A MESSAGE FROM
BOARD MEMBER
BRUCE TATARCHUK

Hunting IS the Number
One Conservation Tool —Do
the Math

It seems I have the pleasure of
preparing these comments following
our most recent and very successful
convention in Las Vegas. I suppose I
could expound at length on how our
usual convention dates just prior to
SCIL, and in the same city, are a direct
hit for both members and exhibitors.
Perhaps I should belabor the fact that
member and exhibitor registrations
were markedly increased, or that our
new venue was extremely well recerved
and quite accommodating. Then again
I could select and extol a few “feel
good” wirtues of our orgamization’s
activities and describe how our hunting
award participation confinues to
increase. I suppose I could easily spend
my allotted words describing all those
convention notables and more ... but I
will not.

It seems that while standing on the
podium and handing out stack after
stack of awards to some really thnilled
members, and watching some truly
excellent videos describing their hunts,
I had this 1dea. It occurred to me that it
would be relatively easy to gauge the
direct impact of GSCO on conservation
1f I merely added up what our members
contributed to conservation in the time
period of just one year. And who better
than GSCO, the gold label archivist, to
enable and facilitate such an analysis?

So what did I do? I wanted to
estumate the yearly hunting activity of
our members, so I went to our 2016
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convention video records and counted
the number of North American Super
Tens, Super 23s and Super Slams that
GSCO had the pleasure to present on
stage. Similarly, I counted the number
of Ovis and Capra World Slams, Super
20s and Super 30s. I also counted Grand
Slam presentations, and i the case of
multiple Grand Slams, I counted just
the last one. I then called the GSCO
office in order to add in the number of
award levels that were registered by our
members 1n the last calendar year, but
who did not attend the convention (only
about one 1n five). And, 1f an award was
presented at the 2016 convention, but
it had been attamned or registered in a
previous vear, I subtracted it from the
list. T also made sure not to count a
trophy ammal twice, so if a member
happened to receive. say, an award
for a Super Ten and Super 25 in the
same year, I just counted the Super 25
or highest award. I also did not count
Triple Slams or similar awards because
these are cumulative designations and
do not represent the taking of a new
trophy. In the end, I had a mice list of
how many award levels our members
elected to report 1n just the one-year
perniod since the last convention.

Does the number of awards presented
in that one-year period provide a valid
measure of our members’ hunting
activities? The answer 1s YES, because
each year the number of yearl}r awards
that are registered by our members 1s
constant or increasing. The way [ like
to explain what we engineers refer to as
a “steady-state analysis™ 1s to think of a
hunter’s progression through GSCO’s
awards like water flowing in a pipe.
Water entening the pipe flows down the
pipe until it comes to a spigot and then
leaves the pipe. If we measure the water
comung out of all the different spigots
in a year (1e., one year of Trophy
Awards) then we also know how much
water 1s entering the pipe dunng that
same year (even though 1t might take
a number of vears for a hunter to
complete a particular award from start
to finish). Is this procedure an accurate
estimator of our members” yearly
hunting activities? The answer 15 that
while this method 15 a valid procedure,
the number of trophy animals I counted
1s actually much lower than what our
members actually harvested, because
it does not include members who are:
(1) making single trophy entries prior to
attamnment of an award; (1) registening
a Super Ten but a]read}r have 15
trophies; and (1) modestly influenced

by GSCO’s various publications and
electronic media but elect to not report
their trophies/awards at all.

Since the goal i1s to document our
members’ contributions to conservation
during the last year (and since I had
tabulated the number of various awards
attained), the only piece remaiming is to
determine the hunting cost required to
attain each award. For the Super Ten. I
selected those animals that are required
(cougar, mountain goat, pronghom)
and for the other trophies of the Super
Ten, I selected the least expensive
among the deer, bear, elk, moose, sheep
and other species that are requu‘ed A
similar conservative process was used
for selecting the animals for the Super
25 and the various Owis and Capra
awards. In all cases, the lowest cost
pathway for attaining that award was
selected (markhors were obviously off
limits) and the price for each hunt was
the average outfitted hunt cost, plus
a modest allowance for travel, tips,
licenses, taxidermy and incidentals.
I also assumed that nfle hunters were
near 100% successfull while for
bow hunters, I used the success and
“rehunt™ rates that I've personally
heard Brother Tom Miranda mention in
his lectures, books and videos. I guess
that’s still another reason why I hold
archery hunters in such high esteem:
it's not just the stick'n’string thing,
it’s also the unfavorable economucs.
Because we have a continuum of
hunters moving through the pipeline
as others are leaving it via an award/
spigot, I used current prices for the
hunts to estimate today’s conservation
contributions. Yes, I know Stone sheep
hunts used to be a lot less, but not
today. Obviously, my method does
not mclude the relatively few number
of DIY hunters from British Columbia
who can harvest a fair number of Super
Slam animals without leaving home or
hiring an outfitter, or the relatively few
number of people who can complete a
Grand Slam using only drawn tags and
self-outfitted hunts. These are indeed
some lucky members.

And the bottom line answer 1s ...
71 million dollars per year for each
and every year ... which represents
a conservative lower bound on the
funding that our members provided
in direct contributions to hunting and
conservation duning the past year. That
works out to about $17.000/member/
last year. And 1f you have a fnend who
15 an economic development director,
you may wish to pomt out that these




funds are: (1) new money, most often
brought mto a small or remote local
economy from outside the area; (i1)
generally going to small businesses,
which are often family owned: and
(111) re-spent and heavily recirculated
primanly within the local economy on
a wide range of items including e g,
wages, food, fuel, housing, equipment,
taxes, hunting licenses/tags, etc. I am
sure you can appreciate that while
hunting licenses and tags are often
thought to be major contributors to
conservation, in the real economic
landscape they are only modest
contributors. Consider the fact, that
outfitters and hunters co-mamufacture
products from carefully managed
renewable resources in a sustanable
fashion. When economic development
directors hear these atinbutes, they
will look into ﬂlB;II crystal balls and
give you therr “economic mmpact
multiplier” Your impact will rank
higlﬂj,r within the local food chain and
the economic development officer’s
algorithm_ Your contributions circulate
much more within that local economy
than 1f they had been provided directly
to the government or at a lower level
within the service sector.

Economic Impact Multipliers from

2 to 6 are not uncommon, with key
mamufacturing sectors being near
the top. So, multiply the 71 million
direct dollars from last year (a very
conservative lower estimate) by the
mid-range economuc multiplier of
your choice (try 4) and you have a
conservative lower estimate on the
yearly economic impact of your
membership and participation in
GSCO.

It would be unrealistic and entirely
arrogant to claim that GSCO 1s the sole
entity stimulating all this conservation
funding, as there are many fine
organizations that operate in affiliated
market space, especially, given the
mumber of different trophy types
and countries ouwr members touch
However, the fact remains that the
GSCO members who were tabulated
in this analysis all read our magazines
or viewed our electronic media, all
took the time to take photos and file
written hunting reports, all hunted
trophies archived by GSCO, and in any
given vear 80% of that vear’s award
recipients attended our convention
Thus. 1t 15 clear that while many of our
compamion groups promote hunting and
conservation, GSCO 1s 1n a umque and
commanding position to significantly

stimulate contributions to conservation.
For that fact you members may take
pride. so keep on hunting.

In summary, I've come to realize
that perhaps the greatest lustory lesson
from the last century 1s that capitalism
trmumphs over other business models
and forms of govemance So when
GSCO says “Hunting Is the #1
Conservation Tool,” 1t 1s really a
restatement of the fact that the animals
we love and cherish only receive the
stewardship they require when they
have high economic value. Hunting 1s
the most powerful means to mobilize
and leverage these economuc resources
and dwarfs all other contributions.
Abandoning this business model, no
matter how philanthropic the design or
mtent, 15 tantamonnt to surender.

[ understand that our executive
director Dennis Ca.tnpba]l gave up his
“first place position,” and this time
my Director’s Message came before
his Dennis’s Desktop column. I also
understand that he just may elaborate
more on my analysis. You should now
turn to the next page and see what he
has to say!

- Bruce Tatarchuk
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