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AGENCY COMMENTS ON  

PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS 20-26 
 

Proposed Resolution # 20 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

 

Submitted by: MUCC Wildlife Committee and District 20 

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016  

Title:  NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION MEETING SCHEDULE 

 

DNR RESPONSE #20: Over the past three years, the Natural Resources Commission (NRC) has adopted 

an expanded time between review cycles for most fisheries and wildlife regulations to allow for additional 

evaluation of social and biological impacts associated with seasons, regulations, and quotas. This change 

has provided more consistency, less confusion, and enhanced educational opportunities. With multi-year 

cycles, the commission may not be reviewing regulatory proposals on a monthly basis. 

 

Current practice has the NRC scheduling eight monthly meetings a year in Lansing and four meetings 

away from Lansing; typically distributed between the UP, NLP, SE and SW Michigan. Commission 

meetings typically are day-long affairs involving many DNR staff, travel and other meeting expenses. 

Multi-year regulations and regular public interaction could be effectively managed with less than twelve 

meetings per year. 

 

Proposed Resolution # 21 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

 

Submitted by: Michigan Hunting Dog Federation  

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title:  BEAR BAITING DURING DOG TRAINING SEASON 

 
DNR RESPONSE #21:  The Department is committed to reducing human-wildlife conflicts and 

domestic animal-wildlife conflicts. Recently published research by Bump JK, Murawski CM, Kartano 

LM, Beyer DE Jr, and Roell BJ (2013), found that hunting dogs used to pursue bears in Michigan and 

Wisconsin are more commonly involved in wolf conflicts that result in the dog’s death than dogs 

considered house pets. This is likely because dogs used to pursue bears are more likely to encounter 

wolves while humans are not immediately present. In both Michigan and Wisconsin, “the peak 

occurrence of hunting dog depredations coincides with training or hunting with bait in each state, 

beginning in July in Wisconsin and August in Michigan (p. 3).” There is likely a link between conflicts 

with wolves and hunting dogs pursuing bears due “to non-random encounters associated with baiting for 

bear and attracting wolves to focal points, i.e. bait piles (p. 5).” However, Wisconsin has significantly 

higher instances of wolves killing dogs that are pursuing bears than Michigan does. One possible 

explanation may be that Wisconsin begins baiting for bears much sooner than in Michigan, and wolves 

may be more aggressive due to the presence of young pups earlier in the summer.  

 

The Department does not support changing bear baiting dates as this is not necessary to reach bear 

management goals and because there is evidence that conflicts between wolves and hunting dogs may 

increase. 
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Proposed Resolution # 22 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

Submitted by: Michigan Hunting Dog Federation  

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title:  BAITING WITH BARRELS 

 
DNR RESPONSE #22: The DNR reviewed the potential for using barrels or other containers on public 

lands during the 2012 bear regulations cycle. The use of containers on public lands is not supported by the 

DNR or the U.S. Forest Service and lacks support from many bear hunting stakeholders. Concerns 

include hunter conflicts over baiting locations, litter left on public lands, and damage to trees used to 

anchor barrels. The DNR recommends other methods to judge the size of a bear, rather than using a 

barrel, such as marking height on a stick or tree with temporary paint near a bait site. Changes to current 

regulations are not recommended. 

 

 

Proposed Resolution # 23 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

Submitted by: Rob Miller, Bowfishing Association of Michigan (BAM) 

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title:  WISE UTILIZATION OF ALL OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES 

 

 

DNR RESPONSE #23: Under current statute, any person is prohibited from selling or attempting to sell 

any fish taken on a sport fishing license, regardless of whether the sale results in a profit to the seller. 

Because this prohibition applies to any person, not just the angler who directly took the fish, statute 

currently prohibits any sale of any fish taken on a sport fishing license. Therefore, a person or company 

cannot sell fish taken on a sport fishing license, even if the fish was donated to the person or company by 

an angler who legally harvested the fish on a sport fishing license. 

 

Specifically, MCL 324.48723 states in relevant part, “[a] person shall not purchase, buy, or sell, attempt 

to purchase, buy, or sell . . . any species of fish taken on a sport fishing license or any species of fish taken 

without a commercial fishing license.” 

 

Although the DNR supports the wise use of fish legally taken on a sport fishing license, all use must 

comply with applicable law and the DNR has no authority to allow a use that is inconsistent with statute. 

The DNR encourages the MUCC to work with Michigan bowfishers to develop uses for fish legally 

harvested on a sport fishing license that comport with the applicable statutory prohibition against sale of 

those fish. 

 

 

Proposed Resolution # 24 

 

 

Submitted by: Michigan B.A.S.S. Nation  

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title: BASS TOURNAMENTS ARE LEGITIMATE, LEGAL FISHING STYLE 
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DNR RESPONSE #24: The Department has been working closely with bass angling groups and in 2015 

the Natural Resources Commission authorized catch-and-immediate release fishing for bass all year and 

required all bass fishing tournaments to be registered using the Michigan Fishing Tournament 

Information System. The Department views the expanded CIR season as a significant expansion of bass 

fishing opportunity. The Department has invested $140,000 to develop this online tool that will allow the 

Department to better understand tournament effort and provide additional biological information about 

bass fishing tournaments in Michigan. Further, tournament directors will be able to query and view 

registrations across the state to minimize conflict. Mandatory bass tournament registration will result in a 

broader opportunity for the Department to collect information to monitor bass tournament effects on bass 

populations. Registration will enable the Department to develop relationships with these important 

angling groups, which will benefit bass populations in Michigan. 

 

The Department has also assigned a biologist to liaison with bass tournament directors to develop an 

annual bass tournament report which will help promote bass fishing tournaments. It is the intent of the 

Department to expand tournament registration to all forms of fishing tournaments, not just bass, by 2018. 

 

Proposed Resolution # 25 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

Submitted by: Michigan B.A.S.S. Nation  

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title:  BASS FISHING RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 2016 

 

 
DNR RESPONSE #25: The Department and Fisheries Division does employ adaptive management. For 

example, cormorant management practices and Great Lakes lake trout regulations are adjusted using an 

iterative, adaptive approach based upon the best available science. Further, it can be argued that adaptive 

management was used to recently allow all year, catch-and-immediate release (CIR) for bass fishing 

anglers. The Department knows through creel surveys and angler surveys that up to 95% off all bass are 

released, suggesting there isn’t a desire for more harvest opportunities. The Department views the 

expanded CIR season as providing a significant increase in bass fishing opportunity. The 

Natural Resources Commission recently ordered (Fisheries Order 215) a bass fishing tournament 

registration requirement explicitly to gain more information and knowledge on bass fishing tournament 

effort. 

 

 

Proposed Resolution # 26 

Requires 2/3 Majority 

 

Submitted by: Michigan B.A.S.S. Nation  

Passed:  MUCC District 20, April 6, 2016 

Title:  LIMITING KILLING AND REMOVAL OF AQUATIC PLANT HABITAT 

 

 

DNR RESPONSE #26: The DNR concurs that aquatic plants are one of the most important habitat 

components necessary for supporting healthy fish and wildlife populations and the overall ecosystem 

integrity of Michigan lakes. Recommendations for management of aquatic plants are provided in our 

Conservation Guidelines for Michigan Lakes and Associated Resources (Special Report 38: 

http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,4570,7-153-10364_52259_19056-46270--,00.html ). 

 

 

http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,4570,7-153-10364_52259_19056-46270--,00.html
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (MDEQ) RESPONSE #26 

(Comments are included following the referenced line in the resolution) 

 

“WHEREAS, many lake chemical treatments and mechanical harvest actions fail to have any follow up 

work that assists native aquatic plants in recovering or mitigates the loss of habitat; and” 

 

MDEQ COMMENT:  The intent of the Aquatic Nuisance Control (ANC) program is to minimize 

impact to native aquatic plant communities and focus treatment management on nonnative aquatic 

plants.  ANC regulation does allow for the treatment of native plants in limited areas along developed 

shorelines.  It should be noted that herbicide control of nonnative aquatic plants is often the first step in 

a long-term integrated control program.  Special conditions within ANC permits include setback of 

treatment from fish spawning beds when using copper so as to protect those areas where fish may be 

spawning.  Chemical treatments of native emergent and floating leaf vegetation are allowed to 

provide access to a water body and not for purposes of beach grooming or the removal of all vegetation 

from an area.  In addition, treatment of infestations of nonnative invasive species in areas along 

undeveloped shoreline is limited to prevent impacts to nontarget native species in these areas.  Aquatic 

vegetation surveys are also routinely required, as well pretreatment and posttreatment monitoring, to 

evaluate the impact of large treatments.  

 

“WHEREAS, killing all or most of the aquatic plants in a body of water can cause harm to the fishery in 

affecting fish health, removing critical habitat for young and adult fish, even artificially increasing the 

harvest of fish due to loss of cover; and” 

 

MDEQ COMMENT:  This type of activity is not consistent with the ANC permitting program.  The 

intent of the program is to allow permitting to remove nonnative vegetation and work to protect native 

plant communities that are critical to aquatic ecosystem health.  Treatment of native vegetation is typically 

restricted to certain sized areas with the highest recreational usage (along developed shoreline).  Aquatic 

vegetation surveys may be required to identify, quantify, and map the aquatic plant community before and 

after treatment.  Before and after treatment monitoring programs may be required and involve observation 

of changes in the aquatic plant ecosystem related to target and nontarget aquatic vegetation, physical and 

environmental parameters, and residual herbicides in the water column.  The ANC program coordinates 

with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources' (DNR) Fisheries Division on specific water bodies 

where treatments are occurring and may be of importance where there are fishery concerns.  For example, 

restrictions have been made on treatments to cisco lakes and bays used as nursey areas and are protected 

with provisions in permits to restrict algae treatments, since young cisco use algae as a food source.  

Coordination with the MDNR's Wildlife Division occurs when threatened and endangered species are 

present, or are known to occur nearby. 

 

“THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Michigan United Conservation Clubs work with the 

necessary partners in the permitting and regulatory process such as the Michigan Department of Natural 

Resources and the Department of Environmental Quality and others as necessary to bring about wiser and 

more restricted use of chemical, biological and mechanical aquatic plant treatments to allow a more 

balanced approach for healthy lakes and rivers; and “ 

 

MDEQ COMMENT:  The MDEQ agrees that this is an appropriate goal to work towards and should 

encompass all tools available, such as permitting, compliance, understanding of emerging issues, 

technology for managing aquatic invasive species, and the education of riparian owners on the importance 

of aquatic plant community to overall ecosystem health. 
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“BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the treatment of native aquatic plants be much more limited than it 

is now; and” 

 

MDEQ COMMENT:  This is an appropriate goal and we will commit to working towards further 

protection of native aquatic plant communities and overall aquatic ecosystem health. 

 

“MUCC STAFF COMMENTS #26: While MUCC has been aggressive in calling for more funding and 

action to address invasive species prevention, control and eradication, we value our fisheries resource 

and support maintaining necessary aquatic habitats. Lakes and rivers should not be considered 

“swimming pools,” eradicating all plant growth will eventually impact the fisheries, will increase algae 

growth, and ultimately will make the lakes less desirable for recreation.  

 

It will be necessary to educate local units of governments, lake associations, and other riparian 

landowners to achieve the understanding and culture change about embracing healthy aquatic plant 

systems and recovery. There are no “one size fits all” approaches and the permitting system is an 

appropriate place to have that discussion of balanced approaches for that particular body of water. This 

does not preclude still doing the necessary education to, over time, reduce the applications for permits 

to control weed growth.” 

 

MDEQ COMMENT:  We agree with the underlying intent of this comment, but there is some 

misunderstanding of how the ANC permitting program and statutory requirements authorize treatment of 

aquatic plant vegetation, both native and nonnative.  We agree that lakes and rivers should not be 

considered as swimming pools but believe that aquatic systems as a whole should be protected.  

Herbicide control of invasive aquatic weeds is often a first step in a long-term integrated control 

program to reduce nonnative vegetation. 


