sex or 2) change the season dates back to
the way they were last year and go forward with the possibility of
changing Area 6 into two Areas in the future. Commissioner Denmon
asked if option one was for either sex hunting? Chairman Gattle
answered yes. Commissioner Felterman stated he made a motion at
the last meeting and then pulled it. Now he made a motion to go
along with the Chairman’s second option. Then he asked Mr. Tommy
Prickett to give the dates. Mr. Prickett gave the following season
dates based on calendar adjustments: archery - October l-January

31; muzzleloader - November 16-November 22; still hunting -
November 23-December 6; with or without dogs - December 7-January
19; muzzleloader - January 20-January 26. Commissioner Busbice

seconded the motion. Commissioner Stone congratulated the public
on the fine way he received all the comments on this subject and
stated they did it right and it was a pleasure to see.

Mr. Ray Bordelon, Avoyelles Wildlife Federation, asked if a
portion of Avoyelles Parish Area 1 would still be moved into Area
6? Mr. Prickett stated the proposal in the Notice of Intent is to
move the northern portion of Avoyelles Parish from Area 1 into Area
6. Chairman Gattle stated the motion does not address that issue.

Mr. Don Puckett suggested the Commission take public comments
before voting. Chairman Gattle then asked for public comment on
"the motion.

Mr. Russell Lantier, Bowhunters Association, stated that most
pecople that have contacted him have asked for the February 28 date.
But what they emphasized when asking for the date was asking that
they not lose the either sex days. Mr. Lantier then asked that
modifications to Area 6 be studied for next year.

Mr. Allen Dupont, a hunter in Area 6, stated he had mixed
feelings on how the season should run. But his biggest fear was
losing time in the field. Mr. Dupont was all for opening in the
middle of October and going through the middle of February. He
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also suggested taking the politics out of this issue and do what is
best for the hunters and the deer herd.

Mr. Renee Thibodaux stated he and about 10 other bowhunters
were very interested in saving their October 1 opening date and
appreciated hearing the Commission was willing to listen to the
public. He stated they were also very concerned about the fawns
but did not agree with extending the season into February. A copy
of a survey was given to the Commissioners for their information.

Ms. Becky Nicosia, owner of Hunters Pro Shop, thanked the
Commission for proposing to leave the season as it was last year.
She agreed with Mr. Thibodaux that the percentage of the bow kills
is so small that they do not affect the deer harvest. Ms. Nicosia
suggested separating out the area that may be causing the problem.
Going further, she felt bowhunters were going to hunt on October 1
even if they have to go to another state and this would affect
revenues for Louisiana. Again she asked the Commission to go with
the October 1 opening date.

Mr. Bill Shockey stated he was a proponent of the November 1-
February 28 season. The biologists recommended going with that
season and the only way to keep politics out is to follow the
scientific evidence and the opinions from the biologists.

Hearing no further comments on the motion, Chairman Gattle
called for a vote. The motion passed with no opposition. The
Chairman then asked for any other comments on the resident hunting
dates and regulations.

Mr. Gordon Matherne, a guide on Salvador WMA, stated he has
hunted this area for 16 years with very little impact to anyone
else. Being a single owner guide, he asked himself why should he
be allowed to hunt on the WMAs? One answer was the assistance he
can provide to someone that may be stranded. He knew that it was
to his benefit to make sure all rules and regulations were followed
“and noted he did not hesitate to report violators. The economic
benefit to the state with his clients buying out-of-state licenses,
the WMA permits and the local hotels and motels was another reason
for continuing to operate on the WMA. Mr. Matherne did note that
commercial trappers and alligator hunters also hunt on Salvador and
makes money. As for a solution, Mr. Matherne suggested taking care
of the problem where it is occurring and not have a statewide ban.
If the problem is out-of-state operations, limit the hunting to
Louisiana resident guides only. Finally he stated the WMAs are a
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great place to hunt and asked they continue to be managed.
Commissioner Stone asked Mr. Matherne what was an optimum number of
hunters per guide? Mr. Matherne answered four. He added that a
Coast Guard Captain’s License is required for anyone who takes
hunters out for pay and suggested checking this license when trying
to enforce the rules.

Mr. Corey Dufresh, a one outfitter guide that guides on the
WMAs, stated he was against the total ban on hunting guides on
WMAS. '

Mr. Fred Charleville, President of a hunting club off of Bayou
Sorrel, stated they want to support good things for hunting but
also want to be able to enforce those things. They manage their
herd themselves and have been for the past 25 years. Their lease
is bound on the east side by state land, half of which is in
Iberville Parish and the other half in St. Martinville Parish and
they have to watch the hunters to make sure the laws are being
followed. With reference to the 6 point rule, Mr. Charleville
suggested that his club would like to see it phased in as a 4 point
rule this year and have everyone do it so it can be enforced. He
also asked that the number of does days be cut.

Mr. Phil Keller asked why there is not a handicap season for
the Red River area or a youth season on the Maurepas area?
Chairman Gattle stated it was a good question and suggested he talk
with Mr. Prickett.

Mr. Chad Dauthier, Quality Deer Management Association, on
what Senator Marionneaux stated, commented last year the Commission
was provided with letters from Representative Don Cazayoux,
District Judge James Best, District Judge Robin Free and DA Ricky
Ward supporting the program. He agreed with Mr. Charleville on the
enforcement problems, but noted regulations were set for the honest
hunters. At a meeting held with Mr. David Moreland, three main
points were touched on and they included: 1) the parishes of West
Baton Rouge, Pointe Coupee and Iberville would have a 6 point or
better regulation; 2) spikes with antlers less than 3 inches would
be legal at all times during the season; and 3) the youth hunts
would allow youth to shoot at anything.

Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Prickett if he had anything to say
on the 6 point rule. Mr. Prickett stated in conversations with the
Commission and in reviewing last month’s tapes, staff decided, for
a three year period of time, hunters would harvest deer with 6
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points or better and 3 inch and shorter spikes in Iberville, West
Baton Rouge and Pointe Coupee Parishes. A specific detail
sportsmen are interested in knowing is “what is a point?”. For an
antler to be counted as a point, it must be one inch measured from
the front edge of the main beam of the antler and it also must be
taller than it is wide. On the 3 inch spikes or less, a question
asked was “does that mean both antlers”? Mr. Prickett answered
yes, both antlers must be 3 inches or shorter. On the question of
are WMAs included? The intent would be no since they have
different season lengths and regulations. Mr. Prickett then
suggested not including a small portion of Iberville Parish east of
the Mississippi River in the 6 point or better proposal. He then
noted Mr. David Moreland and Mr. Mike Olinde have put together a
monitoring program to study this proposal. The Commission asked
that this monitoring program be presented.

Mr. Moreland stated the experiment is designed to move deer up
into an older age class and to protect younger deer through antler
restrictions. Deer with spikes greater than 3 inches and those
with less than 6 points will be protected. Through records from
DMAP lands, results could be either a higher percentage of adult
bucks on the land or the adult buck kill per acre will increase.
Mr. Moreland reminded everyone this proposal was not designed to
produce more bucks or bigger bucks, but the harvest will be shifted
from the 1-1/2 year old deer to the 2 and 3 year old deer. Also he
stated those 2 and 3 year old deer that will be killed will not be
any larger than those already being killed since no other control
measures are being included. Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Moreland
what he meant by larger? Mr. Moreland stated the deer will have
bigger antlers only because of his age, but the overall program is
not designed to produce bigger deer. The issue that will be
monitored is are deer being moved up and this will be done by
increasing the amount of data collected. The second method for
monitoring is by sending the landowners and hunting clubs a survey
before and after the season on the program. Enforcement will be
heavily relied upon to make sure hunters are complying with the
. antler regulations. Commissioner Denmon stated Mr. Moreland has
done an excellent job based on the intent made at the last meeting.
He also stated he agreed with Mr. Prickett on his description of
what a point is. Chairman Gattle asked if the suggestion that
youth be allowed to shoot sgpikes was addressed? Mr. Moreland
stated, in the meeting with the Association, it was discussed that
youth hunters be allowed to hunt any deer except spotted fawns on
that particular weekend. He added the Department did not deal with
that issue, but the Commission could include it as part of their
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proposal. Commissioner Denmon felt it would be appropriate to
include that provision in the proposal and then asked if a motion
was needed? Mr. Prickett felt this was a modification to the
Notice of Intent and it will be included in the £final rule.
Commissioner Denmon then asked Mr. Prickett if the Commission has
given staff enough information to present the proposal? Mr.
Prickett stated they will draft a detail of the program, including
the additional comments received, have the Commission approve it
and get it to the public so they will see how this proposal will
work. Chairman Gattle stated this was good and felt no further
action was needed. '

Mr. Vic Blanchard, Quality Deer Management’ Association, asked
if possible to meet again with Mr. Moreland and Enforcement to work
on defining the boundaries so it would be easier for the agents.

A Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-tailed
Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease began with Mr. Tommy
Prickett stating chronic wasting disease has really surfaced within
the last 1-1/2 years. He then introduced Dr. Max Lea, State
Veterinarian with the Department of Agriculture and Forestry, and
asked that he be allowed to brief the Commission on what his
department has done.

Dr. Max Lea stated they are very concerned with the situation
involving chronic wasting disease (CWD) in elk and white-tailed
deer. This is a big issue nationwide in agriculture. The USDA has
become very involved in this problem by depopulating and paying
indemnity money on a number of elk herds in Colorado and other
states that has this disease. The problem today is not very much
is known about CWD; however there is no indication that CWD and
another disease referred to as mad cow disease moves between
species or involves humans. The Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board
met earlier in the week and imposed a quarantine on the movement of
deer and elk into the State to prevent CWD from getting into the
state. Plans for surveillance techniques are being developed for
captive or farm-raised deer to find out if this disease is in
Louisiana. Dr. Lea then explained the quarantine includes
prohibiting the movement into or through Louisiana of deer and elk
and the movement of deer or elk out of Louisiana with the intent of
bringing them back into the State. He assured the Commission that
his Department wants to work with this Department in trying to find
out about CWD.
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Mr. Fred Kimmel began his presentation stating CWD has
captured the attention of the wildlife community unlike no other
disease in recent times. The proposed action by the Department
would complement the actions taken by the Department of
Agriculture, hoped Mr. Kimmel. He then commented four other states
have prohibited the importation of elk and deer into their state.
In 1998, the Commission passed regulations on the importation of
deer into Louisiana. One of these regulations prohibited the
importation of deer from Colorado and Wyoming which at that time
were the only states to have CWD problems. During his
presentation, Mr. Kimmel explained that CWD is a neurodegenerative
disease of deer and elk which messes up their brain. With so
~little known about this disease, it makes developing regulations
very difficult. In 1967, CWD was first identified in some
experimental deer pens in Colorado. Then there was trading with
Wyoming deer in pens and was later found in the wild with no new
outbreaks for about 20 years. The disease has been found in
captive populations in 6 states and also has been found in the wild
in 6 states. Signs an animal has this disease are when emaciation
occurs, loss of appetite, increased drinking or urination, drooped
heads and ears, excessive salivation and abnormal behavior. The
cause of this disease 1is not definitively known but eventually
causes holes in the brain tissue. Transmission of the disease is
also not known. So why the concern? The incubation period usually
runs about 18 months but could last up to 3 to 5 years. There is
no live test to run to see if an animal has this disease. The
infection from this disease could last in an environment more than
a year later even in the absence of direct contact with infected
animals. The best evidence to date limits this disease to deer and
elk and there has been no associations to humans or cattle. Mr.
Kimmel then gave infection rates in the states of Colorado,
Nebraska and Wisconsin. It is expected that the infection rate
will be higher in white-tailed deer than mule deer or elk since
they are so social. Also the rate could be higher as the
population density increases or if a herd is exposed for a long
period of time. The way Wisconsin is controlling this disease
within a core area was then explained by Mr. Kimmel. 8o where did
this disease come from? Again with little known about this, it is
suspected that outbreaks in the wild may have come from captive
herds. An ideal way to spread CWD is through auctions where the
animals are bought and sold and then transported to another area.
The costs incurred by Wisconsin, Colorado and the private sector
were then explained. Mr. Kimmel then asked the Commission to
consider taking action on a Declaration of Emergency and Notice of
Intent that would prohibit importation of deer into Louisiana;
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prohibits the transport of deer through Louisiana; prohibits import
and transport of elk into Louisiana in violation of the Livestock
Sanitary Board’s quarantine; requires people moving deer within the
State to notify Enforcement and provide basic information; requires
seizure of deer or elk imported in violation of the rules; and sets
a provision to sunset the rules in 2005 which will force staff to
reevaluate the issue at that time. Chairman Gattle asked what was
the difference between this proposed rule and the Department of
Agriculture’s quarantine? Mr. Kimmel stated they were hopeful this
proposed rule would complement what the Department of Agriculture
did. With several ways people can possess deer, this rule will
have covered all the bases in regulating these people. Also, this
proposed rule will enhance enforcement for the agents and it is
hoped this will increase sportsmen’s attention to CWD. With all of
the unknowns, it was felt that a total ban was the best course of
action to take. Hearing no further questions, Chairman Gattle
asked for public comments.

Mr. Bill Shockey asked if the proposed rule pertained to live
deer only or was it intended for deer killed in other states
hunters may bring back to Louisiana? Mr. Kimmel stated this was
for live deer only.

Mr. Kimmel then read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of
the Resolution that covered both the Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent. Commissioner Kelly made a motion to adopt the
Resolution and it was seconded by Commissioner Stone. The motion
passed with no opposition.

(The full text of the Resolution,
Declaration of Emergency and Notice
of Intent are made a part of the
record.)

RESOLUTION
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries

Commigsion at its regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge,
LA, May, 2, 2002.
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Interested persons may submit comments relative to the
proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby
issues its Family Impact Statement in connection with the preceding
Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.
Chairman ’ )

Mr. Larry Savage handled the next agenda item, a Declaration
of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition of Confiscated Deer.
He stated this item would establish regulations for disposing deer
or elk confiscated due to the reasons established in the last
agenda item. These regulations deal with two groups of illegally
possessed deer. The first are deer being transported into
Louisiana in violation of the import ban. These animals will be
euthanized. The second group are illegally possessed deer within
the State. The Department will have the discretion on whether or
not to dispose of these animals. A report on euthanasia from the
Veterinary Medical Association was included in the Commissioner’s
packet. Current policy calls for the most satisfactory way to
dispose of these animals is by placing it back into the wild or
into a facility. But with CWD, this is calling for a change in
that policy. Chairman Gattle asked if he finds a fawn in the woods
and puts it into a pen, is that illegal? Mr. Savage answered yes.
Then Chairman Gattle asked if a doe is killed and a fawn is nearby,
a person should contact the Department and staff would determine
whether that fawn should be rehabilitated or euthanized. Mr.
Savage stated the Chairman was correct. Hearing no further
questions or public comments, Chairman Gattle asked Mr. Savage to
read the Therefore Be It Resolved portion of the Resolution.
Commissioner Kelly made a motion to accept the Resolution.
Commissioner Sagrera seconded the motion and it passed with no
opposition.

{(The full text of the Resolution,
Declaration of Emergency and Notice
of Intent are made a part of the
record.)
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Chairman

Public Information Section Report for October 2001 through
March 2002 by Ms. Marianne Burke will be given in June. However,
Ms. Burke wanted the Commission to see a public service
announcement that will publicize the Department in hopes of
changing its image. This PSA will be shown on 15 television
stations in Louisiana, 4 network affiliates in Monroe and Lake
Charles, and even into Texas or 5 other states. At this time, the
PSA was shown.

The Commissioners agreed to hold the September 2002 Meeting on
Thursday, September 5, 2002 beginning at 10:00 a.m. at the Baton
Rouge Headquarters.

Chairman Gattle then asked for any Public Comments. Mr. Mel
Landry, Southern Atchafalaya Sportsman’s Club, stated their
proposal for Area 6 was asking for two weekends before Thanksgiving
for muzzleloader, then open still hunting on the Saturday before
Thanksgiving and open with or without dogs on December 7. He also
noted they have a tremendous water problem is his area. Mr. Landry
asked the Commission to look at his proposal.

There being no further business, Commissioner Denmon made a
motion to Adjourn the meeting and it was seconded by Commissioner
Sagrera.

James H. Jenkins, Jr.
Secretary

JHJ:sch
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Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry
LOUISIANA STATE LIVESTOCK SANITARY BOARD

IMPOSITION OF QUARANTINE

In accordance with the provisions of LA R. S. 3::2094, R. S. 3:2095, and R. S. 3:2097 the

Louisiana State Livestock Sanitary Board hereby issues the following quarantine:
I. FACTS SUPPORTING QUARANTINE

Chronic Wasting Disease, (CWD), now infect deer and elk herds in eight states of the United
States and in the Canadian province of Saskatchewan. It affects elk, white-tailed deer, black-tailed
deer, mule deer and red deer. CWD is a neurodegenerative disease that is related to other
spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy, (Mad Cow Disease), in
cattle and Scrapie in sheep. CWD appears to have a one hundred percent mortality rate. There is no
known cure for CWD. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known at this time, although
animal to animal contact appears to be a transmittal method. The disease is very resistant apd may be
able to live outside an animal for an extended period of time. Although CWD appears to be limited to
deer and elk, and is not known to be capable of being transmitted to cattle or other livestock, the
disease is so poorly understood that it may pose a risk to other livestock.

In 2001, the United States Department of Agriculture declared a state of emergency in regard
to CWD. Other states, such as Texas and Florida, have prohibited the importation of deer and elk.
The cost of monitoring and controlling CWD has reached or exceeded $1,000,000 in some states.

This state has approximately 135 alternative livestock farms that raise imported exotic deer and
imported exotic antelope, elk and farm-raised white-tailed deer. The alternative livestock industry in
Louisiana is growing and is becoming an important part of the Louisiana agricultural industry. The
alternative livestock industry generates an economic impact in Louisiana of ovef $30,000,000.

For these reasons CWD presents an imminent peril to the public health, safety and welfare, as

well as an imminent peril to Louisiana’s livestock. As a result of this imminent peril, the Louisiana State
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Livestock Sanitary Board hereby exercises its plenary power to deal with all contagious and infectious
diseases of animals and declares this quarantine to prevent the introduction of CWD into Louisiana.
II. OBJECTIVES OF QUARANTINE

The <;bjectives of this quarantine are: (1) to isolate Louisiana livestock from contact with
alternative livestock from other states that are not certified as being free from CWD, and (2) to prevent
the spread of CWD into the State of Louisiana.

M. GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OF QUARANTINE
The geographical area of this quarantine is the entire state of Louisiana.
IV. PROHIBITIONS

The following actions are hereby prohibited unless otherwise specifically authorized in writing
by the Commissioner of Agriculture and Forestry.

1. Moving, shipping or transporting any elk, white-tailed deer, black-tailed deer, mule deer orred
deer into or through the state of Louisiana, except as otherwise provided for in this quarantine;

2. Moving, shipping or transporting any elk, white-tailed deer, black-tailed deer, mule deer orred
deer out of the state of Louisiana with the intent or expectation of returning the animal(s) to Louisiana.

V. CRITERIA FOR QUARANTINE COMPLIANCE

Any person seeking to import any elk, white-tailed deer, black-tailed deer, mule deer or red deer
into or through the state of Louisiana during the existence of this Quarantine must meet the following criteria
before attempting to move, ship or transport any such animal(s) into or through Louisiana.

(1) A written request must be macie to the Commissioner, through the State Veterinarian;

(2) certification from the state the animal(s) are located in that the animal(s) are not from herds

quarantined for CWD;

(3) certification from the state the animal(s) are located in that the animal(s) are from herds that

have participated in arecognized CWD surveillance and monitoring program for at least sixty (60)

months;

(4) certification that each animal has been in the herd of origin for at least 60 months or for its entire

life if younger than 60 months of age;
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(5) each animal is accompanied by a certificate of veterinary inspection issued within the preceding

thirty (30) days;

(6) a permit number is obtained from tﬁe Louisiana Office of Animal Health Services by the

veterinarian issuing the certificate of veterinary inspection;

(7) written authorization from the Commissioner or his designee to move, transport or ship the

animal(s) into or through Louisiana.

V. TIME LIMIT

This quarantine shall remain in effect until rescinded by written order of this Board. Authorization
from the Commissioner or his designee(s) to do any of the prohibited acts, whether in whole or in part, shall
not be construed as a rescission, or modification of this quarantine.

VI. DATE OF ADOPTION '
This quarantine was adopted by the Louistana State Livestock Sanitary Board and signed this
A0 day of April,, 2002 at Baton Rouge, Louisiana. |

fal s

CHAIRMAN, LOUISIANA
STATE LIVESTOCK SANITARY BOARD
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COMMISSION MEETING
ROLL CALL

Thursday, May 2, 2002

Baton Rouge, LA
Wildlife & Fisheries Building

Attended Absent

Tom Gattle (Chairman)
Jerry Stone

Bill Busbice

Tom Kelly

Wayne Sagrera

Terry Denmon

KRR KKK K

Lee Felterman

Mr. Chairman:

There are l Commissioners in attendance and we have a quorum.

Secretary Jenkins is also present.



AGENDA

LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
BATON ROUGE, LA
May 2, 2002

10:00 AM
1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002
3. Enforcement & Aviation Reports/April - Keith LaCaze
4 Oyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the

Oyster Industry - Mike Voisin, Oyster Task Force

5. Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp
Season - Martin Bourgeois

6. Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates
and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules & Regulations

7. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-
tailed Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease - Fred Kimmel

8. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition
of Confiscated Deer - Larry Savage

9. Public Information Section Report for October 2001
through March 2002 - Marianne Burke

10. Set September 2002 Meeting Date
11. Public Comments

12. Adjournment
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Senate
State of Wonisiana

. Robert M. Mariormeaux, Jr. °§'§3‘!Hfis=
State Senator April 29, 2002 Capltol Outlay

District No. 17

Mr. Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

CHAIRMAN

LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
Rt. 1, Box 40

Lake Providence, Louisiana 71254

Re:  Proposed Changes to the 2002-2003 Hunting Season
Dear Chairman Gattle:

Please know that Irepresent all of IBERVILLE, POINTECOUPEE, WEST BATONROUGE, and part
of EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH. The recent proposal(s) by the LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
COMMISSION, particularly the changes to Area 6, has created an uprising within my district.

As an avid outdoorsman, I like many others in Area 6, thoroughly enjoy the fall season which
marks the beginning of hunting season in SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA.

With respect to the proposed changes in Area 6, please know that I do not at all support the
changes. Likewise, the Louisiana Senate does not support the proposed changes either. Attached
please find a Resolution passed by the Senate in the First Extraordinary Session of 2002, which
passed by a unanimous vote.

If you read the ADVOCATE on Sunday, April 28, 2002, one might certainly believe that this
would lead to an aristocratic society - one whereby only the rich and affluent will continue to hunt.
Furthermore, there is concern by many regarding the WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA(S) and whether
or not these areas will be under the “six point” or better rule. Please know that I am supportive of a
six point or better rule if it applies statewide.

To single out Area 6 causes great concern for me as the SENATOR from the area. Furthermore,
to allow some areas, such as the WMA, to take any type of buck while requiring others to shoot six
point bucks only causes greater concern. Therefore, I am totally opposed to the proposed changes
as they have presented by or to the COMMISSION

With regard to the proposed changes to the bow season, mostly in an effort to protect young
fawns, I applaud the recommendation of the bow hunters in the area who suggested a “bucks only”
season during the month of October. This will completely eliminate the concern of young fawns being
left without their nurturing mother.

Post Office Box 577, Livonia, LA 70755
Phone (225) 637-3623 * (800) 773-0131 » Fax (225) 637-3124



I know that you have the best interest of the state, hunters and the conservation of wildlife
of the STATE OF LOUISIANA in mind when establishing rules and regulations for hunting seasons. I
would ask that you take the many concerns voiced by my constituents in making the final vote on
these proposed changes.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office.

Sincetely,

S lhamni

Robert M. Marionneaux, Jr.

RMM,jr.:kd



Senate
State of Louisiana

- Robert M. Marionneaux, JPr. ' Caericutte
State Senator April 29, 2002 Capitol Qutlay

District No. 17

Mr. Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

CHAIRMAN

LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
Rt. 1, Box 40

Lake Providence, Louisiana 71254

Re:  Proposed Changes to the 2002-2003 Hunting Season
Dear Chairman Gattle:

Please know that I represent all of IBERVILLE, POINTE COUPEE, WEST BATON ROUGE, and part
of EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH. The recent proposal(s) by the LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
COMMISSION, particularly the changes to Area 6, has created an uprising within my district.

As an avid outdoorsman, I like many others in Area 6, thoroughly enjoy the fall season which
marks the beginning of hunting season in SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA.

With respect to the proposed changes in Area 6, please know that I do not at all support the
changes. Likewise, the Louisiana Senate does not support the proposed changes either. Attached
please find a Resolution passed by the Senate in the First Extraordinary Session of 2002, which
passed by a unanimous vote.

If you read the ADVOCATE on Sunday, April 28, 2002, one might certainly believe that this
would lead to an aristocratic society - one whereby only the rich and affluent will continue to hunt.
Furthermore, there is concern by many regarding the WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA(S) and whether
or not these areas will be under the “six point” or better rule. Please know that I am supportive of a
six point or better rule if it applies statewide.

To single out Area 6 causes great concern for me as the SENATOR from the area. Furthermore,
to allow some areas, such as the WMA, to take any type of buck while requiring others to shoot six
point bucks only causes greater concern. Therefore, I am totally opposed to the proposed changes
as they have presented by or to the COMMISSION

With regard to the proposed changes to the bow season, mostly in an effort to protect young
fawns, I applaud the recommendation of the bow hunters in the area who suggested a “bucks only”
season during the month of October. This will completely eliminate the concern of young fawns being
left without their nurturing mother.

Post Office Box 577, Livonia, LA 70755
Phone (225) 637-3623 * (800) 773-0131 » Fax (225) 637-3124



I know that you have the best interest of the state, hunters and the conservation of wildlife
of the STATE OF LOUISIANA in mind when establishing rules and regulations for hunting seasons. I
would ask that you take the many concerns voiced by my constituents in making the final vote on
these proposed changes.
>

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office.

Sincerely,

AL i L

Robert M. Marionneaux, Jr.

RMM,jr.:kd



ENFORCEMENT CASE REPORT

APRIL 2002




REGION 1:MINDEN PARISHES: BIENVILLE, BOSSIER,

18 Agent positions CADDO, CLAIBORNE,
WEBSTER
TOTAL CASES | 149
TOTAL | DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

32 Boating Safety
61 Angling W/O A Resident License

6 Angling W/O A License — Non-Resident
21 Fishing W/O A Cane Pole License

1 Take Undersize Black Bass

8 Take Illegal Size Black Bass

1 Transport W/O Required License

1 Illegal Possession Of Game Fish

1 Take/Poss Over Limit Undersize Catfish

1 Hunt W/Unplugged Gun

2 Hunt Turkey W/O Turkey Stamp

2 Hunt Turkey Closed Area

1 Frog Closed Season

6 Not Abiding By Rules & Regs On WMA

1 Hunt On WMA W/O Hunting Permit

2 | Littering




2 Operate ATV On Public Road
WRITTEN WARNINGS:
TOTAL 16 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
15 Boating Safety

1 Angling W/O A Resident License
CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

11 black bass; 4 rod & reel combos; 1 — 35hp Mercury O/B Motor; 8 bream; 15 catfish;
5 frogs

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 1

TOTAL DESCRIPTION

32 Boating

1 Commercial Fishing

0 Federal Migratory

2 Littering

9 Miscellaneous
100 Recreational Fishing

5 State Hunting/Trapping
16 | Written Warnings




TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

TOTAL

DESCRIPTION

Public Assistance




REGION 2:MONROE PARISHES: E. CARROLL, JACKSON,

20 Agent positions LINCOLN,MOREHOUSE
QUACHITA, RICHLAND
UNION, W. CARROLL

TOTAL CASES | 95

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

32 Boating

3 Not Abiding By Rules And Regs. On WMA

4 Littering

1 Possession Of Marijuana

2 Hunt Turkey Closed Area

22 Angling Without A Resident License

12 Fish Without Cane Pole License

8 Angling Without Non-Resident License

1 Sell And/Or Buy Fish W/O Retail Dealers License

1 Failure To Maintain Records

1 Possession Of Motorboat With Serial Numbers Removed

2 Resisting An Officer

2 Operate ATV On Public Road

1 Blocking Free Passage Of Fish .

2 Hunt Without Basic License




Federal Interstate Commerce Violation

WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 10 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
3 Boating

2 Angling Without Resident License

2 Recreational Gear License

1 Hunt Without Resident Big Game License

2 Not Abiding By Rules And Regs. On WMA
CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

1 bag of marijuana, 50 Ibs. of catfish, 15 Ibs. of buffalo fish and 1 aluminum boat.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 2

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
32 Boating
3 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
4 Littering
10 Miscellaneous
42 Recreational Fishing




4 State Hunting/Trapping

10 Written Warnings

TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

TOTAL DESCRIPTION

0 Public Assistance




REGION 3:ALEXANDRIA PARISHES:AVOYELLES, GRANT

NATCHITOCHES

26 Agent positions RAPIDES, SABINE
VERNON, WINN

TOTAL CASES | 149

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

36 Boating

33 Angling W/O A License

1 Sell Or Buy Fish W/O Retail Seafood License

1 Take Over Limit Black Bass

2 Violate Recreational Gear License Requirement

3 Fish W/O Cane Pole License

4 Angling W/O A License Non-Resident

7 Possess Undersize Black Bass

1 Discharge Firearm From Public Road

1 Hunt W/O Resident License (Senior Hunt/Fish License)

1 Hunt Turkey W/O Turkey Stamp

1 . Hunt W/O Big Game License

1 Hunt W/O Resident License

5 Hunt From A Moving Vehicle

1 ‘ Hunt Turkey With Rifle/Pistol




26 Not Abiding By Rules & Regulations

2 Hunt Stand Loiter From Public Road

14 Littering

9 Operate ATV On Public Road
WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 18 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
6 Boating

1 Take Undersize Game Fish

8 Fish W/O A License

2 Not Abiding By Rules & Regulations

1 Hunt WMA W_/O WMA Hunting Permit
CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

4 bottles, 5 cans, 1 pistol, 12 black bass, 1 cigarette package.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 3-

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
36 Boating
1 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory




14 Littering

9 Miscellan;eous

50 Recreational Fishing

39 State Hunting/Trapping
18 Written Warnings

TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

TOTAL

DESCRIPTION

Public Assistance




10

REGION 4:FERRIDAY PARISHES: CALDWELL, CATAHOULA

24 Agent positions CONCORDIA, FRANKLIN
LASALLE, MADISON, TENSAS
TOTAL CASES | 73
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
28 Boating
15 Angling W/O A Resident License
9 Angling W/O A Non-Resident License
9 Fishing W/O A Resident Pole License
3 Use Gear W/O Recreational Gear License
1 Possession Of Alligator In Closed Season
4 Not Abiding By Rules And Regs. On WMA
4 Littering
WRITTEN WARNINGS:
TOTAL 19 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
9 Angling w/o resident license
1 Fishing w/o resident pole license
7 Boating Violations
1 Not abiding by rules and regulations on WMA
1 Use WMA w/o license or stamp




11

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

1 -4’ alligator.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 4

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
28 Boating
0 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
4 Littering
1 Miscellaneous
36 Recreational Fishing
4 State Hunting/Trapping
19 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
5 Public Assistance




12

REGION 5 PARISHES: ACADIA, ALLEN, BEAUREGARD
CALCASIEU, CAMERON

23 Agent positions EVANGELINE, JEFF DAVIS AND
VERMILION

TOTAL CASES | 197

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

87 Boating

42 Angling W/O A License

8 Angling W/O A License — Non. Res.

1 Violate Recreational Gear License Requirement

7 Angling W/O A Saltwater License

1 Angling W/O A Saltwater License — Non. Res.

3 Take Or Poss. Undersize Reddrum (Rec)

5 Take Or Poss. Undersize Blackdrum (Rec)

3 | Failure To Comply With Charter Boat Regulations

2 Failure To Have Commercial License In Possession

1 Take Or Sell Commercial Fish Or Bait Species W/O Comm. Lic.

2 Sell &/Or Buy Fish W/O Wholesale/Retail Dealer’s Lic. — Rec

2 Sell &/Or Buy Fish W/O Retail Seafood License

3 Fail To Maintain Records




13

1 Transport W/O Required License — Resident

1 Use Saltwater Nets Illegally — Gill Net

1 Buy comm. Fish From Unlicensed Fisherman

1 Destroy Legal Crab Traps Or Removing Contents

1 Poss. Or Sell Undersize Crabs Hard To Soft 10-19%
1 Sell Undersize Crabs 10-19%

3 Poss. O/L 20% Undersize Crabs

4 Take Or Poss. Alligators Closed Season

2 Frogging Closed Season

1 Hntg. MGB W/O Federal Stamp

1 Use Lead Shot In Area Designated As Steel Shot Only
1 Hntg. Ducks Closed Season

1 Hntg. MGB W/O State Stamp

1 Hntg. MGB W/O State Hntg. License

2 Illegal Possession Of Drugs Or Marijuana

2 Illegal Spotlighting From Public Road

1 Theft Of State Property

1 Obtain License By Fraud

2 Take Federal Controlled Fish In Closed Season — Redfish
2 Not Abiding By Rules/Regulations On WMA




14

WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 2 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
1 Improperly Riding On Deck Or Gun Wales

1 Angling W/O A License

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

3 ducks; 2 shells; 3 expended shells; 1 mechanical gig; 1 metal cage; 8 alligators; 2 redfish;
3 blackdrum; 14 frogs; 2 gill nets; 6 rods; 6 reels; 24 sales receipt; 1 resident fishing
license; 1 arkansas motor vehicle registration fax; marijuana cigarette rolling papers;
lighter

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION §

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
87 Boating
19 _ - Commercial Fishing
5 Federal Migratory
2 WMA
8 Miscellaneous
70 Recreational Fishing
6 State Hunting/Trapping
2 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
1 Public Assistance
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REGION 6:OPELOUSAS PARISHES: IBERIA, IBERVILLE,

24 Agent positions PT.COUPEE,LAFAYETTE
ST.MARTIN,IBERIA
IBERVILLE,W.B.R.

TOTAL CASES | 175

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

79 Boating

1 Violate Recreational Gear License Requirements

45 Angling W/O License

1 Take Or Possess Undersize Black Drum

6 Littering

7 Angling W/O Non-Resident License

11 Fish W/O Resident Pole License

1 Illegal Possession Of Stolen Things

1 Failure To Tag Sacked Or Containerized Oysters

1 Violation Of Sanitary Code Chapter 9

4 Trawl State Waters Closed Season

4 Use Trawl Exceeding Size Requirements

2 Take Or Possess Gamefish Illegally

2 Sell And/Or Buy Fish W/O Wholesale/Retail Dealer’s License

1 ‘ Hunt W/O Turkey Stamp
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1 Use WMA W/O License Or Stamp

3 Not Abiding By Rules/Regulations On WMA

1 Reckless Operation Of A Vehicle

1 Take Or Sell Commercial Fish Or Bait Species W/O Commercial
License

1 Take Commercial Fish W/O Gear License

1 Permit Unlicensed Person To Operate Commercial Vessel

1 Permit Unlicensed Person To Use Commercial Gear

WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 29 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

9 Boating

14 Angling W/O License

3 Use WMA W/O License Or Stamp

3 Not Abiding By Rules/Regulations On Refuge

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

1 Bud Light bottle, 5 rod and reel combo, 1 invalid fishing license, 1 expired seafood retail
dealers license, 1 receipt, 1 boat, 2 outboard motors, 1 boat trailer, 6 ziploc bags of oysters,

114 1b. Shrimp, 4 shrimp trawls, check in amount of $125.40, 1 jig pole, 1 cast net, 4
barfish, %2 sack of crawfish, 1 hook and line license, 4 boxes of crabs,
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TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 6

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
79 Boating
16 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
6 Littering
6 Miscellaneous
67 Recreational Fishing
1 State Hunting/Trapping
29 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
0 Public Assistance
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REGION 7:BATON ROUGE PARISHES: ASCENSION, E.B. ROUGE,
E. FELICIANA, LIVINGSTON,

22 Agent positions ST. HELENA, ST. TAMMANY,
TANGIPAHOA, WASHINGTON,
W. FELICIANA
TOTAL CASES
228
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
75 Angling W/O Basic Res. License
7 Angling W/O Basic Non-Res. Lice~nse
2 Angling W/O Non. Res. Saltwater License
8 Angling W/O Pole License
124 Boating (2-D.W.1.)
1 Take Commercial Fish W/O Commercial License
1 Take Commercial Fish W/O Commercial Gear License
1 Take Commercial Fish W/O Vessel License
1 Obtain License By Fraud
2 Littering
1 Possess Wild Quadruped W/O Permit
1 Hunt Turkey W/O Turkey Stamp
1 Federal—Take Non-Game Bird—No Season
1 Simple Possession of Marijuana
1 Possession W/Intent toNDistribute Schedule IV Drugs
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1 Contributing to the Delinquency of a Minor
WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 13 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
6 Angling W/O Res. License

7 Boating

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

2—resident licenses, 1 rod and reel.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 7

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
124 Boating <2—D.W.L.’s>
3 Commercial Fishing
1 Federal Migratory
2 Littering
3 Miscellaneous
93 Recreational Fishing
2 State Hunting/Trapping
13 Written Warnings
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TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

TOTAL

DESCRIPTION

Public Assistance
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REGION 8:NEW ORLEANS PLAQUEMINE, ST. BERNARD,

18 Agent positions ORLEANS, JEFFERSON
ST. CHARLES
TOTAL CASES | 234
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
52 B(;ating
58 Angling W/O A License
3 Angling W/O Saltwater Lic.
8 Angling W/O A License Non-Resident
2 Angling W/O A Saltwater License Non-Resident
1 Fail to Have Fish Intact (Saltwater)
1 Take/Poss Undersized Red Drum
1 Take/Poss Undersized Black Drum
7 Take/Poss O/L Spotted Seatrout(On Water)
2 Take or Sell Commercial Fish W/O Comm. Lic.
1 Take Commercial Fish W/O Comm. Gear Lic.
4 Take or Poss. Commercial Fish W/O Vessel Lic.
6 Sell and/or Buy Fish W/O Wholesale/Retail Dealer’s Lic.
7 Fail to Maintain Records
1 Transport W/O Required Lic.
4 Use Saltwater Net Illegally
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2 Use Crab Traps W/O Required Markings

1 Removing Contents from Crab Traps

8 Fail to Comply with Spotted Seatrout Regulations

2 Take/Poss Oysters W/O Oyster Harvester Lic.

1 Take or Poss Undersized Black Drum (Commercial)
1 Possess Undersized Crabs(Commercial)

10 Failure to Have Written Permission

13 Unlawfully Take Oysters From State Water Bottoms
6 Take Oysters From Unapproved Area(Polluted)

10 Unlawfully Take Oysters Off a Private Lease

3 Take Oysters Closed Season

4 Failure to Display Proper Number on Vessel

1 Failure to Tag Sacked Oysters

2 Selling For Resale Untagged Oysters

2 Possessing F.B.A. W/O License

3 Not Abiding By Rules And Regulétions 01; WMA

1 Littering

1 Other than Wildlife and Fisheries

1 Obtain License by Fraud

1 Flight From an Officer
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2 Violation of Sanitation Code Chapter 9(Fail to Refrigerate)

1 Violation of Sanitation Code Chapter (Vessel Regulations)
“WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 29 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

14 Boating

4 Angling W/O A License

1 Transport W/O Required License

6 Possess over 20% Undersize Crabs

3 Violation of Sanitary Code Chapter 9(Fail to refrigerate)

1 Violation of Sanitary Code Chapter 9(Vessel Regulations)

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

Returned to Water...Catfish(1)...Oyster Sacks(86 %2)...Crabs(260 1bs./2 boxes/20)...
Destroyed...Oysters(20 ¥ gal.)...Nutria(3)

Donated...Black Drum(1)...Red Drum(29)...Spotted Seatrout(1481)...Shrimp(214
Ibs.)...Catfish(100 Ibs./3)... White Trout(40 1bs/60)...Sheephead(30lbs)...Red Snapper
fillets(15 1bs.)...Salmon fillets(151lbs.)...Oyster Sacks(28)...Crabs(10 boxes)...Fish fillets(4
Ibs.)...Buffalo fish(2)...

Hardware Confiscated...Budweiser
Can(1)...Vessels(5)...Dredges(8)...Trucks(2)...Commercial
License(3)...Baskets(S)...Juglines(15)...Rod and Reels(9)...Blue Fish Lug(1)...Crab
Traps(19)...Sales record(2)...Ice Chests(4)...Rifles(1)...Outboard Motor(1)...Purchase
Record(2)...Notebook Log(1)
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TOTAL OF EAC

H CATEGORY FOR REGION 8

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
50 Boating
89 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
1 Littering
9 Miscellaneous
83 Recreational Fishing
2 State Hunting/Trapping
29 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION

Public Assistance
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REGION 9:SCHRIEVER PARISHES: ASSUMPTION, ST. JAMES
ST. JOHN, ST. MARY
25 Agent positions TERREBONNE, LAFOURCHE
JEFFERSON-GRAND ISLE
LOWER ST. MARTIN
TOTAL CASES | 270
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
129 Boating
67 Angling Without A License
9 Angling Without A Non-Resident
3 Violate Recreational Gear License Requirement
20 Angling Without Salt Water License
1 ‘Commission Rules And Regulations (Undersize Cobia) Recreational
3 Take Illegal Size Black Bass
2 Take Undersize Red Drum (Recreational)
2 Take Undersized Spotted Sea Trout (Recreational)
1 Take Undersized Black Drum (Recreational)
1 Commission Rules And Regulations (Amberjack) Over Limit
1 Take Commercial Fish Without Commercial License
1 Take Commercial Fish Without Commercial Gear License (Crab Trap)
1 Take Commercial Fish Without Commercial Gear License (Trawl Net)
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1 Take Commercial Fish Without Commercial Gear License (Hoop Net)
1 Take Commercial Fish Without Vessel License

1 Buy Fish Without Wholesale/Retail Dealer’s License (Non-Resident)
1 Transport Without Required License (Non-Resident)

1 Use Crab Traps Without Required Markings

2 Remove Contents Of Legal Crab Traps

2 Theft Of Crab Trap

1 Possess Undersized Commercial Hard Crabs (10% To 19%)

2 Fail To Mark Soft Shell Crab Container

2 Use Skimmers In Closed Season

1 Failure To Tag Containerized Oysters

5 Possess Over 20% Undersize Crabs

1 DWI

1 Violate Sanitary Code

2 Not Abiding By WMA Rules And Regulations (Airboat On WMA)

1 Trespass

2 Litter

1 Not Abiding By WMA Rules And Regulations (Commercial Fishing)
1 File False Public Record
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WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 49 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
25 Boating

9 Angling Without A License

1 Fish Without Resident Cane Pole License

1 Violate Recreational Gear License Requirement
13 Angling Without Saltwater License
CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

1000 Ibs crabs, 36 buster crabs, 1 amberjack, 1 cobia, 2 trout, 2 red drum, 3 black bass, 1
largemouth bass, 1 pt oysters, 7 boats and motors, (paper seizure), 24 crawfish traps, 4
crab traps, 1 trawl net, 5 rods and reels, 2 skimmer nets, 1 hoop net, 1 beer bottle.
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TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REGION 9

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
129 Boating
23 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
2 Littering
7 Miscellaneous
109 Recreational Fishing
0 State Hunting/Trapping
49 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
5 Public Assistance
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OYSTER STRIKE FORCE COASTAL WATERS
3 Agent positions

TOTAL CASES | 46
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
5 Boating
6 Unlawfully Take Oysters Off State Water Bottoms
3 Violate Sanitary Code (Chapter 9) Improper Log Sheet
2 Take Or Possess Commercial Fish Without A Gear License
2 Removing Contents From Crab Traps
2 Theft Of Crab Traps
1 Not Abiding By Rules And Regs. On WMA
1 Use Crab Trap Without Required Markings
11 Angling Without A Basic License
11 Angling Without A Saltwater License
1 Take Or Possess Undersize Red Drum
1 Take Or Possess Undersize Black Drum
WRITTEN WARNINGS:
TOTAL 0 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
0
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CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

3 crates of crabs,

and 5 sacks of oysters.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR OYSTER STRIKE FORCE

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
5 Boating
17 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
0 Littering
0 Miscellaneous
24 Recreational Fishing
0 State Hunting/Trapping
0 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
0 Public Assistance
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SEAFOOD INVESITGATIVE UNIT STATEWIDE
8 Agent positions

TOTAL CASES | 36
TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
1 Take Commercial Fish Without Commercial Gear License
7 Buy/Sell Fish Without A Wholesale/Retail Seafood Dealer’s License
4 Buy/Sell Fish Without A Retail Seafood Dealer’s License
8 Fail To Maintain Records
1 Fail To Maintain Records/Soft Shell Crabs
6 Transport Without Required License
1 Buy Commercial Fish From Unlicensed Dealer
1 Possess Undersize Crabs (10%-19%
3 Fail To Mark Containerized Oysters
4 Violation Of Sanitary Code-Chapter 9
WRITTEN WARNINGS:
TOTAL 0 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
0
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CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

13 gallons of oysters, 2 half pints oysters, 10 sacks of oysters, 3 ¥ sacks of oysters, 3 catfish,
2 buffalo, 23 freshwater drum, 60 white trout, 60 lbs. of white trout, 16 soft shell crabs sold
for $24.00, 5891bs. of crabs sold for $382.85, 175 1bs. of crabs.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR SEAFOOD INVESTIGATIONS UNIT

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
0 Boating
33 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
0 Littering
0 Miscellaneous
0 Recreational Fishing
0 State Hunting/Trapping
0 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL DESCRIPTION
0 Public Assistance
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S.W.E.P. COASTAL WATERS
8 Agent positions

TOTAL CASES | 6

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
6 Angling Without A Non-Resident License
WRITTEN WARNINGS:
TOTAL 0 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION
0
CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

None.

TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR S.W.E.P.

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
0 Boating
0 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
0 Littering
0 | Miscellaneous
6 Recreational Fishing
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State Hunting/Trapping

Written Warnings

TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

TOTAL

DESCRIPTION

Public Assistance

NOTE: 51 HOURS RUNNING TIME
13 BOATS CHECKED
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REFUGE PATROL MARSH ISLAND,

8 Agent positions ROCKEFELLER, STATE
WILDLIFE

TOTAL CASES | 57

TOTAL DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

19 Boating

2 Angling Without A License

25 Not Abiding By Rules And Regs. On WMA

1 Littering

7 Take Or Possess Undersize Black Drum

3 Take Or Possess Overlimit Of Black Drum

WRITTEN WARNINGS:

TOTAL 0 DESCRIPTION OF CITATION

0

CONFISCATIONS:

CONFISCATION DESCRIPTION

671 lbs. of garfish sold at .85 per pound check #8325 $78.20, 241 1bs. of catfish, 1081 blue
crabs returned-to-water, 41 black drum donated and destroyed.
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TOTAL OF EACH CATEGORY FOR REFUGE PATROL

TOTAL DESCRIPTION
19 Boating
0 Commercial Fishing
0 Federal Migratory
1 Littering
25 Miscellaneous
12 Recreational Fishing
0 State Hunting/Trapping
0 Written Warnings
TOTAL NUMBER FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
TOTAL : DESCRIPTION
0 Public Assistance




TOTAL CASES -1715

NOTE: WRITTEN WARNINGS =185



ENFORCEMENT AVIATION REPORT

APRIL, 2002
185-Amph. - 61092 . 185-Float - 9667Q 210 -9467Y
Hrs. - ' 3.5 Hrs. - 36.6 Hrs.- 193
Enforcement Hours - 45.1
Other Divisions - 14.3
Total Plane Use - 594

Cases Made In Conjunction With Aircraft Use Resulted In Citations Issued For:
2-Not Abiding By Rules & Regulations On A WMA

1-Trawl State Waters Closed Season (OQutside Waters)

2-Use Skimmers In Closed Season

5-Total

Confiscations: 2 Skimmer Trawls, 1 50 Ft. Trawl, 60 Lbs. Of Shrimp
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4-8S-202 9:04AM FROM LSPMB 504 568 Ee68

leulsiena eyrtnr tazk foren

To: Mr. Tdin Gattle

Chairfipn, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
From:  Tracy: i‘éﬁtchell

Asst.; bixecutive Director

Louijna Seafood Promotion Board

Subject: Louisitna Oyster Task Force Presentation
Date:  April $| 2002

| :
Dear. Y, v, Gattle, o |

If of the Louisiana Oyster Task Force we would like to thank you for
ilus on the agenda at the April Commission meeting.

On bg;
placir=

, W

Unfonin nately due to the leﬁgth of the meeting our presentation was not heard.
1
b

We ai Irequesting to be placed early on the May Commission meeting agenda to
make r1 informational presentation. .»

We wilild like to give our perspective on “Coastal Rcstoratxon and the Oyster
Indusiy”. It is for information only.

If youihould have any questions, please contact me at 504-568-5695.

Since'ei
Tracfit ?/Mntchell

1600 Candl Street, Suite 210
New Orlsans, LA 70112
1.800.222.4017




INFORMATIONAL BRIEFING BOOK

ISSUES RELATIVE TO LOUISIANA’S
OYSTER INDUSTRY

PREPARED BY THE
LOUISIANA OYSTER TASK FORCE

APRIL §, 2002

. The Louisiana Oyster Task Force was created by the Louisiana State

Legislature in 1988 as the marketing and advocacy arm of the state’s oyster

industry. Members of the Task Force are appointed by industry associations
and state regulatory agencies.

1600 Canal Street, Suite 210
New Orleans, LA 70112

1.800.222.4017




Introduction

The following briefing book has been prepared by the Louisiana Oyster Task Force to
assist you in understanding various issues confronting Louisiana’s oyster industry and the
more than ten thousand families that depend upon the industry for their livelihood.

Since the 1840’s commercial oyster farming and harvesting has been an important part of
Louisiana’s economy, culture and heritage. Qur “pearls of good health and good taste”
are relished around the world and here at home. Yet many people do not fully understand
how the industry operates, how the state benefits from the investment and hard work of
oystering families, or as importantly, the many challenges of the past and the issues
confronting the industry today. These issues include environmental battles, the impact of
coastal erosion, increased competition, and efforts to change the state’s leasing policies
without understanding why those policies exist in the first place.

This briefing book is presented in an effort to increase your understanding many of these
issues and more, and to set the record straight on many of the more controversial issues

which are now before us all.

We hope that you find these materials interesting and informative and urge you to contact
members of the Louisiana Oyster Task Force at 504/568-5693 if you have questions.

Louisiana Oyster Task Force
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A Brief History of Louisiana’s Qyster Industry

For centuries, oysters and other molluscan shellfish have been a central part of people’s
diets. From China to France, people have enjoyed any of the many oysters that are
naturally found in warm and cold water environments around the globe.

The world’s love affair with Louisiana oysters dates to the earliest days of French and
Spanish exploration along the Louisiana coast. Consequently, oysters have their own
unique place in Louisiana’s history and culture. As long ago as 1734, French writers such
as Antoine Le Page Du Pratz were praising the taste and abundance of Louisiana oysters.
In fact, oyster gumbo was a primary feature of General Andrew Jackson’s victory dinner
following his defeat of the British near New Orleans in 1815.

Commercial growth meets a growing demand

Commercial harvesting of oysters began in earnest in the 1840’s and 1850’s as settlers in
south Louisiana began to more and more harvest the bounty of the land to feed not only
themselves but the growing communities of the coast. As nature would have it, oysters
from certain water bodies were found to have a better taste and texture than others,
creating an increasing demand for the best product which soon outstripped its supply.

To compensate and to meet increased demand, oystermen began to harvest smaller
oysters from less desirable waters and relocated them to their private leases.

Legislation to create both public and private oyster grounds served to facilitate more
rapid growth in the commercial industry than ever before, with private lease production
increasing dramatically. According to respected authors Roberts, Pawlyk, Dugas and
Perret, the development of private lease acreage is the primary factor in the industry’s
success today.

As early as 1860, oysters were planted and cultivated in Bayou Cook by Luke Jurisich to
grow fatter and saltier and more to the consumers’ tastes. In 1885, Louis Esponger began
the first large scale commercial plantings in Whale Bay, located on the east side of the
Mississippi River. Esponger used Whale Bay to develop his own source of seed oysters
as well as grow-out oysters to market size. Due to coastal erosion, Whale Bay no longer
exists.

Over time, recognizing that oyster farming had the increasing ability to contribute to the
state’s economic vitality, government at various levels began to act in concert with oyster
harvesters, putting in place laws and regulations which protected the industry and
encouraged growth and stabilization of the industry.

-1-



In 1886, the Louisiana legislature passed Act 206 which gave Parish Police Juries
“absolute control” to regulate the oyster industry, that included the ability to lease
waterbottoms within their Parish to local oyster farmers.

In 1892, Act 110 established the Office of Oyster Inspector which was given the
responsibility to enforce all the oyster laws of the state.

In 1902, the Louisiana legislature created the Oyster Commission. Specifically the
Commission was given the following authority:

) ...set the limits of riparian rights at the low water mark,

2) ...establish common fishing grounds in all waters under the jurisdiction of the
state but with certain restrictions on the utilization by all Louisiana residents,

3) ...declared that stream beds bordering the Gulf of Mexico could not be sold,

4) ...prohibited the shipment of Louisiana oysters to out of state canning
companies,

5) ...determined the limits of natural beds that were not subject to private leasing,

6) ...provided for measures to enlarge and care for the natural oyster beds,

7) ...enforced private property rights of owners of leased oyster beds, and

8) ...provided means for settling disputes between leases over legal boundaries of
bedding grounds.

The effect of this law was an almost immediate expansion of the oyster industry largely
as a result of the protection of private property, (i.e. oysters on leased grounds), afforded
by the oyster commission and its police force. (Times-Picayune, 1920). The Oyster
Commission was the predecessor agency to the current Louisiana Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries.

Sounding the alarm about coastal erosion

Beginning in the 1940’s, oyster farmers began to experience high mortality rates on many
of their beds. Extensive government, private industry and academic research was
undertaken to determine the causes of increased mortality rates which identified
increased saltwater intrusion from coastal erosion as the primary perpetrator of the
damage. This damaging fact helped make oyster farmers among the very earliest
champions of fighting coastal erosion.

New strategies meet new challenges

At the same time however, oyster farmers began to explore new techniques for protecting
both their oysters and their increasingly expensive business investments. These
techniques included “diversifying the location of their leases by searching for good
potential oyster growing grounds in lower, mid and upper bay areas as well as expanding
in east and west directions to meet the challenges of continually changing ecological

conditions.
-

-



“It also meant trying to project ahead weather cycles for anticipated wet and dry years”
which can easily impact oyster production in certain areas. Therefore, oyster farming had
to change essentially from the small, intensely cultivated leases to larger leases in more
diversified locations.

Today’s state oyster industry is the most prolific and profitable of any in the country,
producing more jobs, income and state tax dollars than any other state. Louisiana
continues to lead the nation in technological development as well, in the areas of cultch
creation, seeding, and processing to ensure the safest, best tasting oyster anywhere.
Moreover, successful oyster farming, primarily in privately held leases, has helped to
further develop jobs in area processing plants, further improving the economic vitality of
our state. '

The state of Louisiana is a principal beneficiary of the industry’s success in many ways
including:

* Industry jobs (fulltime) + 3100
* Industry jobs (part time) 6700
* Dockside value of landings $30,994,392*

* Total economic impact on LA $266,347,104*

« State income tax revenues $2,032,649*

* Sales taxes paid $8,467,034*

* Income $44,185,.583*
+ Retail sales $210,274,030%*

*based on 1998 statistics provide by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries

3.



Economic Impact of the Oyster Industry in Louisiana

Louisiana’s culture and heritage is richly tied to the coast and to the men and women who
have long made their livings and supported their families through the farming and
processing of our “pearls of good health and good taste”.

Importantly, however, Louisiana’s oyster industry also plays a powerful role in sustaining
- .the state’s economy by providing jobs, payrolls and employee benefits, taxes and fees
and sales revenues which make much of the coastal economy tick.
Parishes such as Plaquemines, St. Bernard, Lafourche, Terrebonne, St. Mary, Jefferson,
St. Charles, Iberia and Vermilion are the parishes which receive the greatest economic
benefit from private leasing in this stable and vital industry.
Overall, consider these important statistics:

* Jobs directly attributable to the industry: 3100

« Jobs in related fields: 6700

* State tax revenues (2001) $10,500,000
(income and sales taxes only)

*» Total economic impact on Louisiana $266,347,104

Nationwide, no other state receives greater economic benefit from its shellfish industry
than does Louisiana.



The High Cost of Farming Oysters On Private Leases

While oyster farming continues to be a predominately family business, it is increasingly a
business faced with high costs and high risks. These men and women carry an added
burden and risk that conventional land crop farmers do not bear, they do not have crop
insurance available.

Because it takes years to make an oyster reef productive, costs associated with private
lease oyster farming are very high and include many expenditures most small business
people do not incur.

Following are representative costs incurred by an average Louisiana oyster farmer just to
get his or her product to dockside for possible re-sale to a distributor or processor. All
costs below are paid by the private lease holder.

Paid to state of Louisiana:

* lease application fee

* lease acreage survey costs
* ease rental costs

e cultivation and maintenance of reefs
* severance taxes

* state income taxes

* vessel license

* gear license

 commercial fishing license
* harvester’s license

e wholesale / retail license

* transport license

* oyster tags



’ Other private costs:

* lease posting costs

o reef building costs—cultch, seeding

s cultivation and maintenance of reefs

« lease recording fees

* lease posting costs

» markers and bouys

* equipment costs—boats, engines and gear
« loading docks

* conveyors

* coolers

* hauling vehicles

* fuel

* labor—average crew of 3

« shipping containers

» utilities-water, electricity, gas

» patrol costs to monitor leases for poaching
* insurance

* miscellaneous

. Other investments:

» long hours of back breaking work in difficult working conditions...

WITH NO GUARANTEE OF RETURN ON INVESTMENT!



Louisiana’s Oyster Industry and It’s Place In US
Oyster Production

Since the mid-1980’s, Louisiana has ranked first among all states in the harvesting,
processing and sale of oysters. Over the past decade, Louisiana has strengthened its
position as the nation’s largest producer of oysters due to increased efforts to encourage
oyster farming in private lease areas.

On average Louisiana produced more than 250 million pounds of in-shell product, far out
pacing, Washington, the second largest oyster producing state.

Ranking of oyster producing states, 1998-2000
(landings by pound; in-shell weight)

state 298 299 ‘00
Louisiana 12,856,173 12,128,187 11,513,438
Washington 6,489,998 6,746,672 8,439,111
Texas 3,437,926 6,411,229 6,187,818
Maryland 2,460,954 2,439,995 2,368,236
Fiorida 1,565,629 2,275,213 2,558,803

Since parishes in southern Louisiana and then the State of Louisiana itself started leasing
waterbottoms to oyster farmers in the late 1880’s, between 60% and 85% of all market
oysters have been harvested on private leases in Louisiana. Small businessmen and
women make significant investments in leasing, seeding cultivating, maintaining and
farming leased waterbottoms in their acreage based on the stability that a long term lease
provides. The State guarantee of long-term leases and options to renew have provided,
incentives for these farmers to spend their own capital to make these leases productive for
the long term and to have access to these costly investments,



Louisiana’s Oyster Industry:
How It Protects Our Fragile Environment

Few industries in Louisiana are more dependent on a pristine and stable eco-system than
the oyster industry and few people have been engaged in protecting our environment and
coastline as long as oyster farmers.

Coastal erosion

As we have already seen (A Brief History of Louisiana’s Oyster Industry), the state’s
oystering community first saw the damaging effects of coastal erosion on oyster beds and
harvests in the 1940’s, sounding the alarm for many people who make their livings along
the coast.

By its very nature, building reefs minimizes the loss of coastline. Also, commercial
oyster farming helps to rebuild the coastline through the costly and timely building of
oyster beds. This process calls for the oyster farmers to seed and cultivate reefs in bays
and inlets along the coast, staving off erosion and saltwater intrusion. However, proper
cultivation and maintenance of reefs is only possible when the private leaseholder has the
state’s assurance that his leases will not be restricted in such a way that threatens his
significant investment.

Environmental policing

Additionally, oyster farmers have long provided Louisiana with free environmental
policing manpower. In the course of cultivating and harvesting activities, oyster farmers
are always on the scene in valuable wetlands as the first line of defense, observing and
reporting problems and concerns.

Protecting and improving the food chain

Importantly, and occurring in nature itself, oysters are an important part of the food
chain, without which many other species would disappear. Reefs formed in cultivation of
oysters provide habitat for many forms of aquatic life, including microscopic life.
Louisiana’s system of automatically renewable, long-term leases to stabilize production
has positioned the state as America’s premier oyster producer.



Industry Participation in the Fight Against Coastal Erosion

Recent judgements against the state of Louisiana for wrongfully damaging oyster beds in
southeastern Louisiana have added to an unfortunate misunderstanding of oyster
community attitudes regarding coastal restoration. These judgements stem from the
state’s arbitrary and ill-advised change in freshwater diversion policies, allowing lower
salinity levels in the Caernarvon area far below agreed upon levels, thereby damaging
protific and profitable beds for years to come.

Oystermen at the forefront of coastal restoration efforts

In reality, Louisiana’s oyster farmers have much at stake in the battle to fight coastal
erosion. In fact, oystermen were among the very first communities to understand the
dangers posed by coastal erosion, and to call for action to reverse this dangerous and
costly ecological trend.

As long ago as the 1940’s and 1950’s, leaders of the state’s oyster industry began
working with state and federal officials to understand the impacts of a diminishing
coastline, and to devise effective policies to counter the loss of our valuable coast.
Notably, oyster industry groups took a lead in asking federal agencies to address the
problem of coastal erosion. Since the 1970’s, working with agencies such as the
Department of Natural Resources, Department of Health and Hospitals, and the US Army
Corp of Engineers, oyster industry groups including the Louisiana Oyster Task Force and
Louisiana Qyster Dealers and Growers Association have played a central part in studying
the problem and in recommending common sense approaches to solving it.

In fact, in the 1940’s, local oyster farmers in Plaquemines Parish were instrumental in
planning and undertaking the first freshwater diversion project near Olga on the east side
of the river. The work of these early coastal restoration pioneers, who clearly understood
the value of diverting freshwater into areas deprived of freshwater, was followed by
Plaquemines Parish diversion efforts at Bohemia near White Ditch state efforts at Bayou
Lamoque in the 1970’s.

It is commonly understood that a loss of coastal land mass can negatively impact oyster
harvests, and force the relocation of oyster beds. Clearly, these nature-driven relocations
are expensive and destroy years of hard work in reef development, seeding and
cultivation. i

Moreover, because virtually all oyster farmers live near the coast, raising their families in
environments threatened by land loss, farmers have more than just the viability of their
own businesses at stake in this battle.
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Working together toward lasting solutions

1994 marked a pivotal time in the coastal restoration effort and in the relationship
between the industry and the agencies which pursue restoration polices. Suits filed at that
time by individual oyster farmers who had lost longtime profitable and viable oyster beds
due to the dramatic influx of freshwater at Caernarvon resulted in both industry and
agencies beginning to understand the urgent need for greater communrication and
cooperation toward solving these problems in advance of future conflict.

In 1995, leaders of the oyster industry requested the Louisiana Congressional delegation
present legislation that would pay for relocating oyster farms impacted by the Davis Pond
‘Diversion Structure. In the 1997 Water Resources Development Act, Congress authorized
and funded a $7.5 million credit to the state of Louisiana toward the Davis Pond Project
cost that would fund the “Oyster Lease Relocation Program”.

Working together with state and federal agencies, leading academics and groups active in
pursuing new coastal protection policies, the industry facilitated the creation of broad-
based committees to review contemporary policies and future plans for coastal restoration
and freshwater diversion. The result was a breakthrough in open communication and
cooperation, though some issues still remain unresolved.

Notably however, the Oyster Lease Relocation Program, as enacted by the state
legislature, seeks to minimize the impact on oyster farmers when major coastal
restoration initiatives will pose threats to existing beds.

That this program works effectively is proven by the new Davis Pond freshwater
diversion project in St. Charles Parish and the fact that aif lease holders in the impacted
area have chosen to participate in the program.

Other efforts at working together with all parties have yielded similar policy
improvements including legislation creating short term or “bobtail leases” in projected
impact zones. These 1-14 year leases apply to areas where the state and federal
governments indicate future projects may soon have an adverse impact on oyster farmers,
protecting both the farmer and the state in the process.

This development then led the industry and state to push for enactment of still more laws
to protect the state from liability issues in other areas close to projected impact zones. In
these cases, farmers take leases with the full and complete recognition that their acreage
is likely to suffer from coastal restoration efforts, thereby waiving their rights to seek
remedy for any damage that does occur.

Today, as another result of this increased cooperation, the state Department of Natural
Resources provides maps to oystermen each August 15" which show future plans for
coastal restoration projects so that farmers may make September planting decisions with
the full knowledge of risks that may arise.

-10-



Likewise, the industry now is required to give the state complete information on areas
planted, quantities harvested from lease, and the market value of those harvested oysters.
This exchange of information protects the state and allows it to make better informed
decisions on future policy.

Still, some issues remain to be resolved including the establishment of a new relocation
fund to make sure that the costs of relocation do not come from restoration project
monies but instead, from a different source such as state and federal tax credits.

As these issues continue to evolve, and the state accelerates efforts to fight coastal
erosion, the Louisiana Oyster Task Force continues to seek a “seat at the table” and to be
a contributing party to the debate. Candid comment on work of the Governor’s
Committee on the Future of the Coast and on other task force initiatives will ensure that a
full range of views and opinions are heard and that the most effective policies are
enacted.

Recent developments: a telling comparison

Recently, two government funded initiatives show vividly the cost-efficiency and value
of oystermen’s own private investments of time and financial resources. They serve as an
important point of comparison.

+ Federal and state governments in Maryland recently combined to fund a $50
million project to develop reefs in Chesapeake Bay hoping to improve the
damaged river’s eco-system and to reinvigorate this once thriving oystering
area. While various shellfish diseases contributed to the decline of the industry
in the Chesapeake, the primary reason for the industry’s decline was the lack of
a private leasing system to guarantee the stability of the farmer’s investments.
Clearly, the areas system of public harvesting only failed to support and
encourage the industry as it does in Louisiana.

In contrast, Louisiana’s oyster farmers spend their own financial resources to
develop reefs and promote the long term viability of oyster producing areas.

+ Here in Louisiana, the state and other agencies just completed a $100,000
project to build a one-acre reef and habitat Lake Pelto in Terrebonne Parish.
This investment is not unlike the commitments private small businessmen
engaged in oyster farming make on a routine basis.
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A Brief Overview of Louisiana’s Oyster Lease Policies
1880-Present

In the 1880’s, in an effort to help oyster farmers meet a growing demand for the best in
oysters, the state legislature passed laws to allow oyster farmers to purchase leased
acreage at a modest rate and to maintain those leases for an extended period of time
provided that the rental fees were paid in a timely manner. These policies were initiated
under the administration of Governor Murphy Foster who appointed a federal biologist
who recommended the forerunner of Louisiana’s current leasing system.

This step was taken to help encourage on-going investment in the state’s barren and
otherwise worthless waterbottoms and to protect the oystering families that were
investing their time, effort and money from losing their investments,

Time tested policy

Clearly, these actions of long ago to have stood the test of time to be as wise and prudent
today as they were decades ago. In large measure because of these policies, Louisiana’s
oyster industry is second-to-none, a claim few other industries in our state can accurately
make. Louisiana harvests and sells more oysters than any other state while the industry
provides jobs for over 10,000 people and nearly $31 million in dockside sales annually.

To many people who are not involved in the oystering on a regular basis however, the
state’s system of public and private farming can seem confusing. In reality, though, the
system is fairly simple.

It begins with the understanding that oystermen and women are not merely harvesters,
but farmers who must seed their acreage, cultivate and maintain it, protect it from man-
made and natural threats, and only then harvest it for sale to the consumer. History shows
that this system best protects the interests of the state, the consumer, and the oyster
farmer.

Two basic tvpes of ovster farming: public harvests

Fundamentally Louisiana has two types of oyster areas: public grounds and private
bedding grounds.

Public oyster harvesting takes place in the vast majority of Louisiana’s water bottom
acreage (approximately 2 million acres) but only accounts for about 20%-40% of all
oysters landed in Louisiana.



Private farming

Private leasing began in 1886, facilitating major investment in water bottoms from
Louisiana’s oyster farmers. Today there are approximately 400,000 acres leased for
private farming with significant acreage not currently under lease and still available.

Upon determining that a private leasing area may be suitable for oyster cultivation, a
qualified citizen of the state of Louisiana must apply for acreage in that area. This
application takes place at the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries. The
applicant must pay a significant application and survey fee based on size of area to be
leased. In addition, the lessor must also pay annual rental fees.

The acreage is then surveyed, either by a private surveyor or by a state surveyor

depending on the decision of the prospective farmer. A copy of the survey is maintained
by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries in New Orleans.
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The Case For Maintaining The Current Lease Systems

As we have seen above, the growth in Louisiana’s oyster industry, and the increase in
benefits to the state of Louisiana are directly tied to the foresight of policy makers during
the late 1800’s and early 1990’s. Without the stability provided by a system of private
leasing, and the assurance that leaseholders will be able to maintain their holdings
through a 15-year lease and beyond, there would be little incentive for Louisiana’s oyster
farmers to invest large sums of money and their valuable time in improving their acreage.

The result of that lack of incentive would be:

+ a lack of financial investment.

« fewer jobs in the industry and in related fields such as processing, transportation,
equipment sales, etc.

* higher prices for Louisiana oysters which could lead to lower consumer demand
and therefore lower sales.

« reduced state tax revenue

Efforts to substantively change Louisiana’s long time system of private leasing are
misguided and ignore the important influence the stability of long term leasing provides
for oyster farmers and the state respectively.

Moreover, the case for radically changing or even eliminating the current system fail to
acknowledge that private lease acreage only represents a modest portion of all available
waterbottoms. In fact, more than 80% of all waterbottoms are available for public
harvesting and are open to one and all without a lease.

Additionally, proponents of a change in policies fail to acknowledge that only a small
portion of acreage set aside for leasing is actually under contract at any point in time. The
availability of acreage not presently under lease means that people who do want to enter
the industry always have ample opportunity to do so.
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Risks to the Industry and the Families That Depend On It

Few industries in Louisiana are as vulnerable to as many different sources of risk as the
state’s oyster industry. From Mother Nature to man-made threats, the families that work
in the oyster farming and processing industries are constantly challenged.

One consistent line of defense for the industry however, is the state’s current leasing
policy which provides at least some stability and assurance that leaseholders will have
access to their costly investments for many years regardless of what other threats may be
posed to the industry.

Specific risks: naturally occurring

1) Hurricanes and other storms.

Frequent and devastating hurricanes and other strong storms present a considerable
challenge to Louisiana’s oyster farmers throughout the year. Storm surges often drive
huge amount of salt water into bays, inlets and other waterways inhabited by millions of
oysters, raising the salinity levels and threatening both the quality and the very existence
of oysters in impacted areas.

Likewise, high river stages and massive rainfall also tend to move freshwater from some
bodies of water into oyster beds lowering salinity levels and threatening oysters from that
angle as well.

2) Weather cycles

Successful oyster harvesting is also highly dependent on various weather cycles, most
notably wet and dry cycles that can change conditions for the oysters and impact their
size, health and marketability. Dry cycles are especially hazardous because they bring
drought and the numerous predators that come with it when the salinity exceeds 15 parts
per thousand. (Ideal salinity levels are around 10-15 parts per thousand).

Dry seasons also spawn various harmful diseases that have the potential to decimate beds.

Wet seasons bring excessive water and an influx of freshwater into the more salty waters
of the coast, particularly during the Spring months of March, April and May.

Excessively wet or dry, weather often upsets the fragile conditions and tenuous
environment in which the state’s private and public oyster beds are found.

However, Louisiana’s oyster farmers have largely learned to work within these cycles,
protecting their crops and their investments in the process.
-15-



3) Predators.

Oysters have many natural enemies that may routinely kill or harm them including
drumfish, redfish, “oyster drills” and other small and intrusive marine life that feast on
oysters and other shellfish.

Public policy.

Without much argument, most state and federal legislative and regulatory initiatives serve
to protect the integrity of $280 million oyster industry. As such, the state’s oyster farmers
strive to work closely with the state legislature, Governor, and agencies like the
Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, and the Louisiana Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, to formulate and implement policies which are as fair, reasonable and
beneficial as possible to as many interests as possible.

History shows that the industry supports coastal restoration initiatives and has been
instrumental in helping to encourage and create a fair and equitable relocation program
that protects the interests of all parties while limiting the financial impact on each.

Prior to formulation of sound public policy

The state of Louisiana’s violation of the 1980’s agreement with the oyster industry
regarding salinity levels in the Caernarvon freshwater diversion project, resulted in
damage to many of the region’s most prolific oyster beds and in awards for the some
oyster industry plaintiffs and against the state of Louisiana.

In these cases, juries and judges ruled that the state could have avoided fouling these -
oyster beds by remaining true to the original Caernarvon operational agreement instead of
ignoring the advice of the industry and other knowledgeable experts and reducing the
salinity level in the area by increasing the flow of freshwater into the beds.
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Oystermen tried to work out dispute before suit

New Orleans

esking the state to relocate their
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only half the story (‘Oyster fish-  mix of fresh and salt water to farms to areas that would
 ers at odds with state’s interest,”  make the oystersfatand salty, - net be affected by Caernarvor in
Feb. 10). . . while protecting us from disas-  the future.
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March 21, 2002

EDITORIALS

On the right side of the o_yster issue

The issue: Oyster leases.

We suggest: State faking right stance.
March 21, 2002

You can teach an old dog new tricks.

When it comes to oyster leases, the state has learned a valuable lesson, albeit a
costly one.

The state erred when it diverted fresh water into wetlands in an effort to restore the
coastline. No one argues that we must rebuild the coast. The state's error was in not
addressing the oyster leases before flushing them with fresh water and ruining the
harvest. Oyster fishermen took the issue to court — and won.

As a result of those court victories that could cost taxpayers as much as $1 billion,
the state has placed a moratorium on oyster leases. it affects the 600 pending
applications for new leases and all that have been seized for lack of payment by
leaseholders. It does not affect lease renewals, although the state should consider
including language in renewed leases that would help avoid more lawsuits in the
future.

The state's moratarium makes sense. It has been burned for its previous actions and
is now trying to avoid incurring more expense in the future. We can appreciate that
as taxpayers while empathizing with oyster fishermen whose livelihoods are
threatened because they cannot obtain new leases. But while some oyster
harvesters will be affected, the action is not a death kneit for the industry. it will
continue to thrive — just not in the areas flooded by fresh water.

The state has learned lessons from this mess. The $106.8-million Davis Pond project,
which will divert fresh water from the Mississippi River into the Barataria Basin, was
substantially delayed, at least partially, by slow relocation of affected oyster leases. It
was supposed to go online in the summer of 2000; it will be dedicated next week.
The project's flooding of fresh water will help rebuild the land, but it will hurt the
oyster beds. They need certain salinity levels to thrive.

But there’s no question: We must take steps to restore our marshes and fight coastal
erosion. We cannot continue to iose the 11 square miles of Barataria Basin fost
annually without trying to minimize the losses.

If we ignore the problem, it will only get worse. Salt water will claim more of our
wetlands and continue to erode the "coas!. Coastal erosion is a monster that is
steadily consuming everything in its path. The monster must be stopped — or at least,
slowed by these projects.

Editorials represent the opinion of The Courier and not of any one individual.
Questions or comments concerning editorials may be addressed to the Editor,
P.O. Box 2717, Houma, LA, 70361 or e-mail at: pews@houmatoday.cont .
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Oyster Industry defends awards for reef damage

By Mike Dunne
Advocate staff writer

The oyster mmdustry doesn’t want to be
known as the group that killed coastal
restoration, an industry spokesman told the
Iouisiana Wetlands and Couservation
Authority on Monday. .

But when plans are created to fight the
steady loss of 25 to 35 square miles of coastal
wetlands annually, they must minimize dam-
age to oyster reels, said Mike Voisin of the
Louisiana Oyster Growers Assocdation and
the Louisiana Oyster Damage Task Force.

hMeanwhite, another oyster reef damages
case wends its way through the courts in St
Bernard Parish. Already, judges have riica
the Cacriarvon Freshwater Diversion pro-
ject put too much Mississippi River water
into the Breton Sound area and destroyed
oyrster reefs,

In the past two mmonths, 3dth Judicial
District Judge Mauny Fernandez ruled the
Louislana Department of Nawral Resources
is Jiable for $227 million in damages from
one set of claims and 8284 million in dam-

ades in a second set, State officials
fear the dirnape awards coutd even-
tuatly add up 10 $1 billion against the
state.

‘However, Voisia said, the oyster
industey “contnues to support
constal restocation and freshwater
diversions.”

Freshwater diversions are de-
signed to mimic the amtual (keoding
of the Mississippi River; which used
tg'help keep the marshes healthy and
rebutlt them faster than they typical-
Iy sink and compicss.

Oyster farmers helped push the
Cocrnarven diversion, Voisin said.

If water is too salty, predators cut
deeply o the harvest, Voisip said.
I water gets too fresh, oysters dic.

The oyster industry favored the
project as a way to introduce fresh
water into Breton Sound and keep
Salt water ot bay.

“There were a punber of presen-
tations made that the impact cf
Caernarvon would be minimal," if
anything, Yoisin said.

But once npencd in the early 19%s,
Caernarvon’s flow was greater than
expeeted while at the same time alor
<k rain fell, freshening the waters tgo
rauck, Yoisin said.

A number of Farmers went cut of
business™ and seught compensaticn
from the courts, Veitin sakl. The
suits have given the industry a black
vye, he said.

But the probleny can te solved
thmueh elocation programs similav
to the one created for the Davis Pand
Freshwater Diversion, for which 8
ceremonial opuning is scheduled

oloday. The last three oyster lease
Srelocations ate being finalized

hefore full epevation is allowed,
prabably in a few wecks. according
oy the US. Army Cmps of Engineers.
Oysters pump about §280 million
into the state's ecoromy, Voisin said,
About 400000 acres of state watey
Lottoms arc under lease. About 250
milion pounds of in-the-shell oysters
are produced — about 60 percent
from leased larud, the rest from state
peblic reefs Some years, 80 percent
of the production has been from
leased water bottom, Voisin gaid.
Oystermen Jease waterbottoms for
15 years ot about $2 au acre. The
Lovisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission just declared a morato-

rium on Jeases untit several bills go -

1
‘
i

i

through the ongoing special session

of the Loudsiana Legislature.

*We spend tens of thousands of ddi-
lars per acre™ to create reefs in some
cases, Voisin sald, and growers want
to be able to recoup that investment.

The state t5 spending $6.3 milion
ou Davis Pord relocation versus hun-
dreds cf wmillions in damages in the
Cacraisrvot: case, he said.

The appurent success of the Davis
Pond rclocations indicates “We are
meving forward toward solution,*
Voitin said.

Natural Resaurces Secretary Jack
Caldweli agrecil.

“We doia't wanl to do anything to
destiuy the oyster farnuag concept
in Loutsiana,” Caddwell said.

But, he said, oyster growers should
be copmpensared only for what
rematns of their investment, and not
for sowe Tuture losses.

“We need to male sonie progress
toward resolving the conflict”
Caldwell said.
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Small-scale diversion projects could save coast

I have to disagree with Bob
Marshall’s March 31 article,
“Sediment diversion is the only
plan that works.” .

Large-scale freshwater diver-
sion structures such as Davis
Pond or the proposed Myrtle
Grove structure are not the only
sediment diversions that would
or could work. In numerous
coastal restoration public meet-
ings over the last 10 years, I
have suggested that small sedi-
ment diversion projects placed
all along the Mississippi River
would be much more effective.

These smaller projects, diver-
ting 1,500-3,000 cubic feet of
river water per second, would
mimic Mother Nature’s natural
flooding of the marsh more than
large-scale projects.

T've also said at these meet-
ings that neither small nor large
diversion projects will build

marsh on a large scale without

first rebuilding the barrier is-

lands or building jetties to hold
the diverted fresh waterin, .
while keeping much of the salt-

. water from the Gulf out.

A moratorium on oil and gas

exploration, as well as closing
pipeline canals inside the coastal
restoration zone, is imperative to
accelerate marsh building. .

I agree that sediment diver-
sion can restore and rebuild the
Louisiana marsh, but large-scale
diversions are not the only
coastal restoration methods that
will work. Smaller sediment di-
versions will do a much better °
job of mimicking Mother Na-
ture. ' :

Alfred Sunseri -
" "P&J Oyster Co.
New Orleans *
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Louisiana Legislature

JoHN J. HAINKEL, JR, April 30, 2002 CHARLIE DEWITT

PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

The Honorable M. J. "Mike" Foster, Jr.
Governor
* State of Louisiana
.P. O. Box 94004
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9004

Dear Governor Foster;

Enclosed you will find recent correspondence and newspaper articles regarding the
commercial shrimping industry. Because of a combination of more foreign shrimp being shipped to
the United States and the downturn of the national economy since September 11, shrimp prices paid
to the fishermen are at their lowest level in well over twenty years. These extremely low dockside
prices combined with higher fuel prices will equate to a possible economic disaster for the
commercial fishing industry this upcoming May shrimping season.

Consequently, we Louisiana state legislators are asking for any assistance your office and
administration can give to help our commercial fishing constituents through this problem. This
situation may even rise to the level of requesting special assistance from the Department of Social
Services so that temporary relief may be available. We all understand that there it is very little we
can do on the state level to control the amount of imported seafood coming into the United States.
Nevertheless, we respectfully request your assistance in contacting the Louisiana congressional
delegation so that this problem can get the proper attention it deserves from the federal authorities.
Your personal assistance with this matter will be greatly appreciated by us and the entire shrimping
industry.

Sincerely, é- ' (.‘
- J/ (f\.
=
. . . Craig F. Romero
ttri Senator, District 22

. A. "Butch” Gautreaux
Senator, District 21

g
| /é@a’?, e —
" , eUni;sen

7 Gerald J. T.

Joel 1. Chaisson, lil
Senator, District 25 Senator, District 19
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The Honorable Chris John, U. S. Representative, 7th Congressional District
The Honorable John J. Hainkel, Jr., President of the Senate
The Honorable Charlie DeWitt, Speaker of the House
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION
2002 Spring Shrimp Season Opening
adopted by the
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
May 2, 2002

the traditional management criteria used by the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries in recommending the
opening dates for the spring inshore shrimp season are
based on the population of brown shrimp in each shrimp
management zone reaching such a size that 50% or more of
the brown shrimp are 100 count per pound or larger, and

current biological data project that 50% of the 2002
brown shrimp crop will meet the 100 count per pound
management criteria in Shrimp Management Zone 1 by May 18,
2002, in Zone 2 by May 15, 2002 and in Zone 3 by May 26,
2002, and

on February 7, 2002 the Commission had closed that portion
of the State’s Territorial Waters south of the
Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495,
from the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at Eugene Island as
delineated by the River Channel buoy line to the eastern
shore of Freshwater Bayou.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby opens the spring

inshore shrimp season in Zone 1 at 6 a.m. May 7, 2002,
except the open waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as
described in the menhaden rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall
open at 6 a.m. May M , 2002, in Zone 2 and that portion of
the State’s Territorial Waters south of the Inside/Outside
shrimp 1line as described 1in R.S. 56:495 from the
Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at Eugene Island as
delineated by the River Channel buoy line to the eastern
shore of Freshwater Bayou at 6 a.m. May ua, 2002 and in.
Zone 3 at 6 a.m. Maya] , 2002.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby grants to the

Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the
authority to close any portion of Louisiana's inshore
waters to protect small white shrimp if biological and
technical data indicate the need to do so, or enforcement
problems develop.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, a Declaration of Emergency setting the 2002

Spring Shrimp Season in Louisiana state waters is attached
to and made part of this resolution.



%% % ;Jen}ué Jr., Secretary

La. Dept. of W11d11fe and
Fisheries




DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
WIL]IZ)LIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

In accordance &ith the emergency provisions of R.S. 49:953(B)
and R.S. 49:967 ofithe Administrative Procedure Act which allows
the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to use emergency procedures
to set shrimp seasons and R.S. 56:497 which providesgs that the
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission shall fix no less than two open
seasons each year for all or part of inside waters and shall have
the authority to open or close outside waters, the Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission does hereby set the 2002 Spring Inshore Shrimp
Season to open as follows:

Zone 1, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
Mississippi State line to the eastern shore of South Pass of the
Mississippi River, to open at 6 a.m. May 37, 2002, except the open
waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as described in the menhaden
rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall open at 6 a.m. May l, 2002, and

Zone 2, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
eastern shore of South Pass of the Mississippi River westward to
the western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh
Island, as well as that portion of the State’s Territorial Waters
south of the Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495
from the Atchafalaya River Channel at Eugene Island as delineated
by the River Channel buoy line to Freshwater Bayou, all to open at
6 a.m. May Hg, 2002, and

Zone 3, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the

western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh Island



westward to the Texas State Line, to open at 6 a.m. May 27, 2002.

The Commission also hereby grants to the Secretary of the
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries the authority to close any »
portion of the State's inshore waters to protect small white shrimp
if biological and technical data indicates the need to do so, or

enforcement problems develop.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. Chairman
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION
2002 Spring Shrimp Season Opening
adopted by the
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
May 2, 2002

the traditional management criteria used by the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries in recommending the
opening dates for the spring inshore shrimp season are
based on the population of brown shrimp in each shrimp
management zone reaching such a size that 50% or more of
the brown shrimp are 100 count per pound or larger, and

current biological data project that 50% of the 2002
brown shrimp crop will meet the 100 count per pound
management criteria in Shrimp Management Zone 1 by May 18,
2002, in Zone 2 by May 15, 2002 and in Zone 3 by May 26,
2002, and

on February 7, 2002 the Commission had closed that portion

of the State’s Territorial Waters south of the
Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495,
from the Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at Eugene Island as

.delineated by the River Channel buoy line to the eastern

shore of Freshwater Bayou.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby opens the spring

inshore shrimp season in Zone 1 at 6 a.m. May;}ﬂ_, 2002,
except the open waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as
described in the menhaden rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall
open at 6 a.m. May )£, 2002, in Zone 2 and that portion of
the State’s Territorial Waters south of the Inside/Outside
shrimp 1line as described in R.S. 56:495 from the
Atchafalaya River Ship Channel at Eugene Island as
delineated by the River Channel buoy line to the eastern
shore of Freshwater Bayou at 6 a.m. May JL, 2002 and in
Zone 3 at 6 a.m. May&zz, 2002.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby grants to the

Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, the
authority to close any portion of Louisiana's inshore
waters to protect small white shrimp if biological and
technical data indicate the need to do so, or enforcement
problems develop.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, a Declaration of Emergency setting the 2002

Spring Shrimp Season in Louisiana state waters is attached
to and made part of this resolution.



Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. Chairman James H. Jenkins,-Jr., Secretary
La. Wildlife and Fisheries La. Dept. of Wildlife and
Commission Fisheries



- DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R.S. 49:953(B)
and R.S. 49:967 of the Administrative Procedure Act which allows the
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to use emergency procedures to set
shrimp seasons and R.S. 56:497 which provides that the Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission shall fix no less than two open seasons each
year for all or part of inside waters and shall have the authority to
open or close outside waters, the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
does hereby set the 2002 Spring Inshore Shrimp Season to open as
'jollpws:

Zone 1, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
Mississippi State line to the eastern shore of South Pass of the
Mississippi River, to open at 6 a.m. May 27], 2002, except the open
waters of Breton and Chandeleur Sounds as described in the menhaden
rule (LAC 76:VII.307D)which shall open at 6 a.m. May [{ , 2002, and

Zone 2, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the
eastern shore of South Pass of the Mississippi River westward to the
western shore of Vermilioﬁ.Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh Island, as
well as that portion of the State’s Territorial Waters south of the
Inside/Outside Shrimp Line as described in R.S. 56:495 from the
Atchafalaya River Channel at Eugene Island as delineated by the River
Channel buoy line to Freshwater Bayou, all to open at 6 a.m. May j;,
2002, and

Zone 3, that portion of Louisiana's inshore waters from the



western shore of Vermilion Bay and Southwest Pass at Marsh Island
westward to the Texas State Line, to open at 6 a.m. May ig, 2002.
The Commission also hereby grants to the Secretary of the
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries the authority to close any
portion of the State's inshore waters to protect small white shrimp
if biological and technical data indicates the need to do so, or

enforcement problems develop.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr. Chairman



104 West 65th Street Transportation, Highways and Public Works

Cur Off, Louisiana 70345 N House and Governmental Affairs
E-Mail: larep054@legis.state.la.us STATE OF LOUISIANA Labor and Industrial Relations
Telephone: (985) 632.2001
(800) 610.5633 HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Fax: (985) 6326926
LOULAN PITRE, JR.
District 54
April 15, 2002
James Jenkins, Jr. Thomas Gattle
Secretary Chairman
LA Department of Wildlife and Fisheries Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
Post Office Box 98000 Post Office Box 98000
Baton Rouge, LA 70898 Baton Rouge, LA 70898

Re:  Area 6 Archery Season
Dear Gentlemen:

I have recently learned that there are some proposed changes relating to the archery
season of Area 6. I am specifically concerned about delaying the start of the archery season
in Area 6 by one month, to November 1. I respectfully request that you reconsider this
delay. I understand that the delay is a result of a study that suggested a late breeding
season throughout Area 6, and as a result the fawns are too young to hunt does by October.
Would it be possible to have a bucks-only bow season for the first two weeks of October,
then open the season up for either-sex deer thereafter? Additionally, I respectfully request
that any lost days in October be added to the back-end of the season.

I would greatly appreciate your consideration of my requests. Please contact me if

you have any questions or comments.
Very truly yoursW

oulan Pitre, Jr.
- State Representative, District 54
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cc: Véill Busbice, Jr.
Terry D. Denmon
Lee Felterman
Thomas E. Kelly
Jerry Stone, M.D.
Wayne Sagrera
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May 1, 2002

Mrs. Susan
Re:  Resolution
Dear Mrs. Susan:

Per our conversation, please find a letter that was mailed to all Commissioners this week.
Also, please find a Resolution which should have been enclosed with the letter. I asked that you
please make sure that all Commissioners receives a copy of this letter and Resolution for the meeting
tomorrow.

Cc: Mr. Thomas Gattle
Mr. Thomas Kelly
Mr. Bill Busbice, JR.
Mr. Glynn Carver
Mr. Warren Delacroix, III
Mr. Norman McCall
Mr. Henry Stone
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Senate
Btate of Lonisiana

Robert M. Martornemx, Jr. coMMITTEES:
Slate Senator Apri] 29, 2002 Caphol Outisy
DistrictNo. 17 -

Mx. Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

CHAIRMAN

LoursiaNA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
Rt. 1, Box 40

Lake Providence, Louisiana 71254

Re:  Proposed Changes to the 2002-2003 Hunting Season

Dear Chairman Gattle:

Please know that Irepresent all of IBERVILLE, POINTE COUPEE, WEST BATONROUGE, and part
of EASTBATON ROUGE PARISH. The recent proposai(s) by the LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
COMMISSION, particularly the changes to Area 6, has created an uprising within my district.

As an avid outdoorsma;x, Ilike many others in Area 6, thoroughly enjoy the fall season which
marks the beginning of hunting season in SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA.

With respect to the proposed changes in Area 6, please know that I do not at all support the
changes. Likewise, the Louisiana Senate does not support the proposed changes either, Attached
please find a Resolution passed by the Senate in the First Extraordinary Session of 2002, which
passed by a unanimous vote.

If you read the ADVOCATE on Sunday, April 28, 2002, one might certainly believe that this
would lead to an aristocratic society - one whereby only the rich and affluent will continue to hunt.
Furthermore, there is concern by many regarding the WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA(S) and whether
or not these areas will be under the “six point” or better rule. Please know that I am supportive of a
six point or better rule if it applies statewide.

To single out Area 6 causes great concern for me as the SENATOR from the area, Furthermore,
to allow some areas, such as the WMA, to take any type of buck while requiring others to shoot six
point bucks only causes greater concern. Therefore, 1 am totally opposed to the proposed changes
as they have presented by or to the COMMISSION

With regard to the proposed changes to the bow season, mostly in an effort to protect young
fawns, I applaud the recommendation of the bow hunters in the area who suggested a “bucks only”
season during the month of October. This will completely eliminate the concern of young fawns being
left without their nurturing mother.

Post Office Bax 577, Livonia, LA 70735
Phone (225) 637-3623 + (800) 773-0131 « Fax (225) 637-3124
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I know that you have the best interest of the state, hunters and the conservation of wildlife
of the STATE OF LOUISIANA in mind when establishing rules and regulations for hunting seasons, I
would ask that you take the many concerns voiced by my constituents in roaking the final vote on
these proposed changes.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office.

Sincerely,

L o i

Robert M. Marionneaux, JIr.
RMM jr.:kd

4
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Firgt Extraordinary Session, 2002
SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 22
BY SENATOR MARIONNEAUX

ARESOLUTION

To urge and request the Lounisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to

maintain the current gun and archery deer season in Area 6 and in

Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and West Baton Rouge parithes.

WHEREAS, at its most recent meeting, the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fisheries Commisaion has proposed deer hunting dates that reflect a dramatic
shift from years past that has led to a great deal of confusion among area
hunters; and

WHEREAS, the commission has proposed that the archery season in
Area 6 open on November 1 and close on February 2; a muzzleloader only
season from December 9 through Decamber 20; and a modern firearm season
of November 23 through February 2; and

WHEREAS, despite further objections, the commission also agreed to
add a §-point rule for Area 6 deer hunters in Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and
West Baton Rouge parishes which means hunters in those three parishes will
only be allowed to take deer with six or more tines in their antlars; and

WHEREAS, this is a very dynamic shift from years past when the
archery season ordinarily opened on October 1 and closed at the end of
January; and

WHEREAS, Area 6 archery hunters have taken exception o this changs
because their deer season will lose 2 month at the normal beginning of the
season and only gain two days at the close of the season, thus reducing their

overall season by twenty-nine days; and

Page1o0f2
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SRNO.22 ENROLLED
WHEREAS, a motion to have a "bucks only" archery season from

October 1 to October 31 in Area 6 was withdrawn from consideration by the
tommission; and

WHERRAS, Area 6 hunters, as well as thoss huntars in Iberville, Points
Coupee, and West Baton Rouge parishes are genuinely not satisfied with the
current proposed 2002 deer season.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Senate of the Legislature
of Lounisiana doss hereby urge and request the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission to void the proposed deer seasops in Arez 6 and to
maintain the gun and archery deer season in Area 6 and in Iberville, Pointe
Coupee and West Baton Rouge parishes a5 they have been in past years.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be
immediately remsmitted to ths Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Comunission
and to the secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.

FRESIDENT OF THE SENATE

Page2o0f2
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SBenate
State of Wpuisiana

. T :
- Robert M. Marionmeanx, JPr. °2':r'fcuu§is
State Senator April 29, 2002 Capitol Outlay

DistrlctNo. 17

Mr. Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

CHAIRMAN .
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
Rt. 1,Box 40 -

Lake Providence, Louisiana 71254

Re:  Proposed Changes to the 2002-2003 Hunting Season

Dear Chairman Gattle:

Please know that1represent all of IBERVILLE, POINTE COUPEE, WEST BATONROUGE, and part
of EAST BATONROUGE PARISH. The recent proposal(s) by the LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
COMMISSION, particularly the-changes to Area 6, has created an uprising within my district.

As an avid outdoorsman, I like many others in Area 6, thoroughly enjoy the fall season which
marks the beginning of hunting season in SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA.

With respect to the proposed changes in Area 6, please know that I do not at all support the
changes. Likewise, the Louisiana Senate does not support the proposed changes either. Attached

please find a Resolution passed by the Senate in the First Extraordinary Session of 2002, which
passed by a unanimous vote.

If you read the ADVOCATE on Sunday, April 28, 2002, one might certainly believe that this
would lead to an aristocratic society - one whereby only the rich and affluent will continue to hunt..
Furthermore, there is concern by many regarding the WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREA(S) and whether
or not these areas will be under the “six point” or better rule. Please know that I am supportive of a
six point or better rule if it applies statewide.

To single out Area 6 causes great concern for me as the SENATOR from the area. Furthermore,
to allow some areas, such as the WMA, to take any type of buck while requiring others to shoot six
point bucks only causes greater concern. Therefore, I am totally opposed to the proposed changes
as they have presented by or to the COMMISSION

With regard to the proposed changes to the bow season, mostly in an effort to protect young
fawns, I applaud the recommendation of the bow hunters in the area who suggested a “bucks only”
season during the month of October. This will completely eliminate the concern of young fawns being
left without their nurturing mother.

Post Office Box 577, Livonia, LA 70755
Phone (225) 637-3623 » (800) 773-0131 » Fax (225) 637-3124



I’ know that you have the best interest of the state, hunters and the conservation of wildlife
of the STATE OF LOUISIANA in mind when establishing rules and regulations for hunting seasons. I

would ask that you take the many concerns voiced by my constituents in making the final vote on
these proposed changes.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office.

Sincerely,

A eamaif

Robert M. Marionneaux, Jr.

RMM,, jr.:kd



First Extraordinary Session, 2002
SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 22

BY SENATOR MARIONNEAUX

A RESOLUTION

To urge and request the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission to

maintain the current gun and archery deer season in Area 6 and in

Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and West Baton Rouge parishes.

WHEREAS, at its most recent meeting, the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fishcries Commission has proposed deer hunting dates that reflect a dramatic
shift from years past that has led to a great deal of confusion among area
hunters; and

WHEREAS, the co;nnﬂssion has proposed that the archery season in
Area 6 open on November 1 and close on February 2; a muzzleloader only
season from December 9 through December 20; and a modern firearm season
of November 23 through February 2; and

WHEREAS, despite further objections, the commission also agreed to
add a 6-point rule for Area 6 deer hunters in Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and
West Baton Rouge parishes which means hunters in those three parishes will
only be allowed to take deer with six or more tines in their antlers; and

WHEREAS, this is a very dynamic shift from years past when the
archery season ordinarily opened on October 1 and closed at the end of
January; and

WHEREAS, Area 6 archery hunters have taken exception to this change
because their deer season will lose a month at the normal beginning of the
season and only gain two days at the close of the season, thus reducing their

overall season by twenty-nine days; and

Page 1 of 2



SR NO. 22 ENROLLED
WHEREAS, a motion to have a "bucks only” archery season from

October 1 to October 31 in Area 6 was withdrawn from consideration by the
commijssion; and

WHEREAS, Area 6 hunters, as well as those hunters in Iberville, Pointe
Coupee, and West Baton Rouge parishes are genuinely not satisfied with the
current proposed 2002 deer season.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Senate of the Legislature
of Louisiana do;:é hereby urge and request the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission to void the proposed deer seasons in Area 6 and to
maintain the gun and archery deer season in Area 6 and in Iberville, Pointe
Coupee and West Baton Rouge parishes as they have been in past years.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be
immedjately transmitted to the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

and to the secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.

PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE

Page 2 of 2
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“ .. conserving our natural resources and your right to enjoy them.” %
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0

Mr. Thomas M. Gattle, Jr., Chairman
Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
Route 1, Box 40

Lake Providence, LA 71254

Dear Chairman Gattle:

The Board of Directors of the Louisiana Wildlife Federation (LWF) held its Spring Meeting last
Saturday in Woodworth and one of the agenda items that generated a lot of interest was the
proposed Area 6 deer hunting regulations. As you may know, LWF represents a large number of
deer hunters in Area 6 including members of the East Ascension Sportsman’s League, American
Sportsmen Against Poachers, the Avoyelles Wildlife Federation, and Bayou State Bowhunters,
among others. Some of those organizations have made recommendations to the Louisiana
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (Commission) concerning the Area 6 deer hunting
regulations, and LWF does not intend to speak for those individual organizations. However, as a
larger group attempting to consider numerous organizations’ and individuals’ points of view, and
the rationale for the proposed regulations, our directors had a very lively discussion this past
Saturday. The outcome was a resolution to recommend the following for the Commission’s
consideration.

2002/2003 Area 6 Archery Season

Recommendation: ~ October 1 - October 31 buck-only. November 1- February 9 either-sex
(subject to buck-only restrictions during buck-only gun hunts)

Reasons: Allows archers to begin hunting at the traditional opening of the season.
Complies with the LDWF staff recommendation to avoid harvest of does
when fawns are still dependent on their mothers for nourishment and
survival. Additional either-sex days in February is reasonable
compensation for lost doe harvest opportunity in October while
"reserving" the rest of February for small game hunting.

We are aware that there is a concern about putting too much pressure on the buck component of
the deer population in Area 6 if the archery season opens on October 1* and is restricted to buck-
only for that month. We don’t agree, however, that this is sufficient reason to lose 31 days of
recreation at a prime hunting time of the year. Further study is needed to determine if the level
of buck harvest by archers in an early buck-only season will adversely impact the quality of the
deer herd.

Recommendation:  In Avoyelles Parish east of 1-49, set the dog running and muzzleloader
seasons the same as what is proposed for Areal.

Reason: This part of Avoyelles Parish was formerly in Area 1 and enjoyed a split
muzzleloader season.

337 S. Acadian Thruway, Baton Rouge, LA 70806 Phone/Fax: (225) 344-6707
P.O. Box 63239 Audubon Station, Baton Rouge, LA 70896-5239 Email: lawildfed@aol.com


mailto:lawildfed@aol.com

These recommendations are not meant to apply to Wildlife Management Areas as other
considerations necessarily apply to the management of WMAs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Y in conservation,

€ L. Herring
President

C Members, Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission
James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secretary, LDWF
Tom Prickett, Administrator, LDWF Wildlife Division
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. IF YOU TAKE DRAMATIC MOVES TO CORRECT A PROBLEM,
IT WILL NEED DRAMATIC MEASURES TO STABILIZE THE SITUATION

AREA 6 DEER SEASON

2001-2002 DPEER HUNTING SEASON . 2002-2003 PROPOSED DEER HUNTING SEASON

ARCHERY:
2001-02 Mon. Oct. 1-Thurs. Jan. 31 (123 Days) © 2002-03 Mon. Oct. 14-Thurs. Feb. 13 (123 Days)
. (Oct. 14-Nov. 2 Bucks Only)

[When Atchafalaya Delta Wildlife Management Area first opened it was bucks only. This has produced successful decr
hunting on the Delta as well as the surrounding area. (The transfer of the deer herd may be the reason for the late rut that’s occurring
in Area 7 presently. )]

MUZZLELOADER :
Nov. 10-16 Opened ¥ Sat. before Thanksgiving Nov. 22 Nov. 16-22 can open 2 Sat. before Thanksgiving Nov. 28
Jan. 21-27 Seven days aflcr with or without dogs ' Jan. 20-26 Seven days afler with or without dogs

[This will give muzzlcloaders two weckends of hunting )

STILL HUNT

- Nov. 17-Dec. 2 Saturday before Thanksgiving Nov. 22 Nov. 23-Dec. 6 Saturday before Thanksgiving Nov. 28

WITH OR WITHOUT DOGS

Dec. 8- Jan. 20 Third Sat. atler Thanksgiving Nov. 22 Dece. 7*-Jan. 19 Sccond Sat. atler Thanksgiving Nov. 28

*Opening with or without dogs this date would help the lower
swamp parishes in Arca 6 with the water rise at the cnd of
December.

NOTE: If the rut in Arca 7 is.running identical as the rut in the north half of the parishes which are in Arca 6, have opening dates in
both arcas be the same. That would give the still hunters in Lower Terrebonne Parish their three weeks of rifle scason that they
contacted the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Department about last October.
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SURVEY RESULTS!!!

Ist 2nd
OPTION #1
NO CHANGE AT ALL. 277 57
Season remains the same.
OPTION #2 96 233
Oct 1-Oct 31 Bow/BUCKS ONLY
Nov 1-Nov 22 Bow/Either Sex
Nov 23-Dec 6 Gun
Dec 7-Dec 20 Muzzle Loader
Dec 21-Feb 2 Gun
OPTION #3 1 22
Oct 15-Nov 22 Bow/Either Sex
Nov 23-Dec 6 Gun
Dec 7-Dec 20 Muzzle Loader
Dec 21-Feb 2 Gun
Feb 3-Feb 15 Bow/Either Sex
OPTION #4 3 4
Department of Wildlife & Fisheries Proposal)
Nov 1-Nov 22 Bow-Either Sex/Nothing in October
Nov 23-Dec 6 Gun
Dec 7-Dec 20 Muzzle Loader
Dec 21-Feb 2 Gun
OPTION #5 0 6
Included with option #4.
Feb 3-Feb 28 Bow ?, Maybe Either Sex * Out of 377 people, 55 had

no 2nd choice.



LOUISIANA BOWHUNTER'S SURVEY

NO. DEER DOES BUCKS [ALL DEER
CLUBS ACRES KILLED KILLED | KILLED | KILLED
(BOW) {(BOW) (BOW)
AVOYELLES 4 10,063 308 3 2 5
POINTE COUPEE 5 9,394 316 10 9 19
ST. LANDRY 9 21,726 300 14 3 17
TOTAL 18 41,183 924 27 14 41
PERCENTAGE 2.90% 1.50% 4.0%
OLD MISS H.C. 362 6 4 1%
BALLEY HACK 94 0 3 3%
SUGARLAND H.C. 70 2 1 4%
ALL ROM CLUBS IN AREA SIX
Avoyelles 34 47,665
Iberville 1 1,020
Pointe Coupee 17 27,814
St. Landry 33 38,060
West Feliciana 4 2,713
West Baton Rouge 4 3,880
L&E HUNTING CLUB 5-YEAR SURVEY
MUZZLE
LOADER
2000 80 0 2 2
1999 75 0 0 2
1998 67 0 1 1
1997 90 0 6 0
1996 101 0 5 1
TOTAL 413 0 14 6 3%




Monitoring of Experimental Antler Restrictions
Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and West Baton Rouge Parishes

The Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission served notice that antler restrictions
for the tri-parish area of Iberville, Pointe Coupee, and West Baton Rouge Parishes were
being considered for the 2002-2003 deer hunting season. The specific restrictions would
limit the bucks taken to those with 6 points or better and spikes that are 3 inches or less.
The Wildlife Division was given the task of developing a program to monitor the results
of this harvest strategy.

Introduction

Currently, there is a large degree of public support for some type of quality deer
management (QDM) with the objective of increasing antler size by limiting the harvest of
1Y%-year-old bucks and thus increasing the number of older aged bucks in the population.
Although there are many variations on ways to accomplish this goal, the two most
commonly used involve either antler restrictions or restrictions on the number of bucks
that can be taken during the hunting season.

DMAP has been a tool by which hunting clubs and landowners in Louisiana have been
able to improve the quality of deer herds and increase the number of bucks in the adult

age classes. This has been accomplished on a voluntary basis through selective harvest
using both antler and/or number restrictions.

The South Louisiana Branch of the Quality Deer Management Association made a
proposal to the LDWF and LWFC last year to start a pilot program with a 6-point
minimum antler restriction in the tri-parish area. The Commission did not adopt the
proposal and the Department began pursuing the concept of a statewide buck limit to
increase the adult age classes. A tagging system for enforcement of deer limits (6 per
season as well as any buck limit) was to be proposed in conjunction with the statewide
buck limit. Such a system would also provide a means for gathering complete deer
harvest data. However, it was determined that any tagging provisions require legislative
approval so the LDWF recommendation for a buck limit was eliminated from its 2002-
2003 hunting package.

LDWEF still believes that a buck limit is the best method for increasing age structure of
buck populations in Louisiana without many of the problems that are inherent in antler
restrictions. Besides the obvious issue of whether hunters can distinguish points to a 1-
inch minimum, other biological concerns exist. Mississippi’s Wildlife, Fisheries and
Parks Department found that the 4-point rule did not provide uniform protection of
yearling bucks across the state. Data suggested that on fertile, high quality sites, antler
degradation occurred because of high harvest rates and inadequate protection of better
1'%-year old bucks. The high quality sites were those within the Mississippi River
floodplain. As such, the habitat potential within the tri-parish area is similar in many
ways to the Mississippi study’s high quality sites.



Monitoring

To adequately assess the impact of this pilot program, LDWF must be able to measure
harvest rates and physical conditions on bucks and does. Physical condition includes
antler development, age, and body weight on bucks. On does, lactation replaces antler
characteristics. Ostensibly, harvest rate would seem the easiest element to monitor.
However, seldom, if ever, is the actual rate of harvest measured with deer. To do so
requires that the actual population structure be known or, as in the case of many game
birds studies, known numbers of marked individuals (banded) are compared with the
number of marked individuals recovered (harvested).

With deer, barvest rate is often confused with the age structure of the harvest; i.e., 50
percent 1'z-year olds, 30 percent 2)2-year olds, and 20 percent 3-years or older.
Harvests on public lands such as wildlife management areas are thought to be more
random and generally non-selective. As a consequence, harvested age class proportions
of deer from public lands are thought to be indicative of the actual age classes’
representation in the population. On many private lands, and most DMAP lands,
selectivity is much greater and thus harvested age structures are unlikely to be indicative
of actual population structure. In the absence of knowing the actual harvest rate, the
successfulness of increasing the number of deer in adult age classes may be best
addressed by examining the acres per deer harvested by the various age classes.

In the tri-parish area, there are almost 100 participants in DMAP involving almost
200,000 acres. Data collected through their participation can provide the basis for much
of the evaluation. Within the database, cooperators are classified into management
objectives. Evaluations of antler characteristics (circumference, beam length, points),
weight, and lactation rates by age class will be conducted on at least 2 levels such as
trophy and/or quality deer and sustained harvest. Harvest data also are collected from
over 20 LATD cooperators in the tri-parish area.

Other opportunities to gather information on acres per deer harvested, antler
characteristics, weight, and lactation rates by age class must be developed or enhanced.
Currently, at least 2 major private landowners have begun requiring lessees to maintain
data similar to those collected through DMAP. However, data from these sources are
generally sparse. The LDWF use its working knowledge of the landowners and clubs to
further development of data sources. Nonetheless, a large gap in data from many areas
will likely remain without statutory authority to mandate collection of these data.

Educational Needs

General

Hunters within the tri-parish area must be aware of the regulatory change. The antler
restrictions are the most dramatic change in buck management for the general public in
Louisiana in well over 30 years. The Department must have an aggressive informational
campaign within the region to insure that all hunters are aware of the regulatory



restrictions on antlers. The public also must know that there is a consequence to non-
compliance with the regulations.

Antler Characteristics

Hunters must measure antler characteristics in a consistent manner. Points,
circumference, and beam length should be measured similar to the definitions and Boone
and Crockett standards. Most DMAP clubs currently use these guidelines. Nonetheless,
a series of educational seminars should be held within each of the impacted parishes.
These will serve to refresh current DMAP cooperators as well as educate other hunting
clubs in the area. Based on WMA managed hunt experiences, the most commonly
violated measurement by the general hunting public is not counting points correctly; i.e.,
overestimating the number of points. In addition to seminars, leaflets depicting the
proper measurement techniques should be developed and distributed to the public
through vendors in the region and DMAP mailings as well as included in the hunting
pamphlet. The measurement technique also should be posted on the Department’s
website. Finally, in-house training will be given to insure that Wildlife and Enforcement
Divisions’ staff within the impacted can adequately explain to the public the
measurement techniques.

Compliance

Compliance needs to be determined relative to two issues. First, the compliance rate with
the regulations must be ascertained; i.e., what proportion of the buck harvest is meeting
the spike length/minimum point restrictions. Compliance rate to the general antler
regulations should provide insight into how well (or willing) hunters can discern antler
characteristics.

The second compliance issue is whether landowners and hunting clubs will gather data
consistent with the proposed requirements. Data from DMAP clubs already should be
measured in the appropriate manner. However, at least 50 checks should be made to
determine the quality of data collected on DMAP and non-DMAP lands. These checks
should be randomly conducted during the hunting season. Again, the most likely
criterion for error is the number of points.

Increased hunter checks by Wildlife and Enforcement Divisions will be necessary to
adequately address both of these issues. Again, hunters must know there is a
consequence for non-compliance with the point and spike length restrictions.

Club and Landowner Objectives

DMAP Cooperators

All DMAP clubs are currently classified under one of several management objectives
such as sustained harvest, trophy, etc. Although Wildlife Division biologists annually
work with clubs and develop assessments, a special survey of cooperators should be
conducted to ascertain the accuracy of how clubs are currently categorized. Any



additional buck harvest restrictions that cooperators may be using also will be
determined.

Non-DMAP Lands _

Major landowners and clubs that do not currently provide data to the Department should
be identified and encouraged to maintain detailed harvest records. This group is more
likely to not have been using antler restrictions and, thus may provide important new
information. DMAP harvest data sheets currently can be downloaded from the
Department’s website. Participation of these groups may provide the greatest amount of
data consistent with a history of random harvest selection. However, as with the DMAP
cooperators, prior and current restrictions on buck harvest must be established to validate
this assumption. '

Attitudes

Based on the South Louisiana Chapter of the Quality Deer Management Association’s
petition, support for the 6-point regulation within the tri-parish area is high. However,
the expectations of the petitioners are not known. At least 2 surveys, pre and post, should
be conducted. The pre-survey will be to determine their expectations. Post surveys will
provide information relative to whether expectations were met. Results of post surveys
will then be compared to the physical deer harvest attributes to provide insight into
whether hunters’ perception of the impacts are similar to the physical attributes that were
measured.

Time Frame

Harvest Rate

Three years of data under the restrictive regulation can provide for a limited assessment
of harvest rate (per acre) by age classes. The period allows the initial 1%-year-old bucks
that were passed over the potential to move into the 3 Y2-year-old age class. However,
given the influence of weather and other factors on hunting success, conclusions relative
to the change should be viewed as tentative. For example, based on Choctaw Bayou
Association data, there has been little change in the acres per 1'4-year-olds and 2'%:-year-
olds during the past 6 seasons (1995-2000)—the last 3 of which were 6 points or better
and spikes. However, there appears to be an increase in the 3'%-year-old harvest per acre.
Multiple hypotheses for these apparent harvest trends can be made.

Using the 1996-2000 deer seasons’ DMAP data for the tri-parish area, the 1'% -year-old
the 2%-year-old and older buck harvest will be reduced by about 50% and 18%,
respectively. Considered together, about 1 in 3 bucks killed during those 5 years would
not be legal under the proposed regulations.

A 4 points on 1 side (generally 7 points or better) regulation was initiated within the
Choctaw Bayou Association. As would be expected, the number of acres per 1'2-year-
old buck increased dramatically (over 50%). The number of acres per 2%2-year-old buck



decreased by over 35% and the values for the 3)%-year-old and older deer were largely
unchanged. Sufficient time to determine the impacts from this practice has not occurred.

Genetic Impact

A 3-year program is unlikely to be adequate to determine whether harvest rates on the
better quality 1%2-year-old bucks are excessive. Within the Association, these are already
the animals targeted, along with older 6-points or better bucks. Given the voluntary 4
points on one side regulation of the Association, it is unlikely that much of an impact
relative to 1'4-year-old buck harvest will occur on Association lands. However, a
number of 2%;-year-old and older bucks also will be past up. The S5-year mean for percent
of adult bucks that were less than 6 points in the Association’s harvest is 11%. For the
tri-parish DMAP clubs that value is 19%. Data from non-Association clubs will probably
provide the better opportunity for comparison of pre- and post. However, even on these
lands, some selective harvest likely occurred in the past. Analyses will likely involve
comparisons of deer harvest characteristics from within as well as outside of the tri-parish
area.

Definitions

Point

A legal point is a projection that is at least one inch long with the one-inch length being
longer than the width of the base at the one-inch mark. The beam tip counts as a legal
point.

Spike
A buck with a set of antlers must contain a total of only 2 points.

Three-inch Spike or Less

The distance from the tip of the antler to the bottom of the peticel base must be 3 inches
or less.
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RESOLUTION

LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission at its
regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge, LA, May. 2, 2002.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

chronic wasting disease is a neurodengerative disease found in captive
deer and elk in eight states, as well as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease that is related to
bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad cow disease) of cattle,
Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal,
and

there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease, and

evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and elk can quickly
spread chronic wasting disease, and

evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic wasting disease
has spread from captive deer and elk herds to free ranging deer, and

the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease is resistant to
traditional disinfection techniques and apparently survives in the
environment for an extended period of time, and

although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and
Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry has licensed
approximately 250 captive deer or elk enclosures of various types, the deer
and elk industry in Louisiana is small and not dependent on imported
animals, and

in contrast, the economic impact of deer hunting is in excess of
$600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing over 8,500 jobs, and

the cost to the state and private sector would be substantial if a chronic
wasting disease outbreak occurs in Louisiana’s wild deer, and

the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease outbreak is
killing as many deer as possible in an area surrounding the outbreak, and

the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted a declaration of
emergency to address chronic wasting disease and other states, including
Texas, have placed a moratorium on deer importation, and



THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana’s wild deer resources,
the attached Declaration of Emergency and Notice of Intent prohibiting
importation of deer and elk are adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission.

: 1. Gattle, Jr., Chairman : %ﬁ%%. J enkins,%r., Secretary

¢ and Fisheries Commission LA Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries




" DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R. S. 49:953 (B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
the following emergency rule. This action supercedes LAC 76:V.117.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect
for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure
~Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for the promulgation of this Declaration of
Emergency are as follows:

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis (TB) occurs in captive and
free ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited
importation of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states
with endemic CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer.
Importation from Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence
~of TB. Since that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least
21 captive deer or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma,
Nebraska, Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of

Saskatchewan. In addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and



elk, and those in the CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and
north-central Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging
deer 1in Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases 1in
Wisconsin, found in March 2002, are the first east of the
Mississippi River. Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging
"deer in western Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found
outside of the endemic area in the northeastern part of that state.
Several of the CWD outbreaks in wild deer appear to be associated
with captive elk herds.

CWD 1is a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, and scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for
CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to
'deér and elk, and is not naturaliy transmitted to livestock or
humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it
is probably transmitted from animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is also thought to occur.

There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubation period (time from which the animal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at least 18 months and may be as long as

3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals appear normal.



" Symptoms of CWD include weight' loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue
from dead animals is the only means of positive diagnosis. The
agent that causes CWD 1is extremely resistant to traditional
disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the infectious
agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some evidence
indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an extended
period of time.

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
“and elk can quickly spread CWD beyond those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD outbreaks
in free ranging deer in Colorado, Nebraska, and South Dakota are
related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
" least 12 states and 2 Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds

was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal



auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what animals they have been
in contact with, are seldom available. In some states, including
" Louisiana, captive deer and elk 'may be introduced into large
enclosures containing wild deer. Once introduced into large, often
heavily vegetated enclosures, the animals usually cannot be
monitored or re-captured. Enclosures are not escape-proof and
escapes or fence to fence contact with free ranging wild deer can
be expected.

The Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry has
licensed approximately 120 alternative livestock farms that average
about 12 acres in size and contain an average of about 10 - 20 deer
each. 1In addition, 15 supplemented hunting preserves that are at
" least 300 acres each are licensed by LDAF. These supplemented
hunting preserve enclosures may contain both released deer and
native wild deer. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries licenses about 115 non-commercial game breeders that
possess deer. The deer and elk farming industry in Louisiana is
small, and as a whole, not highly dependent on imported deer. 1In
2000, the LDAF issued only 10 importation permits involving 57
deer.

In contrast, recreation associated with wild deer and wild



- deer hunting has significant economic impact in Louisiana. In
2001, there were approximately 172,000 licensed deer hunters in
Louisiana. There were alsQ an undetermined number that were not
required to have a license (under age 16 or over age 60). The 1996
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated
Recreation reports that deer hunting in Louisiana has an economic
impact of $603,909,581 per year and provides over 8,500 jobs. Many
landowners receive income from land leased for deer hunting.
Recreation has been the driving force maintaining rural and
timberland real estate values during the last several years.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.
State government could incur considerable costs in order to
effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitoring and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak in that state. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has
spent about $1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.
They are requesting an additional $2,300,000 in FY 2002/03 to
address CWD outbreaks in their state.

In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
-would be affected by a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
hunting would 1likely decline 1f significantly 1lower deer
populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding contact

with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce deer



hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer hunting
related retail purchases would therefore be likely. In Wisconsin,
Department of Natural Resources personnel report that a significant
decline 1in land value 1in the CWD affected area has already
occurred. A significant reduction in deer hunting activity could
. also have deleterious effects on agriculture, horticulture, and
forestry resulting from increased deer depredation of crops,
ornamentals, and trees if the reduction in hunting mortality is not
offset by CWD mortality.

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves
depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). By way of
example, Wisconsin Department'of Natural Resources personnel and
landowners are killing 500 deer in a 415 square mile area for
testing. If more infected deer are found, a depopulation program
will likely be instituted. 1In Colorado, the Division of Wildlife
- 1s killing as many deer and elk as possible in a 5-mile radius of
the CWD outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation
efforts are offensive to wildlife agencies, hunters, and other
citizeng. However, this is the only available means to control CWD
outbreaks in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States Department of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to

authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program



~in the United States. Prohibitions on the importation of deer and
elk have been instituted in a number of states. Texas and Florida
recently suspended importation of deer and elk. Other states,
including Wisconsin and Utah have developed rules that require that
imported deer and elk must originate from herds that have been
certified free of CWD for at least S years. However, because few,
if any, herds in the United States can meet that standard, this
rule is effectively an importation prohibition.

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, an incubation
period measured in years, and insufficient animal records make it
extremely difficult, to prevent the introduction of CWD infected
deer and elk into Louisiana under the current importation rules.
The recent deer and elk importation ban in Texas, one of the
largest buyers of deer, may result in *“dumping” of deer into
Louisiana and other states. Introduction of CWD into Loﬁisiana
could have wide—ranging and significant negative impacts on the
state’s wild deer resources and economy. For these reasons and
those outlined above, the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission believes that an immediate prohibition on the
importation of deer and elk into Louisiana is warranted. This
. prohibition will remain in effect until no longer necessary.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds



Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§117. Deer and Elk Importation
A. Definitions
White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileusg
virginianus.
Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.
B. No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported

or transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or black-tailed
deer (hereinafter “deexr”), into or through the State of Louisiana.
No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported or
transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”) into or
through Louisiana in violation of any Imposition of Quarantine by
- the Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person transporting
deer or elk between licensed facilities within the state must
notify the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and provide
information as required by the Department. prior to departure from
the source facility and again upon arrival at the destination
facility. A transport identification number Will be issued upon
providing the required information prior to departure. Transport.
of deer or elk between licensed facilities without a wvalid

transport identification number is prohibited. Notification must



be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511. All deer or
elk imported or transported into or through this state in violation
of the provisions of this ban shall be seized and disposed of in
accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and Fisheries rules
and regulations.

C. This rule shall be in effect until May 30, 2005.

AUTHORITY NOTE; Promulgated iﬁ éccordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice
of its intent to amend the rules governing white—tailéd deer
importation.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§117. wWhite-tailed Deer and Elk Importation
A. Definitions
White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus

. virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

species QOdocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus

elaphus.

B.—Permits— No person shall import, transport or cause to
be imported or transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or
black-tailed deer (hereinafter “deer”), into or through the State
of Louisiana. No person shall import, transport or cause to be

imported or transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”

- into or through louisiana in violation of any Imposition of




Quarantine by the ILouisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person
transporting deer or elk between licensed facilities within the
state must notify the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and

provide information as reguired by the Department prior to

departure from the source facility and again upon_ arrival at the
destination facility. A transport identification number will be
issued upon providing the reguired information prior to departure.
Transport of deer or elk between licensed facilitieg without a
Ivalid transport ideﬁtification numﬁer ig prohibited. Notification
must be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511. All
deer or elk imported or transported into or through thig state in
violation of the provisions of this ban shall be seized and
disposed of in accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries rules and regulations. without—first—motifying—the
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AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S,.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
~Commission to promulgate and effectuate this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements, the filing of the notice of
intent and final rule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government.

Interested persons may submit comments relative to the
proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
'Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby

issues its Family Impact Statement in connection with the preceding



Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).
Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



RESOLUTION

LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries Commission at its
regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge, LA, May, 2. 2002.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

chronic wasting disease is a neurodengerative disease found in captive
deer and elk in eight states, as well as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease that is related to
bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad cow disease) of cattle,
Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal,
and

there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease, and

evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and elk can quickly
spread chronic wasting disease, and

evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic wastiﬁg disease
has spread from captive deer and elk herds to free ranging deer, and

the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease is resistant to
traditional disinfection techniques and apparently survives in the
environment for an extended period of time, and

although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and
Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry has licensed
approximately 250 captive deer or elk enclosures of various types, the deer
and elk industry in Louisiana is small and not dependent on imported
animals, and

in contrast, the economic impact of deer hunting is in excess of
$600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing over 8,500 jobs, and

the cost to the state and private sector would be substantial if a chronic
wasting disease outbreak occurs in Louisiana’s wild deer, and

the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease outbreak is
killing as many deer as possible in an area surrounding the outbreak, and

the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted a declaration of
emergency to address chronic wasting disease and other states, including
Texas, have placed a moratorium on deer importation, and



v

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana’s wild deer resources,
the attached Declaration of Emergency and Notice of Intent prohibiting
importation of deer and elk are adopted by the Louisiana Wildlife and
Fisheries Commission.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr., Chairman James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secretary
LA Wildlife and Fisheries Commission LA Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries



' DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R. S. 49:953 (B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
the following emergency rule. This action supercedes LAC 76:V.117.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect

for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure

~Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for the promulgation of this Declaration of
Emergency are as follows:

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) 1s a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis (TB) occurs in captive and
free ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited
importation of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states
with endemic CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer.

Importation from Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence

~of TB. Since that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least

21 captive deer or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma,
Nebraska, Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of

Saskatchewan. In addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and



elk, and those in the CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and
north-central Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging
deer in Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases in
Wisconsin, found in March 2002, are the first east of the
Mississippi River. Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging
'deer in western Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found
outside of the endemic area in the northeastern part of that state.
Several of the CWD outbreaks in wild deer appear to be associated
with captive elk herds.

CWD 1is a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, and scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for
CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to
'deer and elk, and is not naturaliy transmitted to livestock or
humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it
is probably transmitted from animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is also thought to occur.

There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubation period (time from which the gnimal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at least 18 months and may be as long as

3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals appear normal.



" Symptoms of CWD include weight ' loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue
from dead animals is the oniy means of positive diagnosis. The
agent that causes CWD 1s extremely resistant to traditional
disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the infectious
agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some. evidence
indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an extended
period of time.

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
" and elk can quickly spread CWD beydna those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD outbreaks
in free ranging deer in Colorado, Nebraska, and South Dakota are
related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
" least 12 states and 2 .Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds

was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal



auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed' across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what animals they have been
in contact with, are seldom available. 1In some states, including
" Louisiana, captive deer and elk may be introduced into large
enclosures containing wild deer. Once introduced into large, often
heavily vegetated enclosures, the animals usually cannot be
monitored or re-captured. Enclosures are not escape-proof and
escapes or fence to fence contact with free ranging wild deer can
be expected.

The Louisiana Department of Agriculture and Forestry has
licensed approximately 120 alternative livestock farms that average
about 12 acres in size and contain an average of about 10 - 20 deer
each. 1In addition, 15 supplemented hunting preservés that are at
" least 300 acres each are licensed by LDAF. These supplemented
hunting preserve enclosures may contain both released deer and
native wild deer. The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries licenses about 115 non-commercial game breeders that
possess deer. The deer and elk farming industry in Louisiana is
small, and as a whole, not highly dependent on imported deer. 1In
2000, the LDAF issued only 10 importation permits involving 57
deer.

In contrast, recreation associated with wild deer and wild



- deer hunting has significant economic impact in Louisiana. In
2001, there were approximately 172,000 licensed deer hunters in
Louisiana. There were also an undetermined number that were not
required to have a license (under age 16 or over age 60). The 1996
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife Associated
Recreation reports that deer hunting in Louisiana has an economic
~impact of $603,909,581 per year and provides over 8,500 jobs. Many
landowners receive income from land leased for deer hunting.
Recreation has been the driving force maintaining rural and
timberland real estate values during the last several years.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.
State government could incur considerable costs in order to
effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitoring and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak in that state. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has
spent about $1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.
They are requesting an additional $2,300,000 in FY 2002/03 to
address CWD outbreaks in their state.

In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
- would be affected by a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
hunting would 1likely decline if significantly lower deerv
populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding contact

with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce deer



hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer hunting
related retail purchases would therefore be likely. In Wisconsin,
Department of Natural Resources personnel report that a significant
decline in land value in the CWD affected area has already
occurred. A significant reduction in deer hunting activity could
. also have deleterious effects on agriculture, horticulture, and
forestry resulting from increased deer depredation of crops,
ornamentals, and trees if the reduction in hunting mortality is not
offset by CWD mortality.

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves
depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). By way of
example, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel and
landowners are killing 500 deer in a 415 square mile area for
testing. If more infected deer are found, a depopulation program
will likely be instituted. In Colorado, the Division of Wildlife
. 1s killing as many deer and elk as.possible in a S5-mile radius of
the CWD outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation
efforts are offensive to wildlife agencies, hunters, and other
citizens. However, this is the only available means to control CWD
outbreaks in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States Department of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to

authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program



~in the United States. Prohibitions on the importation of deer and
elk have been instituted in a number of states. Texas and Florida
recently suspended importation of deer and elk. Other states,
including Wisconsin and Utah have developed rules that require that
imported deer and elk must originate from herds that have been
certified free of CWD for at least S5 years. However, because few,
if any, herds in the United States can meet that standard, this
rule is effectively an importation prohibition.

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, an incubation
period measured in years, and insufficient animal records make it
extremely difficult to prevent the introduction of CWD infected
deer and elk into Louisiana under the current importation rules.
The recent deer and elk importation ban in Texas, one of the
largest buyers of deer, may result in “dumping” of deer inpo
Louisiana and other states. Introduction of CWD into Louisiana
could have wide—ranging and significant negative impacts on the
state’s wild deer resources and economy. For these reasons and
those outlined above, the Louisiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission believes that an immediate prohibition on the
importation of deer and elk into Louisiana is warranted. This
prohibition will remain in effect until no longer necessary.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds



Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§117. Deer and Elk Importation
A. Definitions
White-tailed deer - any animal of the species QOdocoileus
virginianus.
Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.
B. No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported

or transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or black-tailed
deer (hereinafter “deer”), into or through the State of Louisiana.
No person shall import, transport or cause to be imported or
transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”) into or
through Louisiana in violation of any Imposition of Quarantine by
- the Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person transporting
deer or elk between licensed facilities within the state must
notify the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries and provide
information as required by the Department. prior to departure from
the source facility and again upon arrival at the destination
facility. A transport identification number Will be issued upon
providing the required information prior to departure. Transport .
of deer or elk between licensed facilities without a wvalid

transport identification number is prohibited. Notification must



be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511. All deer or
elk imported or transported into or through this state in violation
of the provisions of this ban. shall be seized and disposed of in
accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and Fisheries rules
and regulations.

C. This rule shall be in effect until May 30, 2005.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated iﬁ accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice
of its intent to amend the rules governing white-tailéd, deer
importation.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§117. white-tail}ed Deer and Elk Importation
A. Definitions
White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus

. virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

specieg Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus

elaphus.

B.—Permits— No person shall import, transport or cause to

be imported or transported live white-tailed deer, mule deer, or

black-tailed deexr (hereinafter “deer”), into or through the State
of Louisiana. No person shall import, trangport or cause to be

imported or transported, live elk or red deer (hereinafter “elk”

- into or through ILiouisiana in violation of any Imposition of




Quarantine by the Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board. Any person
transporting deer oxr elk between licensed facilities within the
state must notify the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries‘and
provide information as required by the Department prior to
departure from the source facility and again upon arrival at the
destination facility. A transport identification number wili be
issued upon providing the required information prior to departure.
Transport of deer or elk between licensed facilities without a
Avalid transport ideﬁtification number‘is prohibited. Notification
nmust _be made to the Enforcement Division at 1-800-442-2511. All
deer or elk imported or transported into or through this state in
violation of the provisions of this ban shall be seized and
disposed of in accordance with LWFC and Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries rules and regqulations. without—first—motifying—the
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AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR 24:1140 (June
1998), repromulgated LR 24:1325 (July 1998), amended LR 28:

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
'Commission to promulgate and effectuate this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements, the filing of the notice of
intent and final rule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government.

Interested persons may submit comments relative tb the
proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
~Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby

igssues its Family Impact Statement in connection with the preceding



Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
8ix criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).
Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



RESOLUTION
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the lLiouigiana Wildlife and Fisheries
Commission at its regqular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge,

LA, May,

2, 2002.

 WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

chronic wasting disease is a neurodengerative disease
found in captive deer and elk in eight sgtates, as well
as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease
that is related to bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad
cow disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of
humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal, and

there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease,
and

evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and
elk can quickly spread chronic wasting disease, and

evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic
wasting disease has spread from captive deer and elk
herds to free ranging deer, and

the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease
is resistant to traditional disinfection techniques and
apparently survives in the environment for an extended
period of time, and

although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries and Louisiana Department of Agriculture and
Forestry has licensed approximately 250 captive deer or
elk enclosures of various types, the deer and elk
industry in Louisiana 1s small and not dependent on
imported animals, and

in contrast, the economic impact of deer hunting is in
excess of $600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing
over 8,500 jobs, and

the cost to the state and private sector would be
substantial if a chronic wasting disease outbreak occurs
in Louisiana’s wild deer, and



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

THEREFORE

the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease
outbreak is killing as many deer as possible in an area
surrounding the outbreak, and

the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted
a declaration of emergency to address chronic wasting
disease and other states, including Texas, have placed a
moratorium on deer importation, and

confiscated 1live deer and elk typically are not
accompanied by accurate records of their place of origin,
route of translocation, or history of contacts with other
animals or holding facilities, and

contact with chronic wasting disease infected deer or
facilities could result in undetected chronic wasting
disease infections in the confiscated deer, and

integration of chronic wasting disease infected
confiscated deer into existing captive or wild deer herds
could result in chronic wasting disease outbreaks in
Louisiana, and

release of non-native deer into the wild can have adverse
impacts on native deer by reducing disease/parasite
resistance or altering breeding chronology, and

BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana’s wild deer
resources, the attached Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent establishing regulations for disposal of
confiscated deer and elk are adopted by the Louigiana
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission.

tfle, Jr., Chairman Jamegééé ﬁﬁﬁkins, Jig,Secretary

Wildlife and\ Fisheries Department of Wildlife and

Fisheries



DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provigsions of R. S. 49:953 (B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
. et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
the following emergency rule.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect
for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure
Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for promulgation of this Declaration of Emergency

are as follows:

The disposition of confiscated live deer and elk is a problem
with significant bioclogical and socioclogical ramifications.
Verification of the place of origin, history of contacts with other
“animals, and the route of translocation for illegally possessed
animals is difficult to obtain. Improper handling of these animals
can have serious consequences for Louisiana’s native deer herd and

legally held captive deer and elk.

LDWF's Nuisance Deer Complaint records indicate that 28% of
all complaints in 2000 were problems concerning illegally possessed
deer - predominantly fawns. The incidence of deer and elk/red deer

confiscation (possibly in large numbers) can be expected to



increase with the implementation of a state ban on their

importation into or transport through Louisiana.

Currently, the Nuisance Deer Management Policy states that
confiscated deer will be “disposed of in the most appropriate
. fashion”. Typically adult deer are sent to a willing LDWF-
authorized game breeder (if one can be found). “Orphaned” fawns
are taken to LDWF-permitted rehabilitators and released back into
the wild at the appropriate time. Injured or sick animals with a
prognosis for low survivability are eﬁthanized by LDWF according to
AVMA guidelines. At the time this Nuisance Deer Policy was
developed, social 1issues may have to some degree, overridden
biological concerns. However, current conditions dictate that

biological issues take precedent.

The proliferation of deer farming in Louisiana and nationwide
"has resulted in an increase in interstate and intrastate movement
of pen-raised deer and elk. This development in conjunction with
the emergence of serious diseases such as Chronic Wasting Disease
(CWD) and Bovine Tuberculosis (TB), have focused attention on the

proper disposition of deer and elk with uncertain histories.

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herxds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis occurs in captive and free

ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited importation



of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states with endemic
CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer. Importation from‘
Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence of TB. Since
that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least 21 captive deer
or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma, Nebraska,
~Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of Saskatchewan. In
addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and elk, and those in the
CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and north-central
Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging deer in
Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases in Wisconsin,
found in March 2002, are the first east of the Missisgssippi River.
Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging deer in western
Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found outside of the
endemic area in the northeastern part of that state. Some of the
CWD outbreaks in wild deer and elk appear to be associated with

. outbreaks in captive deer and elk herds.

CWD 1s a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, and scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for
CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to
deer and elk, and is not naturally transmitted to livestock or

humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it



"is ' probably transmitted from ‘animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is also thought to occur.

There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubation period (time from which the animal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at least 18 months and may be as long as
3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals appear normal.
Symptoms of CWD include weight loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue

from dead animals is the only means of positive diagnosis.

The agent that causes CWD is extremely resistant to
traditional disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the
infectious agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some
evidence indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an
extended period of time. For example, after CWD deer were removed
from an enclosure in Colorado, the topsoil was plowed under, the
enclosure was disinfected, and no deer were reintroduced for 1
year. When deer were returned to that enclosure 1 year later, they
Icoqtracted CWD. Coptainment of cqnfiscated deer or elk that are
infected with CWD within an enclosure or other structure, could
expose animals subsequently held in the enclosure to CWD, and thus

spread the disease long after the ‘infected animals have been



removed.

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
and elk can quickly spread CWD beyond those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD
'outbreaks in free ;anging deer in‘CQlorado, Nebraska, and South

Dakota are related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often.from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
least 12 states and 2 Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
. A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds
was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal
auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what other animals they

have been in contact with, are seldom available.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.

State government could incur considerable costs in order to



effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitoring and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak in that state. They will spend an additional
$1,900,000 next year and will hire 12 new employees to address the
CWD outbreak. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has spent about

$1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.

In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
would be affected by a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
" hunting would 1likely decline if significantly lower deer
populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding
contact with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce
deer hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer
hunting related retail purchases would therefore be likely. By way
of example, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel
report that a significant decline in land value in the CWD affected
area has already occurred. A significant reduction in deer
hunting activity could also have deleterious effects on
agriculture, horticulture, and forestry resulting from increased
" deer depredation of crops, ornamentals, and trees if the reduction

in hunting mortality is not offset by CWD mortality.

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves

depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). In



Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel and landowners
are killing 500 deer in a 415 square mile area for testing. If
more infected deer are found, a depopulation program will likely be
instituted. In Colorado, the Division of Wildlife is killing as
many deer and elk as possible in a S5-mile radius of the CWD
outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation efforts
are offensive to wildlife agencies, hunters, and other citizens.
- However, this is the only available means to control CWD outbreaks

in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States Department of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to
authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program
in the United States. Prohibitions or 1limitations on the
importation of deer and elk have been instituted in a number of
states. Texas and Florida recently suspended importation of deer
and elk. The state of Texas will euthanize and incinerate the

' carcasses of illegaily imported deer.

Genetic pollution is another concern which arises should
confiscated deer be released into the wild. Genetic pollution
results from the introduction of non-native deer to Louisiana.
Native deer are tailored (genetically) by nature for survival in

Louisiana’s varied habitats. Hybridization could have a detrimental



and irreversible impact on Louisiana's deer resource. Diminished
resistance to parasites/diseases and altered breeding ecology are
two major concerns that could significantly reduce the fitness

(productivity) of local deer.

Experience and research has shown that northern deer are
inferior at surviving in southern environments. Northern deer are
precisely engineered by nature to fit their northern environment.
They are larger and have heavier winter coats to cope with extreme
cold and have an immune system that has never been exposed to
southern diseases and parasites. Conversely, southern deer are
smaller by design to better cope with heat and humidity and their
immune systems are genetically programmed to fight specific
diseases and parasites. Recent research has shown that deer from

other regions do not do well in Louisiana.

A serious outbreak of hemorrhagic disease (EHDV-2) at the
Mississippl State University research pens in 1994 killed 36 of 114
deer originating from seven different states. The differences in
mortality rates between the genetic groupings were significant with
the probability of mortality increasing as the proportion of
northern genes increased. Northern deer have very little

resistance to EHD.

After 2 growing seasons in Louisiana, antler development on 24

translocated Wisconsin bucks was average or below average when



compared to native bucks of similar age. At 2.5 vyears old,
Wisconsin bucks averaged 5.3 points while native deer averaged
nearly 7.5 points. Wisconsin deer did not develop the superior

antlers they were genetically capable of when grown in Louisiana.

Humane treatment of confiscated deer 1is an important
consideration to the LWFC, the LDWF, and the public, and toward
that end confiscated deer will be handled and euthanized in the
most humane manner possible. Of even more importance, however, is
the long-term health and vitality of the Louisiana‘’s wild deer

resources.

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, an incubation
period measured in years, insufficient animal records, and possible
long-term CWD contamination of facilities, make it extremely
difficult to prevent the introduction of CWD into Louisiana 1if
imported deer and elk are integrated into existing captive deer
herds or released into the wild. The recent deer and elk
. importation ban in Texas, formerly one of the largest buyers of
deer, may result in “dumping” of deer into Louisiana and other
states. Introduction of CWD into Louisiana could have wide-ranging
and significant negative impacts on the state’s wild deer resourcés
and economy. Genetic pollution can have negative impacts on local
native deer populations should non-native deer be released into the

wild. For these reasons and those outlined above, the Louisiana



Wildlife and Fisheries Commission believes euthanasia of all deer
and elk imported contrary to LWFQ regulations and state law is
warranted. Furthermore, the LWFC believes that the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries should euthanize illegally
obtained deer with origins within the state if the Department
believes such action 1is prudent and necessary based upon
considerations including the certainty of origin, confinement

history, and age.
Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§121. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk
A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species QOdocoileus

virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus

~elaphus.

B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or

red deer imported into Louisiana in violation of Louisiana Wildlife



and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF), or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report
of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,
white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
and age will be amoﬁg the factors‘considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire

lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and

R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife

and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR
Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice
of its intent to promulgate rules governing disposal of confiscated
deer and elk.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§121. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk
A. Definitions
White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus

virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the
species QOdocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.

B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or
red deer imported into Louisiana in violation of Louisiana Wildlife
and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
~euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF), or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report

of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,



white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
and age will be among the factors considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire
lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR ..

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
‘Coﬁmission to promuigate and effecﬁuéte this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements, the filing of the notice of
intent and final zrule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government.

Interested persons may submit comments relative to the



proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby
issﬁes its Family Imﬁact Statement in éonnection with the preceding
Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



RESOLUTION
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
May 2, 2002

The following was adopted by the Iouisiana Wildlife and Fisheries

Commission at its regular Commission Meeting held in Baton Rouge,
LA, May, 2, 2002. ]

- WHEREAS, chronic wasting disease is a neurodengerative disease

found in captive deer and elk in eight states, as well
as, in free ranging deer in 5 states, and

WHEREAS, chronic wasting disease is a poorly understood disease
that is related to bovine spongiform encephalopathy (mad
cow disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob disease of
humans, scrapie of sheep, and is always fatal, and

WHEREAS, there is no live animal test for chronic wasting disease,
and

WHEREAS, evidence has shown that interstate movement of deer and
elk can quickly spread chronic wasting disease, and

WHEREAS, evidence from other states strongly suggests that chronic
wasting disease has spread from captive deer and elk
herds to free ranging deer, and '

WHEREAS, the infectious agent that causes chronic wasting disease
is resistant to traditional disinfection techniques and
apparently survives in the environment for an extended
period of time, and

WHEREAS, although the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
- Fisheries and Louisiana Department of Agriculture and
Forestry has licensed approximately 250 captive deer or
elk enclosures of various types, the deer and elk
industxy in Louisiana is small and not dependent on

imported animals, and

WHEREAS, 1in contrast, the economic impact of deer hunting is in
excess of $600,000,000 per year in Louisiana, providing
over 8,500 jobs, and .

WHEREAS, the cost to the state and private sector would be
substantial if a chronic wasting disease outbreak occurs
in Louisiana’s wild deer, and



' WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

THEREFORE

the primary means of containing a chronic wasting disease
outbreak is killing as many deer as possible in an area
surrounding the outbreak, and

the United States Department of Agriculture has enacted
a declaration of emergency to address chronic wasting
disease and other states, including Texas, have placed a
moratorium on deer importation, and

confiscated 1live deer and elk typically are not
accompanied by accurate records of their place of origin,
route of translocation, or history of contacts with other
animals or holding facilities, and

contact with chronic wasting disease infected deer or
facilities could result in undetected chronic wasting
disease infections in the confiscated deer, and

integration of <chronic waéting disease infected
confiscated deer into existing captive or wild deer herds
could result in chronic wasting disease outbreaks in
Louisiana, and

release of non-native deer into the wild can have adverse
impacts on native deer by reducing disease/parasite
resistance or altering breeding chronology, and

BE IT RESOLVED, in order to protect Louisiana’s wild deer
resources, the attached Declaration of Emergency and
Notice of Intent establishing regulations for disposal of
confiscated deer and elk are adopted by the Louisiana
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission.

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr., Chairman James H. Jenkins, Jr.,Secretary
Wildlife and Fisheries Department of Wildlife and
Commission Fisheries ,



DECLARATION OF EMERGENCY

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

In accordance with the emergency provisions of R. S. 49:953(B)
of the Administrative Procedure Act, and under the authority of LSA
Const. Art. IX Sec. 7; LSA 56:6(10), (13) and (15) and 20 and 171
. et seq., the Wildlife and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) hereby adopts
.the following emergency rule.

This rule is effective May 2, 2002 and shall remain in effect
for the maximum period allowed under the Administrative Procedure
Act or until adoption of the final rule.

The reasons for promulgation of this Declaration of Emergency

are as follows:

The disposition of confiscated live deer and elk is a problem
with significant biological and sociological ramifications.
Verification of the place of origin, history of contacts with other
“animals, and the route of translocation for illegally possessed
animals is difficult to obtain. Improper handling of these animals
can have serious consequences for Louisiana’s native deer herd and

legally held captive deer and elk.

LDWF's Nuisance Deer Complaint records indicate that 28% of
all complaints in 2000 were problems concerning illegally possessed
deer - predominantly fawns. The incidence of deer and elk/red deer

confiscation (possibly in large numbers) can be expected to



increase with the implementation of a state ban on their

importation into or transport through Louisiana.

Currently, the Nuisance Deer Management Policy states that
confiscated deer will be "“disposed of in the most appropriate.
. fashion”. Typically adult deer .are sent to a willing LDWF-
authorized game breeder (if one can be found). “Orphaned” fawns
are taken to LDWF-permitted rehabilitators and ;eleased back into
the wild at the appropriate time. Injured or sick animals with a
prognosis for low survivability are euthanized by LDWF accor&ing to
AVMA guidelines. At the time this Nuisance Deer Policy was
developed, social issues may have to some degree, overridden
biological concerns. However, current conditions dictate that

biological issues take precedent.

The proliferation of deer farming in Louisiana and nationwide
" has resulted in an increase in interstate and intrastate movement
of pen-raised deer and elk. This development in conjunction with
the emergence of serious diseases such as Chronic Wasting Disease
(CWD) and Bovine Tuberculosis (TB), have focused attention on the

proper disposition of deer and elk with uncertain histories.

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a neurodegenerative disease
that has been found in captive and free-ranging deer and elk herds
in eight states. Bovine tuberculosis occurs in captive and free

ranging deer in Michigan. In 1998, the LWFC prohibited importation



of white-tailed deer from Wyoming and Colorado, states with endemic
CWD in certain populations of free-ranging deer. Importation from'
Michigan was also prohibited due to the occurrence of TB. Since
that time, cases of CWD have been found in at least 21 captive deer
or elk herds in Colorado, South Dakota, Oklahoma, Nebraska,
~Montana, Kansas, and the Canadian province of Saskatchewan. In
addition to the CWD cases in captive deer and elk, and those in the
CWD endemic area of southeastern Wyoming and north-central
Colorado, the disease has been found in free-ranging deer in
Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. The cases in Wisconsin,
found in March 2002, are the first easﬁ of the Mississippi River.
Recently, CWD has been found in free-ranging deer in western
Colorado. These are the first CWD cases found outside of the
endemic area in the northeastern part of that state. Some of the
CWD outbreaks in wild deer and elk appear to be associated with

- outbreaks in captive deer and elk herds.

CWD is a poorly understood disease related to other
transmissible spongiform encephalopathies such as Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) of cattle, Creutzfeld-Jakob
Disease of humans, ana scrapie of sheep. Mutant proteins, called
prions, are believed to be the infectious agent responsible for

CWD. Current information suggests that the disease is limited to

1
f

deer and elk,‘and is not naturally transmitted to livestock or

humans. The means by which CWD is transmitted is not known, but it



"is ° probably transmitted from ‘animal to animal. Maternal
transmission from infected does to fawns is-also thought to occur.

There is no cure or treatment for CWD, and it is always fatal.

CWD is a particularly difficult disease to detect and control.
The incubatioﬁ period (time from which the animal is infected until
it exhibits symptoms) is at leas£ 18 months and may be as long as
3-5 years. Until symptoms appear, infected animals appear normal.
Symptoms of CWD include weight loss, excessive salivation,
depression, dehydration, general weakness, and behavioral changes.
There is no live animal test for CWD. Examination of brain tissue

from dead animals is the only means of positive diagnosis.

The agent that causes CWD is extremely resistant to
traditional disinfection techniques. It is not known how long the
infectious agent can persist in the soil or other media, but some
evidence indicates that the infectious agent can persist for an
extended period of time. For example, after CWD deer were removed
from an enclosure in Colorado, the topsoil was plowed under, the
enclosure was disinfected, and no deer were reintroduced for 1
year. When deer were returned to that enclosure 1 year later, they
contracted CWD. Coptainment of cqnfiscated deer or elk that afe
infected with CWD within an enclosure or other structure, could
expose animals subsequently held in the enclosure to CWD, and thus

spread the disease long after the ‘infected animals have been



removed.

Interstate and intrastate movement of infected captive deer
and elk can quickly spread CWD beyond those areas where it already
occurs. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that CWD
‘outbreaks in free ;anging deer in quorado,‘Nebraska, and South

Dakota are related to captive elk enclosures.

Trade in captive deer and elk lend itself to the spread of
CWD. Deer and elk are frequently transferred from one owner to
another. These movements are often-from state to state. For
example, at least 109 elk movements which occurred during 1982-97,
were indirectly or directly traced back to a single CWD positive
captive elk herd in Montana. Elk from this herd were sent to at
least 12 states and 2 Canadian provinces. Elk from a CWD infected
Colorado herd were sent to 19 states and introduced into 45 herds.
. A CWD outbreak in Saskatchewan, Canada that affected 39 elk herds
was traced back to a single elk from South Dakota. Exotic animal
auctions are another source of concern. At these auctions, a large
number of animals come into contact with each other and then are
dispersed across the United States. Accurate and verifiable
records of where animals have been, and what other animals they

have been in contact with, are seldom available.

The cost of a CWD outbreak in Louisiana could be substantial.

State government could incur considerable costs in order to



effectively contain and monitor a CWD outbreak. By way of example,
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources spent approximately
$250,000 for monitofing and containment during the first 49 days of
the outbreak 1in that state. They will spend an additional
$1,900,000 next year and will hire 12 new employees to address the
CWD outbreak. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has spent about

$1,000,000 to date for CWD monitoring and containment.

In addition to the cost to government, the private sector
would be affected by‘a CWD outbreak in Louisiana. Interest in deer
“hunting would 1likely decline 1if significantly lower deer
populations result. Additionally, hunter concerns regarding
contact with, or consumption of, infected animals could also reduce
deer hunting activity. Lower hunting lease values and fewer
hunting related retail purchases would therefore be likely. By way
of example, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel
report that a significant decline in land value in the CWD affected
area has already occurred. A significant reduction in deer
hunting activity could also have deleterious effects on
agriculture, horticulture, and forestry resulting from increased
" deer depredation of crops, ornamentals, and trees if the reduction

in hunting mortality is not offset by CWD mortality.

The primary means of containing a CWD outbreak involves

depopulating an area surrounding the infection site(s). In



Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources personnel and landowners
are killing 500 deer in a 415 square mile area for testing. If
more infected deer are found, a depopulation program will likely be
instituted. InFColorado, the Division of Wildlife is killing as
many deer and elk as possible in a 5-mile radius of the CWD
outbreak in western Colorado. These types of depopulation efforts
are offensive to wildlife agencies, hunters, and other citizens.
- However, this is the only available means to control CWD outbreaks

in wild free-ranging deer.

In recognition of the CWD threat, and lack of a coordinated
eradication/control effort, the United States Department of
Agriculture enacted a declaration of emergency in September 2001 to
authorize funding of a CWD indemnification and eradication program
in the United States. Prohibitions or limitations on the
importation of deer and elk have been instituted in a number of
states. Texas and Florida recently suspended importation of deer
and elk. The state of Texas will euthanize and incinerate the

' carcasses of illegaily imported deer.

Genetic pollution is another concern which arises should
confiscated deer be released into the wild. Genetic pollution
results from the introduction of non-native deer to Louisiana.
Native deer are tailored (genetically) by nature for survival in

Louisiana’s varied habitats. Hybridization could have a detrimental



and irreversible impact on Louisiana's deer resource. Diminished
resistance to parasites/diseases and altered breeding ecoclogy are
two major concerns that could significantly reduce the fitness

(productivity) of local deer.

Experience and research has shown that northern deer are
inferior at surviving in southern environments. Northern deer are
precisely engineered by nature to fit their northern environment.
They are larger and have heavier winter coats to cope with extreme
cold and have an immune system that has never been exposed to
southern diseases and parasites. Conversely, southern deer are
smaller by design to better cope with heat and humidity and their
immune systems are genetically programmed to fight specific
diseases and parasites. Recent research has shown that deer from

other regions do not do well in Louisiana.

A serious outbreak of hemorrhagic disease (EHDV-2) at the
Mississippi State University research pens in 1994 killed 36 of 114
deer originating from seven different states. The differences in
mortality rates between the genetic groupings were significant with
the probability of mortality increasing as the proportion of
northern genes increased. Northern deer have very little

resistance to EHD.

After 2 growing seasons in Louisiana, antler development on 24

translocated Wisconsin bucks was average or below average when



compared to native bucks of similar age. At 2.5 years old,
Wisconsin bucks averaged 5.3 points while native deer averaged
nearly 7.5 points. Wisconsin deer did not develop the superior

antlers they were genetically capable of when grown in Louisiana.

Humane treatment of confiscated deer 1is an important
consideration to the LWFC, the LDWF, and the public, and toward
that end confiscated deer will be handled and euthanized in the
most humane manner possible. Of even more importance, however, is
the long-term health and vitality of the Louisiana’s wild deer

resources.

The lack of a live animal test to detect CWD, anbincubation
period.heasured in years, insufficient animal records, and possible
long-term CWD contamination of facilities, make it extremely
difficult to prevent thé introduction of CWD into Louisiana if
imported deer and elk are integrated into existing captive deer
herds or released into the wild. ‘ The recent deer and elk
. importation ban in Texas, formerly one of the largest buyers of
deer, may result in "“dumping” of deer into Louisiana and other
states. Introduction of CWD into Louisiana could have wide-ranging
and significant negative impacts on the state’s wild deer resources
and economy. Genetic pollution can have negative impacts on local
native deer populations should non-native deer be released into the

wild. For these reasons and those outlined above, the Louisiana



Wildlife and Fisheries Commission believes euthanasia of all deer
and elk imported cgntrary to LWFQ regulations and state law is
warranted. Furthermore, the LWFC believes that the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries should euthanize illegally
obtained deer with origins within the state if the Department
believes such action is prudent and necessary based upon
considerations including the certainty of origin, confinement

history, and age.
Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§121. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk
A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus

virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer -~ any animal of the

species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus

~elaphus.

B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or

red deer imported into Louisiana in violation of Louisiana Wildlife



and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF) , or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report
of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,
white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
and age will be amoﬁg the factors‘considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire

lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and

R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife

and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR
Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman



NOTICE OF INTENT

Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
Wildlife and Fisheries Commission

The Wildlife and Fisheries Commission does hereby give notice
of its intent to promulgate rules governing disposal of confiscatgd
deer and elk.

Title 76
WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
Part V. Wild Quadrupeds and Wild Birds
Chapter 1. Wild Quadrupeds
§121. Disposal of Illegal Live Deer and Elk
A. Definitions

White-tailed deer - any animal of the species Odocoileus
virginianus.

Mule deer or black-tailed deer - any animal of the

species Odocoileus hemionus.

Elk or red deer - any animal of the species Cervus
elaphus.
B. White-tailed deer, mule deer, black-tailed deer, elk, or

red deer imported into Louisiana in viclation of Louisiana Wildlife
and Fisheries Commission (LWFC) rules or state statutes shall be
_euthanized by the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries
(LDWF), or its designee, in a manner conforming to the 2000 Report

of the AVMA Panel on Euthanasia. At the discretion of the LDWF,



white-tailed deer originating from within Louisiana and possessed
in violation of LWFC rules or state statutes, may be euthanized in
a manner conforming to the 2000 Report of the AVMA Panel on
Euthanasia, or placed with a licensed game breeder in accordance
with LDWF guidelines. Certainty of origin, confinement history,
and age will be among the factors considered by LDWF in making a
determination regarding disposition of white-tailed deer
originating from within Louisiana. White-tailed deer placed with
licensed game breeders shall remain in confinement for their entire
lives and shall not be released into the wild.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with the Louisiana
Constitution, Article IX, Section 7, R.S. 56:1, R.S. 56:5, R.S.
56:6(10), (13) and (15), R.S. 56:20, R.S. 56:112, R.S. 56:116.1 and
R.S. 56:171 et seq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Wildlife
and Fisheries, Wildlife and Fisheries Commission, LR ..

The Secretary of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries is
authorized to take any and all necessary steps on behalf of the
'Comhission to promuigate and effecﬁuéte this notice of intent and
the final rule, including but not limited to, the filing of the
fiscal and economic impact statements, the filing of the notice of
intent and final rule and the preparation of reports and
correspondence to other agencies of government.

Interested persons may submit comments relative to the



proposed Rule to: Tommy Prickett, Wildlife Division, Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries, Box 98000, Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000,
prior to Monday, August 5, 2002.

In accordance with Act#1183 of 1999, the Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries/Wildlife and Fisheries Commission hereby
issﬁes its Family Iméact Statement in Eonnection with the preceding
Notice of Intent: This Notice of Intent will have no impact on the
six criteria set out at R.S. 49:972(B).

Thomas M. Gattle, Jr.

Chairman
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Appendix 1

Agents and methods of euthanasia by species (refer to Appendix 4 for unacceptable agents and methods.)

Marine mammals

Mink, fox, and other mammals
produced for fur

Nonhuman primates

Rabbits

Reptiles

Rodents and other small mammals

Ruminants

Swine

Zoo animals

Free-ranging wildlife

Acceptable” Conditionally acceptabie?
{refer to Appendix 2 (refer to Appendix 3
Species and text for detaiis) and text for details)
Amphibians Barbiturates, inhalant anesthetics (in appropriate species), Penetrating captive boit, gunshat, stunning and decapitation,
€0,. CO, tricaine methane sulfonate (TMS, MS 222), ben- decapitation and pithing
zocaine hydrochloride, double pithing
Birds Barbil inhatant €0, CO, N,. Ar. cervical dislocation, decapitation,
gunshot (free-ranging only) thoracic compression (small, free-ranging only)
Cats Barbif inhalant hetics, CO,. CO, pc N, Ar N
chloride in conjunction with general anesthesia
Dogs Barbiturates, inhalant anesthetics, C0,, CO, potassium N,. Ar, penetrating captive bolt, electrocution
chloside in conjunction with general anesthesia
Fish Barbiturates, inhalant anesthetics, COy, tricaine methane Decapitation and pithing, stunning and decapitation/pithing
sulfonate {TMS, MS 222), benzocaine hydrochloride,
2-phenoxyethana)
Horses Barbiturates, potassium chloride in conjunction with Chloral hydrate (V. after sedation), gunshot, efectrocution

general anesthesia, penetrating captive bolt

Barbiturates, etorphine hydrochloride

Barbiturates, inhalant anesthetics, CO, (mink require high
concentrations for euthanasia without supplemental
agents), CO, potassium chloride in conjunction with
general anesthesia

Barbiturates

Barbiturates, inhatant anesthetics, CQy, CO, potassium
chloride in conjunction with general anesthesia

Barbi i (in appropriate species).
CO, (in appropriate species)
Barbiturates, inhalant anesthetics, C0,, CO, pc

Gunshot (cetaceans < 4 meters long)

N;, Ar. electrocution folfowed by cervical dislocation

Inhalant anesthetics, CG;, CO, N,, Ar

N,, Ar, cervical dislocation (< 1 kg), decapitation, penetrating
captive bolt

Penetrating captive bolt, gunshot, decapitation and pithing. stun-
ning arxi decapitation

Methoxyflurane. ether, N,. Ar. cervical distocation (rats < 200 g),

chloride in conjunction with generat anesthesia,
microwave irradiation

Barbiturates, potassium chloride in conjunction with
general anesthesia, penetrating captive bolt

Barbiturates, CO,, potassium chlaride in conjunction with
general anesthesia, penetrating captive bolt

Barbi , inhalant hetics, CQ,, CO, pc
chioride in conjunceion with general anesthesia

Barbiturates iV or iP. inhalant anesthetics, potassium
chloride in conjunction with generat anesthesia

decapitation

Chloral hydrate (IV, after sedation), gunshot, electrocution

Inhalant anestheliés. CO, chlorai hydrate (IV. after sedation),
gunshot, electrocution, blow to the head (< 3 weeks of age)

N,. Ar, penetrating captive boit, gunshot

CQ,. CQ, N,, Ar. penetrating captive bolt. gunshot,
kill traps {scientifically tested)

mented in the scientific literature.

“Acceptable methods are those that cansistently praduce a humane death when used as the sole means of euthanasia. tConditionally acceptable methads are those that by
the nature of the technique or because of greater potential for operator error or safety hazards might not consistently produce humane death or are methods not well docu-

Continued on next page.
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with loss of consciousness progressing to anesthesia.
With an overdose, deep anesthesia progresses to apnea,
owing to depression of the respiratory center, which is
followed by cardiac arrest.

All barbituric acid derivatives used for anesthesia
are acceptable for euthanasia when administered intra-
venously. There is a rapid onset of action, and loss of
consciousness induced by barbiturates results in mini-
mal or transient pain associated with venipuncture.
Desirable barbiturates are those that are potent, long-
acting, stable in solution, and inexpensive. Sodium
pentobarbital best fits these criteria and is most widely
used, although others such as secobarbital are also
acceptable.

Advantages—(1) A primary advantage of barbitu-
rates is speed of action. This effect depends on the
dose, concentration, route, and rate of the injection.
(2) Barbiturates induce euthanasia smoothly, with
minimal discomfort to the animal. (3) Barbiturates
are less expensive than many other euthanasia
agents.

Disadvantages—(1) Intravenous injection is neces-
sary for best results and requires trained personnel. (2)
Each animal must be restrained. (3) Current federal
drug regulations require strict accounting for barbitu-
rates and these must be used under the supervision of
personnel registered with the US Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA). (4) An aesthetically objection-
able terminal gasp may occur in unconscious animals.
(5) These drugs tend to persist in the carcass and may
cause sedation or even death of animals that consume
the body.

Recommendations—The advantages of using barbi-
turates for euthanasia in small animals far outweigh
the disadvantages. Intravenous injection of a barbituric
acid derivative is the preferred method for euthanasia
of dogs, cats, other small animals, and horses.
Intraperitoneal injection may be used in situations
when an intravenous injection would be distressful or
even dangerous. Intracardiac injection must only be
used if the animal is heavily sedated, unconscious, or
anesthetized.

Pentobarbital combinations

Several euthanasia products are formulated to
include a barbituric acid derivative (usually sodium
pentobarbital), with added local anesthetic agents or
agents that metabolize to pentobarbital. Although
some of these additives are slowly cardiotoxic, this
pharmacologic effect is inconsequential. These combi-
nation products are listed by the DEA as Schedule III
drugs, making them somewhat simpler to obtain, store,
and administer than Schedule II drugs such as sodium
pentobarbital. The pharmacologic properties and rec-
ommended use of combination products that combine
sodium pentobarbital with lidocaine or phenytoin are
interchangeable with those of pure barbituric acid
derivatives.

A combination of pentobarbital with a neuro-
muscular blocking agent is not an acceptable
euthanasia agent.

Chioral hydrate

Chloral hydrate depresses the cerebrum slowly;
therefore, restraint may be a problem for some animals.
Death is caused by hypoxemia resulting from progres-
sive depression of the respiratory center, and may be
preceded by gasping, muscle spasms, and vocalization.

Recommendations—Chloral hydrate is conditional-
ly acceptable for euthanasia of large animals only when
administered intravenously, and only after sedation to
decrease the aforementioned undesirable side effects.
Chloral hydrate is not acceptable for dogs, cats, and
other small animals because the side effects may be
severe, reactions can be aesthetically objectionable,
and other products are better choices.

T-61

T-61 is an injectable, nonbarbiturate, non-narcotic
mixture of 3 drugs used for euthanasia. These drugs
provide a combination of general anesthetic, curari-
form, and local anesthetic actions. T-61 has been with-
drawn from the market and is no longer manufactured
or commercially available in the United States. It is
available in Canada and other countries. T-61 should
be used only intravenously and at carefully monitored
rates of injection, because there is some questicn as to
the differential absorption and onset of action of the
active ingredients when administered by other routes."'

Tricaine methane sulfonate (MS 222, TMS)

MS 222 is commercially available as tricaine
methane sulfonate (TMS), which can be used for the
euthanasia of amphibians and fish. Tricaine is a benzoic
acid derivative and, in water of low alkalinity (< 50
mg/L as CaCoj3); the solution should be buffered with
sodium bicarbonate.™ A 10 g/L stock solution can be
made, and sodium bicarbonate added to saturation,
resulting in a pH between 7.0 and 7.5 for the solution.
The stock solution should be stored in a dark brown
bottle, and refrigerated or frozen if possible. The solu-
tion should be replaced monthly and any time a brown
color is observed.' For euthanasia, a concentration
> 250 mg/L is recommended and fish should be left in
this solution for at least 10 minutes following cessation
of opercular movement.'™ In the United States, there is
a 21-day withdrawal time for MS 222; therefore, it is not
appropriate for euthanasia of animals intended for food.

Potassium chloride in conjunction with
prior general anesthesia

Although unacceptable and condemned when
used in unanaesthetized animals, the use of a supersat-
urated solution of potassium chloride injected intra-
venously or intracardially in an animal under general
anesthesia is an acceptable method to produce cardiac
arrest and death. The potassium ion is cardiotoxic, and

rapid intravenous or intracardiac administration of 1 to

2 mmol/kg of body weight will cause cardiac arrest.
This is a preferred injectable technique for euthanasia
of livestock or wildlife species to reduce the risk of tox-
icosis for predators or scavengers in situations where
carcasses of euthanatized animals may be con-
sumed.'®!”
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Advantages—(1) Potassium chloride is not a con-
trolled substance. It is easily acquired, transported, and
mixed in the field. (2) Potassium chloride, when used
with appropriate methods to render an animal uncon-
scious, results in a carcass that is potentially less toxic
for scavengers and predators in cases where carcass
disposal is impossible or impractical.

Disadvantage—Rippling of muscle tissue and
clonic spasms may occur on or shortly after injection,

Recommendations—1It is of utmost importance that
personnel performing this technique are trained and
knowledgeable in anesthetic techniques, and are com-
petent in assessing anesthetic depth appropriate for
administration of potassium chloride intravenously.
Administration of potassium chloride intravenously
requires animals to be in a surgical plane of anesthesia
characterized by loss of consciousness, loss of reflex
muscle response, and loss of response to noxious stim-
uli. Saturated potassium chloride solutions are effec-
tive in causing cardiac arrest following rapid intracar-
diac or intravenous injection. Residual tissue concen-
trations of general anesthetics after anesthetic induc-
tion have not been documented. Whereas no scavenger
toxicoses have been reported with potassium chloride
in combination with a general anesthetic, proper car-
cass disposal should always be attempted to prevent
possible toxicosis by consumption of a carcass conta-
minated with general anesthetics.

Unacceptable injectable agents

When used alone, the injectable agents listed in
Appendix 4 (strychnine, nicotine, caffeine, magne-
sium sulfate, potassium chloride, cleaning agents, sol-
vents, disinfectants and other toxins or salts, and all
neuromuscular blocking agents) are unacceptable and
are absolutely condemned for use as euthanasia agents.

PHYSICAL METHODS

Physical methods of euthanasia include captive
bolt, gunshot, cervical dislocation, decapitation, elec-
trocution, microwave irradiation, kill traps, thoracic
compression, exsanguination, stunning, and pithing.
When properly used by skilled personnel with weil-
maintained equipment, physical methods of euthana-
sia may result in less fear and anxiety and be more
rapid, painless, humane, and practical than other
forms of euthanasia. Exsanguination, stunning, and
pithing are not recommended as a sole means of
euthanasia, but should be considered adjuncts to other
agents or methods. '

Some consider physical methods of euthanasia
aesthetically displeasing. There are occasions, however,
when what is perceived as aesthetic and what is most
humane are in conflict. Physical methods may be the
most appropriate method for euthanasia and rapid
relief of pain and suffering in certain situations.
Personnel performing physical methods of euthanasia
must be well trained and monitored for each type of
physical technique performed. That person must also
be sensitive to the aesthetic implications of the method
and inform onlookers about what they should expect
when possible.

Since most physical methods involve trauma, there
is inherent risk for animals and humans. Extreme care
and caution should be used. Skill and experience of per-
sonnel is essential. If the method is not performed cor-
rectly, animals and personnel may be injured.
Inexperienced persons should be trained by experienced
persons and should practice on carcasses or anesthetized
animals to be euthanatized until they are proficient in
performing the method properly and humanely. When
done appropriately, the panel considers most physical
methods conditionally acceptable for euthanasia.

Penetrating captive bolt

A penetrating captive bolt is used for euthanasia of
ruminants, horses, swine, laboratory rabbits, and
dogs." Its mode of action is concussion and trauma to
the cerebral hemisphere and brainstem.'™"° Captive
bolt guns are powered by gunpowder or compressed
air and must provide sufficient energy to penetrate the
skull of the species on which they are being used.'”
Adequate restraint is important to ensure proper place-
ment of the captive bolt. A cerebral hemisphere and the
brainstem must be sufficiently disrupted by the projec-
tile to induce sudden loss of consciousness and subse-
quent death. Accurate placement of captive bolts for
various species has been described.'®"" A multiple pro-
jectile has been suggested as a more effective tech-
nique, especially for large cattle.'®

A nonpenetrating captive bolt only stuns animals
and should not be used as a sole means of euthanasia
(see “Stunning” under “Adjunctive Methods").

Advantage—The penetrating captive bolt is an
effective method of euthanasia for use in slaughter-
houses, in research facilities, and on the farm when use
of drugs is inappropriate.

Disadvantages—(1) It is aesthetically displeasing.
(2) Death may not occur if equipment is not main-
tained and used properly.

Recommendations-—Use of the penetrating captive
bolt is an acceptable and practical method of euthana-
sia for horses, ruminants, and swine. It is conditional-
ly acceptable in other appropriate species. The non-
penetrating captive bolt must not be used as a sole
method of euthanasia.

Euthanasia by a blow to the head
Euthanasia by a blow to the head must be evaluat-
ed in terms of the anatomic features of the species on
which it is to be performed. A blow to the head can be
a humane method of euthanasia for neonatal animals
with thin craniums, such as young pigs, if a single
sharp blow delivered to the central skull bones with
sufficient force can produce immediate depression of
the central nervous system and destruction of brain tis-
sue. When properly performed, loss of consciousness
is rapid. The anatomic features of neonatal calves,
however, make a blow to the head in this species unac-
ceptable. Personnel performing euthanasia by use of a
blow to the head must be properly trained and moni-
tored for proficiency with this method of euthanasia,
and they must be aware of its aesthetic implications.
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Gunshot

A properly placed gunshot can cause immediate
insensibility and humane death. In some circum-
stances, a gunshot may be the only practical method of
euthanasia. Shooting should only be performed by
highly skilled personnel trained in the use of firearms
and only in jurisdictions that allow for legal firearm
use. Personnel, public, and nearby animal safety
should be considered. The procedure should be per-
formed outdoors and away from public access.

For use of a gunshot to the head as 2 method of
euthanasia in captive animals, the firearm should be
aimed so that the projectile enters the brain, causing
instant loss of consciousness.*'"**"* This must take into
account differences in brain position and skull confor-
mation between species, as well as the energy require-
ment for skull bone and sinus penetration.'®'"
Accurate targeting for a gunshot to the head in various
species has been described."*""*'* For wildlife and
other freely roaming animals, the preferred target area
should be the head. The appropriate firearm should be
selected for the situation, with the goal being penetra-
tion and destruction of brain tissue without emergence
from the contralateral side of the head.” A gunshot to
the heart or neck does not immediately render animals
unconscious and thus is not considered to meet the
panel’s definition of euthanasia.'”

Advantages— (1) Loss of consciousness is instanta-
neous if the projectile destroys most of the brain. (2)
Given the need to minimize stress induced by handling
and human contact, gunshot may at times be the most
practical and logical method of euthanasia of wild or
free-ranging species.

Disadvantages—(1) Gunshot may be dangerous to
personnel. (2) It is aesthetically unpleasant. (3) Under
field conditions, it may be difficult to hit the vital tar-
get area. (4) Brain tissue may not be able to be exam-
ined for evidence of rabies infection or chronic wasting
disease when the head is targeted.

Recommendations—When other methods cannot
be used, an accurately delivered gunshot is a condi-
tionally acceptable method of euthanasia."*'*'* When
an animal can be appropriately restrained, the pene-
trating captive bolt is preferred to a gunshot. Prior to
shooting, animals accustomed to the presence of
humans should be treated in a calm and reassuring
manner to minimize anxiety. In the case of wild ani-
mals, gunshots should be delivered with the least
amount of prior human contact necessary. Gunshot
should not be used for routine euthanasia of animals in
animal control situations, such as municipal pounds or
shelters.

Cervical dislocation

Cervical dislocation is a technique that has been
used for many years and, when performed by well-
trained individuals, appears to be humane. However,
there are few scientific studies to confirm this observa-
tion. This technique is used to euthanatize poultry,
other small birds, mice, and immature rats and rabbits.
For mice and rats, the thumb and index finger are

placed on either side of the neck at the base of the skull
or, alternatively, a rod is pressed at the base of the skull.
With the other hand, the base of the tail or the hind
limbs are quickly pulled, causing separation of the cer-
vical vertebrae from the skull. For immature rabbits,
the head is held in one hand and the hind limbs in the
other. The animal is stretched and the neck is hyperex-
tended and dorsally twisted to separate the first cervi-
cal vertebra from the skull.”™""" For poultry, cervical dis-
location by stretching is a common method for mass
euthanasia, but loss of consciousness may not be
instantaneous.'

Data suggest that electrical activity in the brain
persists for 13 seconds following cervical dislocation,'”
and unlike decapitation, rapid exsanguination does not
contribute to loss of consciousness. %

Advantages—(1) Cervical dislocation is a tech-
nique that may induce rapid loss of consciousness.®'?
(2) It does not chemically contaminate tissue. (3) It is
rapidly accomplished.

Disadvantages—(1) Cervical dislocation may be
aesthetically displeasing to personnel. (2) Cervical dis-
location requires mastering technical skills to ensure
loss of consciousness is rapidly induced. (3) Its use is
limited to poultry, other small birds, mice, and imma-
ture rats and rabbits.

Recommendations—Manual cervical dislocation is
a humane technique for euthanasia of poultry, other
small birds, mice, rats weighing < 200 g, and rabbits
weighing < 1 kg when performed by individuals with a

demonstrated high degree of technical proficiency. In- --

lieu of demonstrated technical competency, animals
must be sedated or anesthetized prior to cervical dislo-
cation. The need for technical competency is greater in
heavy rats and rabbits, in which the large muscle mass
in the cervical region makes manual cervical disloca-
tion physically more difficult.' In research settings,
this technique should be used only when scientifically
Jjustified by the user and approved by the Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee.

Those responsible for the use of this technique
must ensure that personnel performing cervical dislo-
cation techniques have been properly trained and con-
sistently apply it humanely and effectively.

Decapitation

Decapitation can be used to euthanatize rodents
and small rabbits in research settings. It provides a
means to recover tissues and body fluids that are chem-
ically uncontaminated. [t also provides a means of
obtaining anatomically undamaged brain tissue for
study."!

Although it has been demonstrated that electrical
activity in the brain persists for 13 to 14 seconds fol-
lowing decapitation,'? more recent studies and reports
indicate that this activity does not infer the ability to
perceive pain, and in fact conclude that loss of con-
sciousness develops rapidly.""'#

Guillotines that are designed to accomplish decap-
itation in adult rodents and small rabbits in a uniform-
ly instantaneous manner are commercially available.
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MONTHLY CIVIL RESTITUTION REPORT

PERIOD NO. CASES
ASSESSED
FISCAL YEAR 1993-94
July, 1993 25
Aug., 1993 53
Sept., 1993 42
Oct., 1993 49
Nov., 1993 57
Dec., 1993 53
Jan., 1994 38
Feb., 1994 68
Mar., 1994 38
April, 1994 14
May, 1994 10
June, 1994 29
Total FY 1994 476
FISCAL YEAR 1994-35
July, 1994 17
Aug., 1994 41
Sept., 1994 34
Oct., 1994 94
Nov., 1994 43
Dec., 1994 68
Jan., 1995 55
Feb., 1995 70
Mar., 1995 3
Apr., 1995 13
May., 1995 23
June 1995 45
Total FY 1995 534
FICAL YEAR 1995-96
July, 1995 0
Aug., 1995 486
Sept., 1995 1
Oct., 1995 122
Nov., 1995 55
Dec., 1995 50
Jan., 1996 49
Feb., 1996 . 50
Mar., 1996 33
Apr., 1996 30
May., 1996 23
June 1996 50
Total FY 1996 509
FISCAL YEAR 19886-97
July, 1996 .40
Aug., 1996 32
Sept., 1996 41
Oct., 1996 29
Nov., 1996 20
Dec., 1996 13
Jan., 1997 27
Feb., 1997 47
Mar., 1997 26
Apr., 1997 10
May., 1997 20
June 1997 5
Total FY 1997 310
FICAL YEAR 1997 - 98
July, 1997 10
Aug., 1997 14
Sept., 1997 29
Oct., 1997 12
Nov., 1997 23
Dec., 1997 25
Jan., 1998 42
Feb., 1958 37
Mar., 1998 g

AMOUNT

$21,039.00
$44,922.00
$137,635.00
$21,471.00
$31,207.00
$13,777.00
$18,918.00
$38,131.00
$22,739.00
$44,732.00
$4,504.00
$26,167.00

$425,242.00

$2,127.00
$96,403.00
$14,614.00
$17,426.00
$103,592.00
$31,400.00
$27,601.00
$61,119.00
$25,072.00
$15,353.00
$11,632.00
$31,008.00

$437,347.00

$0.00
$17,425.00
$125.00
$206,244.00
$23,124.00
$18,607.26
$13,814.88
$14,716.97
$24,936.91
$11,006.66
$7,989.34
$22,161.31

$360,141.33

$71,894.13
$5,362.64
$7.210.00
$11,092.53
$10,009.10
$238,466.04
$11,755.22
+$18,520.87
$13,434.02
$2,908.87
$11,682.70
$8,036.58

$410,372.70

$2,811.71
$8,741.30
$19,926.37
$4,716.81
$54,965.34
$36,881.09
$30,025.81
$31,164.85
$13,273.45

(§9,778.00)
($1,137.00)
(§17,938.00)
(511,282.00)
($13,260.00)

($8,238.00)
($2,482.00)
($1,404.00)

(8165.00)
(52.986.00)

($68.670.00)

(8335.00)
(53,035.00)
(§14,002.00)
($8.677.00)

(526,049.00)

($15,296.45)

($15,296.45)

$0.00

CREDITFOR NO.CASES
ASSESSED SALE GOODS

29
41
35
40
32
27
32
46
51
27

7
12

379

27
2
29
62
32
36
38
36
36
24

357

32
32
29
25
22
22
17

27
15
15
10

288

12
23
10
15
17
29
32

AMOUNT
PAID

$4,855.00
$7,950.00
$6,783.00
$3,285.00
$3,053.00
$6,507.00
$4,423.00
$9,124.00
$10,854.00
$7,307.00
$5,447.00
$1,886.00

$71,474.00

$2,101.00
$1,010.00
$2,596.00
$2,922.00
$3,992.00
$4,315.00
$7,493.00
$6,472.00
$8,315.00
$3,565.00
$4,315.00
$2,630.00

$49,726.00

$9,028.00
$3,093.00
$2,720.00
$10,151.00
$4,780.66
$5,296.51
$5,777.53
$6,035.12
$7,173.12
$3,941.68
$2,790.02

$60,786.65

$5,249.93
$6,254.59
$2,259.96
$3,697.89
$1,624.63
$5,877.18
$4,393.30
$8,579.84
$4,999.59
$2,322.88
$5,198.91
$2,335.24

$52,793.94

$1,584.67
$1,496.49
$2,051.78
$3,184.83
$2,424.86
$4,376.97
$5,300.40
$22,961.69
$9,406.56

DISCOUNTS

TAKEN

$2,545.00
$3,603.00
$3,048.00
$1,519.00
$2,845.00
$6,713.00
$2,831.00
$5,993.00
$6,796.00
$4,632.00
$3,808.00
$1,214.00

$45,547.00

$1,437.00

$605.00
$2,342.00
$3,179.00
$2,803.00
$2,328.00
$4,921.00
$3,973.00
$4,737.00
$1,538.00

$654.00
$1,025.00

$29,543.00

$1,729.00
$2,048.00
$1,161.00
$6,383.00
$2,802.76
$3,472.89
$3.416.91
$3.421.75
$2,711.54
$2,020.29
$1,182.23

- $30,350.37

$2,947.96
$3,783.69
$1,326.58
$2,261.98

$698.02
$2,121.53
$2,377.09
$5,552.63
$2,757.67
$1,298.66
$1,399.21

$765.34

$27,290.36

$823.11

$779.14
$1,278.04
$2,063.89
$1,218.28
$2,775.66
$3,533.66
$8,501.18
$4,371.53

PERCENT PERCENT
DOLLARS PAID CASES PAID

27.5%

18.1%

25.3%

19.5%

S~ st

79.6%

70.0%

70.1%

92.9%

-



Apr., 1998 10
May., 1998 0
June 1998 5
Total FY 1998 216

FICAL YEAR 1998 - 99

July, 1998 9
Aug., 1998 10
Sept., 1998 8
Oct., 1998 22
Nov., 1998 19
Dec., 1998 23
Jan., 1999 41
Feb., 1999 45
Mar., 1999 15.
Apr., 1999 9
May., 1999 5
June 1999. 7
Total FY 1999 213
FISCAL YEAR 1999-2000
July, 1998 5
Aug., 1998 10
Sept., 1999 6
Oct., 1999 ~ 1
Nov., 1999 14
Dec., 1999 24
Jan., 2000 49
Feb., 2000 21
Mar., 2000 19
Apr., 2000 12
May, 200G 7
June, 2000 16
Total FY 2000 194
FISCAL YEAR 2000-01
July, 2000 2
Aug.,2000 20
Sept.,2000 12
Oct.,2000 18
Nov.2000 Lo 13..
Dec., 2000 40
Jan., 2001 28
Feb., 2001 35
Mar., 2001 8 .
Apr.,2001 20
May 2001 4
June 2001 3
Total FY 2001 203
FISCAL YEAR 2001-02
July, 2001 4
Aug., 2001 6
Sept., 2001 0
Oct., 2001 15
Nov., 2001 15
Dec., 2001 36
Jan,, 2002 56
Feb., 2002 .27
Mar., 2002 8
Apr., 2002 20
May, 2002
June, 2002

Total FY 2002 187

$5,628.21
$225.00
$2,414.03

$210,774.07

$1,390.43
$2,240.70
$2,768.96
$28,704.85
$9,137.79
$11,959.10
$21,179.55
$26,236.24
$7.549.57
$8,013.54
$5,161.23
$3,719.01

$128,060.97

$1,556.38
$2,510.83
$2,032.19
$4,452.31
$8,634.64
$15,891.96
$27,872.14
$11,039.59
$9,873.21
$7,897.70
$5,039.46
$14,566.88

$111,367.29

$865.01
$15,837.60
$3,662.26
$122,696.24
$15,851.30
$30,234.92
$15,923.38
$20,181.39
$5,956.83
$24,145.82
$1,677.36
$932.20

$257,864.31

$4,290.29
$9,452.69
$175.00
$6,439.06
$5,913.63
$21,868.88
$27,650:44
$14,211.31
$6,765.68
$11,296.19

$108,063.17

10
8
6

$0.00 178

$0.00 205

$5,324.80 28
$667.75 25

$293.60 20

$6,186.15 266

$0.00 294

25
18
25
18
24
20
38
$620.55 37
36
19

$620.55 260

$2,602.62
$2,885.02
$1,041.54

$59,317.43

$1,964.20
$1.048.28
$2,000.36
$1,860.17
$1,765.97
$4.441.02
$6,621.63
$12,119.09
$8,281.77
$3,035.82
$905.50
$3,011.06

$47,054.87

$2,287.53
$2,455.38
$3,563.06
$2,775.48
$3,250.96
$3,862.76
$7,952.94
$10,159.24
$6,709.07
$2,932.41
$7,062.23
$5,766.59

$58,777.65

$1,948.03
$3,302.27
$8,718.21
$7,457.98
$4,038.50
$7,189.98
$7.611.66
$18,568.12
$15,724.02
$4,856.39
$3,700.77
$8,433.81

$91,549.74

$6,328.36
$2,984.52
$4,157.32
$3,174.66
$3,832.41
$5,384,19
$11,100.99
$20,017.87
$10,061.89
$2,196.02

$69,338.23

$1,279.77
$950.46
$98.00

$27,672.72 41.3%

$716.75
$372.47
$1,148.23
$807.48
$1,092.43

- $2,040.71

$3,838.22
$6,923.61
$4,138.44
$1,388.41
$405.00
$533.83

$23,405.58 55.0%

$1,198.81

$513.73

$475.93

$557.41
$1,322.96
$2,126.27
$3,814.02
$6,216.42
$3,565.40
$1,512.54
$3,164.00
$1,852.12

$26,309.61 76%

$154.01
$1,063.92
$1,351.41
$480.16
$309.30
$462.13
$833.60
$1,917.82
$753.86
$225.93
$313.58
$346.90

$8,222.62 39%

$293.54

$66.29
$67.32
$194.66
$502.17
$1,008.089
$861.63
$419.16
$49.33

$3,462.19 67%

e A et

82.4%

96.2%

137%

145%

139%



ENF_521U

CURRENT MONTH

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
CIVIL RESTITUTION ACTIVITY REPORT

04/01/2002 TO 04/30/2002

ORIG RESTITUTION VALUES

ENTERED

HEARING COSTS ASSESSED
SALE OF CONFISCATED COMMODS
SALES EXCEEDING RESTITUTION

RESTITUTION ASSESSED

PAYMENTS

PAYMENTS AFTER PAST DUE NOTICE
PAYMENTS AFTER REVOKED NOTICE

PAYMENTS FROM COLLECTION EFFORT
PAYMENTS FROM HRG COST ASSESSED

DISCOUNTS FOR TIMELY
OVERPAYMENTS

REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT

PAYMENTS

APPLIED CONFISCATED COMMODS
APPLIED EXCEEDING BALANCE DUE
REFUND OF CONFISCATED COMMOD.

RETURNED CHECKS
MISC. ADJUSTMENTS
DEBITS
CREDITS
REASSESSMENTS
DEBITS
CREDITS
WRITE-OFFS

ASSESSMENTS WITHDRAWN
ADJUDICATION ADJUSTMENTS

FOUND NOT RESPONSIBLE

DISMISSED BY D.A.

CASES VOIDED BY ENFORCEMENT

OVERTURNED ON APPEAL

# CASES

20

20

OO OO WNNOH\WY

O O

HOOOMKRLPOOOO

PAGE: 1
DATE: 05/01/2002

AMOUNT

$10,796.

$11,296.

$1,693.
$30.
$307.
$115.
$50.
$49.
$0O.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.
$0.

$0.
$0.

$0.
$0.
.00
.00
.00-
.98-
.00
.00
.54-

19

00
00

FOOTNOTE :

FORFEIT OF CONFISCATED COMMODS



ENF_521U

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
CIVIL RESTITUTION ACTIVITY REPORT

FISCAL YEAR TO DATE
07/01/2001 TO 04/30/2002

ORIG RESTITUTION VALUES ENTERED

HEARING COSTS ASSESSED
SALE OF CONFISCATED COMMODS
SALES EXCEEDING RESTITUTION

# CASES

187

PAGE: 2
DATE: 05/01/2002

AMOUNT

$106,863.

17

—_——— —Em e e e e e e e e e v e rm r— — — — — [ [ p—— —_———

RESTITUTION ASSESSED

PAYMENTS
PAYMENTS AFTER PAST DUE NOTICE
PAYMENTS AFTER REVOKED NOTICE
PAYMENTS FROM COLLECTION EFFORT
PAYMENTS FROM HRG COST ASSESSED
DISCOUNTS FOR TIMELY PAYMENTS
OVERPAYMENTS
REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT
APPLIED CONFISCATED COMMODS
APPLIED EXCEEDING BALANCE DUE
REFUND OF CONFISCATED COMMOD.
RETURNED CHECKS
MISC. ADJUSTMENTS

DEBITS

CREDITS
REASSESSMENTS

DEBITS

CREDITS
WRITE-OFFS
ASSESSMENTS WITHDRAWN
ADJUDICATION ADJUSTMENTS
FOUND NOT RESPONSIBLE
DISMISSED BY D.A.
CASES VOIDED BY ENFORCEMENT
OVERTURNED ON APPEAL

OO ORWw

HOO~NKFRPROARPO

$108,063.

$48,010.
$2,786.
$3,621.
$14,344.
$875.
$3,462.
$4.
$344.
$620.
$0.

$0.

$0.

$0.
$0.

$0.
$2009.
$38,505.
$395.
$12.
.97-
$0.
$0.
$524.

$15,345

00

14-
31-
71-
00-

00
00
54~

. e e e e k= e = = = e = = = A = e = — s = = . = — — e e e e — e e e M e e e e e e = e e e e e e -

FOOTNOTE:

FORFEIT OF CONFISCATED COMMODS



ENF 521U

INCEPTION TO DATE
04/30/2002

ORIG RESTITUTION VALUES ENTERED

HEARING COSTS ASSESSED
SALE OF CONFISCATED COMMODS
SALES EXCEEDING RESTITUTION

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
CIVIL RESTITUTION ACTIVITY REPORT

# CASES
4,385

305

PAGE:

DATE :

AMOUNT

$3,064,477.

$8,050.

$269,865.

$58,209.

3
05/01/2002

. o e e e e Y e e e e e e T e S e v T e e o o e e e S M S P e e e e T o T A SR Y e = e e e e e e SR EE T R T = - e A S Y e T e M =R e W = = — —

RESTITUTION ASSESSED
PAYMENTS
PAYMENTS
PAYMENTS

AFTER PAST DUE NOTICE
AFTER REVOKED NOTICE
PAYMENTS FROM COLLECTION EFFORT
PAYMENTS FROM HRG COST ASSESSED
DISCOUNTS FOR TIMELY PAYMENTS
OVERPAYMENTS
REFUND OF OVERPAYMENT
APPLIED CONFISCATED COMMODS
APPLIED EXCEEDING BALANCE DUE
REFUND OF CONFISCATED COMMOD.
RETURNED CHECKS
MISC. ADJUSTMENTS

DEBITS

CREDITS
REASSESSMENTS

DEBITS

CREDITS
WRITE-OFFS
ASSESSMENTS WITHDRAWN
ADJUDICATION ADJUSTMENTS
FOUND NOT RESPONSIBLE
DISMISSED BY D.A.
CASES VOIDED BY ENFORCEMENT
OVERTURNED ON APPEAL

** TOTAL OUTSTANDING

157
2,072
115

982

$2,860,871.

$616,030.
$4,483.
$19,196.
$22,522.

$4,100.
$255,767.

$91.
$11,620.
$32,367.
$1,327.
$45,896.
$61.

$55.
$10.

$6,881.
$36,913.
$1,064,754.
$1,794.
$12,400.

$164,615.

e EEEmEmEm=E=EEEE

e o e e = e - = - - — e = = = v e o m m M . Ee wm e e e um e e v A e e A dm e e v e Gm mm Em e e m e e e = s = = = e = — = —

FOOTNOTE :

FORFEIT OF CONFISCATED COMMODS

$106,941.



ENF_5210 LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PAGE: 4
CIVIL RESTITUTION ACTIVITY REPORT DATE: 05/01/2002

AGING OF SALE OF CONFISCATED COMMODITIES

VIOLATION DATE UNKNOWN 0 $0.00
1 - 30 DAYS 0 $0.00
31 - 60 DAYS 3 $1,884.00
61 - 90 DAYS 0 $0.00
91 - 120 DAYS 7 $1,634.79
121 - 150 DAYS 3 $8,476.70
151 - 180 DAYS 2 $311.54
181 - 365 DAYS 84 $85,474.75
OVER ONE YEAR 131 $106,759.00
OVER TWO YEARS 151 $76,868.03
OVER THREE YEARS 711 $512,722.09
** TOTAL AGING 1,092 $794,130.90
AGING OF OUTSTANDING CASES
COLLECTIONS WITH AGENCY:
CAN NOT BE INVOICED 0 $0.00
CURRENT 19 $10,653.10
1 - 30 DAYS 5 $5,870.65
31 - 90 DAYS 45 $26,276.90
91 - 180 DAYS 20 $10,117.03
181 - 365 DAYS 12 $25,228.65
OVER ONE YEAR 135 $132,486.58
COLLECTIONS WITH PRIVATE COLLECTIONS FIRM:
1 - 90 DAYS 0 $0.00
91 - 180 DAYS 0 $0.00
181 - 365 DAYS 0 $0.00
OVER ONE YEAR 80 $405,917.31
AMOUNT UNDER PROTEST:
1 - 180 DAYS 0 $0.00
181 - 365 DAYS 0 $0.00
OVER ONE YEAR 1 $74,216.00

** TOTAL AGING 317 $690,766.22




ENF_525U LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PAGE: 1
CLASS I ACTIVITY REPORT DATE: 05/01/2002
CURRENT MONTH

04/01/2002-04/30/2002

# CASES AMOUNT

FINES 1,126 $57,400.00
HEARING COSTS

DEBITS 259 $6,475.00

CREDITS 2 $50.00-
TOTAL DUE $63,825.00
PAID IN FULL 463 $26,481.97-
PARTIAL PAYMENTS 9 $350.00-
ATTORNEY GENERAL COLLECTIONS 0 $0.00
ATTORNEY GENERAL FEES 0 $0.00
WRITE-OFFS 0 $0.00
OVERPAYMENTS 1 $50.00
REFUNDS 3 $155.00
RETURNED CHECKS 0 $0.00
MISC CHANGES

DEBITS 0 $0.00

CREDITS 0 $0.00
ADJUSTMENTS TO VIOLATION

DEBITS 8 $600.00

CREDITS 0 $0.00
VOIDS 63 $3,150.00-
NOT GUILTY 7 $400.00-
DISMISSED BY ADMIN LAW 7 $400.00-
DISMISSED BY ENFORCEMENT 2 $100.00-
GUILTY/FINE WAIVED 0 $0.00
OVERTURNED ON APPEAL 0 $0.00



ENF_525U LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PAGE: 2
CLASS I ACTIVITY REPORT DATE: 05/01/2002

FISCAL YEAR TO DATE

07/01/2001-04/30/2002

# CASES AMOUNT

FINES 6,003 $306,210.00
HEARING COSTS

DEBITS 3,126 $78,150.00

CREDITS 54 $1,876.00-
TOTAL DUE $382,484.00
PAID IN FULL 5,110 $296,582.26-
PARTIAL PAYMENTS 112 $4,882.50-
ATTORNEY GENERAL COLLECTIONS 9 $440.00-
ATTORNEY GENERAL FEES 25 $220.00-
WRITE-OFFS 5 $195.00-
OVERPAYMENTS 5 $62.79
REFUNDS 50 $2,725.00
RETURNED CHECKS 4 $125.00
MISC CHANGES ‘

DEBITS 4 $40.00

CREDITS 1 $0.85-
ADJUSTMENTS TO VIOLATION

DEBITS 25 $1,650.00

CREDITS 10 $700.00-
VOIDS 259 $12,950.00-
NOT GUILTY 145 $7,400.00-
DISMISSED BY ADMIN LAW 85 . $4,300.00-
DISMISSED BY ENFORCEMENT 24 $1,200.00-
GUILTY/FINE WAIVED 24 $1,200.00-

OVERTURNED ON APPEAL 0 $0.00

~ R i



ENF_525U

CLASS I ACTIVITY REPORT
INCEPTION TO DATE

04/30/2002

FINES
HEARING COSTS
DEBITS
CREDITS

TOTAL DUE

PAID IN FULL
PARTIAL PAYMENTS
ATTORNEY GENERAL COLLECTIONS
ATTORNEY GENERAL FEES
WRITE-OFFS
OVERPAYMENTS
REFUNDS
RETURNED CHECKS
MISC CHANGES
DEBITS
CREDITS
ADJUSTMENTS TO VIOLATION
DEBITS
CREDITS
VOIDS
NOT GUILTY )
DISMISSED BY ADMIN LAW
DISMISSED BY ENFORCEMENT
GUILTY/FINE WAIVED
OVERTURNED ON APPEAL

TOTAL OUTSTANDING

# CASES
96,057

24,148
55

LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES PAGE:

DATE:

AMOUNT

$4,883,937.

$603,862.
$9,241.

3
05/01/2002

68
168

190
31
5,090
1,155
166
24
155

$2,958,211.
$66,099.
$690.

$345.

$195.
$3,980.

© $12,207.
$3,550.

$1,070.
$141.

$11,200.
$1,900.
$255, 850.
$58,650.
$8,450.
$1,200.
$7,800.

$2,151,034.

e R -



ENF_525U LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
CLASS I ACTIVITY REPORT

AGING OF OUTSTANDING CASES FROM CITATION DATE

COLLECTIONS WITH AGENCY:

PAGE: 4
DATE: 05/01/2002

CURRENT 599 $30,500.00
1 - 30 DAYS 509 $26,500.00
31 - 90 DAYS 424 $22,460.00
91 - 180 DAYS 472 $25,740.00
181 - 365 DAYS 1,439 $104,558.00
OVER ONE YEAR _ 29,669 $1,926,236.84
COLLECTIONS WITH ATTORNEY GENERAL:
1 - 90 DAYS 0 $0.00
91 - 180 DAYS 0 $0.00
181 - 365 DAYS 0 $0.00
OVER ONE YEAR 200 $15,040.00
AMOUNT UNDER PROTEST:
1 - 180 DAYS 0 $0.00
181 - 365 DAYS 0 $0.00
OVER ONE YEAR 0 $0.00
** TOTAL AGING 33,312 $2,151,034.84
AGING OF OUTSTANDING CASES FROM HEARING DATE
PREHEARING 1,449 $74,685.00 °
0 - 90 DAYS 2,314 $118,940.00
91 - 180 DAYS 308 $23,830.00
181 - 270 DAYS 603 $43,475.00
271 - 365 DAYS 772 $57,880.50
OVER ONE YEAR 27,866 $1,832,224.34

** TOTAL AGING 33,312 $2,151,034.84

B e
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AGENDA
m - VTW"C”\‘237 ' :
LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION
' BATON ROUGE, LA
May 2, 2002
10:00 AM

'y{( Roll Call
V{ Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002
VK/ Enforcement & Aviation Reports/April - Keith LaCaze
Oyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the
Oyster Ipdustry - Mike Voisin, Oyster Task Force
. Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp
Seasdn - Martin Bourgeois

o

and Bag

blic Comments - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates
mits and General Hunting Rules & Regulations

A Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-
Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease - Fred Kimmel

tail
8/ Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition
of Cédhfiscated Deer -(Larry Savage \ >~€>.€>
Public Information Section Report for October 2001
thr arch 2002 - Marianne Burke

Set September 2002 Meeting Date
11. Public Comments

12. Adjournment




Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries

NEWS RELEASE

James H. Jenkins Jr.

CONTACT
Secretary

225/765-2925

2002-108 4/25/02

AGENDA SET FOR LOUISIANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES
COMMISSION MEETING

The next regular public board meeting has been scheduled by the Commission for 10:00 A.M. on
Thursday, May 2, 2002, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building, 2000 Quail Drive, Baton Rouge,
La.

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002

Enforcement and Aviation Reports/April

Opyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the Oyster Industry

Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp Season

Public Cominents - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates and Bag Limits and

General Hunting Rules and Regulations

7. Declaration of Emergency and Notice of Intent - White-tailed Deer Importation
Ban/ Chronic Wasting Disease

8. Declaration of Emergency and Notice of Intent - Disposition of Confiscated Deer

9. Public Information Section Report for October 2001 through March 2002

10.  Set September 2002 Meeting Date

11.  Public Comments

12.  Adjournment

NP e

EDITORS: For more information, contact Marianne Burke at 225/765-2925
(burke_ mm@wlf.state.la. us).



April 24, 2002
NEWS RELEASE

APPROVED:

AGENDA FOR COMMISSION MEETING

The next regular public board meeting has been scheduled by
the Commission for 10:00 A.M. on Thursday, May 2, 2002, at the
Wildlife and Fisheries Building, 2000 Quail Drive, Baton Rouge, LA.

1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002

<{z. Oyster Task Force Report on Coastal Restoration and the
Oyster Industry

45 #. Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp
Season

3K. Enforcement & Aviation Reports/April

6. Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates
and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules & Regulations

7. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-
tailed Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease

8. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition
of Confiscated Deer

9. Public Information Section Report for October 2001
through March 2002

10. Set September 2002 Meeting Date
11. Public Comments

12. Adjournment



James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.

Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000
(225) 765-2800
April ‘24, 2002
MEMORANDUM
TO: Chairman and Members of Commissi
FROM: James H. Jenkinsg, Jr., Secret

SUBJECT: May Commission Meeting Agenda

A The next regular Commission meeting will be held at 10:00 A.M.
on Thursday, May 2, 2002, in the Louisiana Room at the Wildlife and
Fisheries Building, 2000 Quail Drive, Baton Rouge, LA.

The following items will be discussed:

1. Roll Call

2. Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002
OYSTER TASK FORCE

3. Report on Coastal Restoration and the Oyster Industry
WINTON VIDRINE

4. Enforcement & Aviation Reports/April
OFFICE_OF WILDLIFE

5. Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates
and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules & Regulations

6. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-
tailed Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease

7. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition
of Confiscated Deer

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Page 2
Commission Meeting
April 24, 2002

OFFICE OF FISHERIES

8. Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp
Season

PUBLIC INFORMATION SECTION

9. Report for October 2001 through March 2002
10. Set September 2002 Meeting Date
11. Public Comments

JHJ:sch

cc: Jim Patton

Phil Bowman
John Roussel
Craig Lamendola
Don Puckett
Dennis Kropog
Ewell Smith
Division Chiefs
Marianne Burke



C 0OV E R

To: Tom Gattle
Fax #: 318-559-1524
Subject: Agenda

Ak
Date: April N, 2002

Pages: 3, including this cover sheet.

COMMENTS:

Please call me after you have reviewed the attached agenda for the May 2™ Commission

Meeting.

From the desk of...

Susan Hawkins

La. Dept. Of Wildlife & Fisheries
P. O. Box 98000

Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000

225-765-2806
Fax: 225-765-0948



, 2002

MEMORANDUM
TO: Chairman and Members of Commission
FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secretary

SUBJECT: May Commission Meeting Agenda

The next regular Commission meeting will be held at 10:00 A.M.
on Thursday, May 2, 2002, in the Louisiana Room at the Wildlife and
Fisheries Building, 2000 Quail Drive, Baton Rouge, LA.

The following items will be discussed:
1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Minutes of April 4, 2002

OYSTER_TASK FORCE

3. Report on Coastal Restoration and the Oyster Industry
WINTON VIDRINE |

4. Enforcement & Aviation Reports/April
OFFICE OF WILDLIFE

5. Public Comments - 2002-03 Resident Hunting Season Dates
and Bag Limits and General Hunting Rules & Regulations

6. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - White-
tailed Deer Importation Ban/Chronic Wasting Disease

7. Declaration of Emergency & Notice of Intent - Disposition
of Confiscated Deer



&

Page 2
Commission Meeting
, 2002

OFFICE OF FISHERIES

8. Declaration of Emergency - Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp
Season

PUBLIC INFORMATION SECTION
9. Report for October 2001 through March 2002
10. Set September 2002 Meeting Date
11. Public Comments

JHJ :sch

cc: Jim Patton

Phil Bowman
John Roussel
Craig Lamendola
Don Puckett
Dennis Kropog
Ewell Smith
Division Chiefs
Marianne Burke



James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.

Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000
(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002

MEMORANDUM

TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary : of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-0Office of Fisherigs d Confidential
Assistant

FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - May

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If yvou do not have anything for the agenda lease return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the

list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you for your
cooperation!

JHJ/sch ‘

cc: Commissioners . O —

Don Puckett

Winton Vidrine Wi o 9 Qb e
Tommy Prickett {CK_ ) i ’
Bennie Fontenot = <An, P A p a:]a£:ZA<ﬂ
Karen Foote

Wynnette Kees ,Z;zq TEjL,( J(ﬂ ﬁ%Z;WDQCézk*‘

Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith = U 2%

Marianne Burke

s =

ég/l/i/;‘-"(

An Equal Opportunity Employer



James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.
Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000

(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002

MEMORANDUM

TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary- of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-Office of Fishe d Confidential
Assistant

FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - May

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If you do not have anything for the agenda lease return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the
list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you for your
cooperation!

JHJ/sch _
cc: Commissioners

Don Puckett

Winton Vidrine /ﬂa aﬂp%m'ﬂm
Tommy Prickett

Bennie Fontenot _ Aﬁ&Q&AW&; jzﬂwmftfbu
Karen Foote :

Wynnette Kees ﬂ&l 200( - /VZW‘OKJOO >

‘Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith L '-44@

Marianne Burke

An Equal Opportunity Employer



James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.

Secretary Post Office Box 98000 4 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000
(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002
MEMORANDUM
TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary-(£ of wWildlife,
‘ Assistant Secretary-Office of Fishe nd Confidential
Assistant
FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta {
AW

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - Ma

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If you do not have anything for the agenda, please return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the
list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you for your
cooperation!

JHJ/sch .
cc: Commissioners
Don Puckett “(
Winton Vidrine o/ﬂ
Tommy Prickett
Bennie Fontenot
Karen Foote
Wynnette Kees ’/V
Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith
Marianne Burke

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.J. “Mike” Foster, Jr.
Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000 '

(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002

MEMORANDUM

TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary- of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-Office of Fishe nd Confidential
Assistant

FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta y

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - May"

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If you do not have anything for the agenda, please return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the-
list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you for your
cooperation!

JHJ/sch o ?“M()M % ,

cc: Commissioners
Don Puckett wﬂpm W
Winton Vidrine
Tommy Prickettv/’
Bennie Fontenot ﬁbgéééfbﬁ.dxﬂa—
Karen Foote
Wynnette Kees
Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith
Marianne Burke

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Hawkins, Susan

From: Foote, Karen

Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2002 12:27 PM
To: Roussel, John E

Cc: Abbott, Janet; Hawkins, Susan
Subject: May 2002 Commission agenda

Marine Fisheries item:
Declaration of Emergency- Setting 2002 Spring Shrimp Season- Martin

Bourgeois



James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries . M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.
Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000

(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002

MEMORANDUM

TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary-£ of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-Office of Fishe d Confidential
Assistant

FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secretaj

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - MaY v

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If yvou do not have anything for the agenda lease return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the

list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you, for |your
cooperation!
JHJ/sch
cc: Commissioners
Don Puckett [/
Winton Vidrine
Tommy Prickett v

Bennie Fontenot
Karen Foote
Wynnette Kees
Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith
Marianne Burke

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Secretary Post Office Box 98000 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000
(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002
MEMORANDUM
TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary ] of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-Office of Fisheris nd Confidential
Assistant
FROM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta

SUBJECT: Commission Meeting Agenda - May

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan
Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,
2000 Quail Drive. This meeting will begin at 10:00 a.m. on May
2nd. If you do not have anything for the agenda, please return
memo and indicate so on the bottom of this memo. We cannot add
anything to the agenda that requires commission action after we
have published the agenda in the state journal.

Resolutions and Notices of Intent should be included with the
list of items to be placed on the agenda. Thank you for your
cooperation!

JHJ/sch

cc: Commissioners
Don Puckett
Winton Vidrine
Tommy Prickett
Bennie Fontenot
Karen Foote
Wynnette Kees
Brandt Savoie
Ewell Smith
Marianne Burke

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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James H. Jenkins, Jr. Department of Wildlife & Fisheries M.]. “Mike” Foster, Jr.
Secretary Post Office Box 98009 Governor
Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000
(225) 765-2800
April 2, 2002 -
MEMORANDUM ;
TO: Undersecretary, Assistant Secretary-f = of Wildlife,
Assistant Secretary-Office of Fishexiqgind Confidential
Assistant 7
FRCM: James H. Jenkins, Jr., Secreta

SUBJEC’I": Commission Meeting Agenda - May

Please write on the bottom of this memo and return to Susan

Hawkins by Wednesday, April 17th any agenda items your office may
have for the Thursday, May 2nd Commission Meeting to be held in
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, at the Wildlife and Fisheries Building,



