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Presidentôs Message 
Rick Hill 

 

     Where did the summer go? I for one am still getting over last 

winter. Now the fall hunting seasons are in front of us and we 

will see leaves turning very soon. 

     Not much has changed on the state front since June. LURC’s 

Plum Creek and CLUP issues are still awaiting decisions, and 

we probably won't see any outcomes until later in the fall. We 

continue to keep a close eye on those events that affect guides. 

 

Good News - MPGA Membership is Growing! 
 

     We have had 51 new members join MPGA this year, as of 

our last count in late July. 

     I am sure many have become aware of and want to take 

advantage of the NEW L.L.Bean discount program we 

announced last spring. The savings you will receive will more 

than cover your annual membership dues! 

     If you don't know the details, refer to page 13 of the June 

newsletter for a complete article, or page 7 in this newsletter for 

how to get information. 

     We are working to expand our ProPlan discount programs in 

the future.  

 Membership Drive Kicks Off this Fall 
 

     As time goes on more and more issues surface that are affect 

us as guides. We may not be able to solve them all, but the only 

way we can be heard is through a united front that we are now 

trying to strengthen. The more members we represent, the more 

effective we will be for everyone. 

     Roger Lambert, our annual banquet auctioneer, has recently 

been appointed to the Board of Directors. His personal mission 

is to establish a membership drive. He will lay out a plan for 

that at our Board meeting in September. Roger has a great deal 

of enthusiasm for this project and is chairing the Membership 

Committee. 

     You can help! Talk to other guides who should be members. 

If you want to get a group together for an informational 

meeting, call me. We would be happy to meet with your group 

and discuss the advantages of joining or to clear up concerns 

that may be hanging out there. 

     Numbers count! One hundred new members this year would 

be great! Two hundred would make a huge difference! Let's 

challenge ourselves to become a stronger force. 

  

Super Raffle Season 
 

     The coming hunting season is prime time to work on earning 

your new Marlin ―Guide's Gun.‖  We presented 14 rifles to last 

year’s ―Super Sellers‖ at our spring banquet. You could be one 

of them this year! 

     The Super Raffle is our single biggest fund raiser and is 

critical to funding our efforts on guides' behalf. Membership 

dues do not cover all these efforts. 

     We all need to do our part on the Super Raffle if we are to be 

successful in our efforts. If you believe in MPGA and what we 

are doing to keep your heritage strong and you in business, then 

it should be easy for you to ask for support from your clients. 

There are great trips they can win, but once they understand 

what we do for them, so they can continue to come to Maine 

and enjoy the opportunities we offer, it should be a no-brainer.  

  

A Note from Last Time: ñRemember the Wellò 
 

     Take some time and take a young person hunting this fall. 

We need to get young people interested in what we do. They are 

the future of our heritage and deserve to inherit it from us! 

  

Have a successful fall season!  

 

Rick Hill, President 
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Super Raffle Season 
Bert Goodman, Super Raffle Chairman 

 

 

     Summer is coming to an end, and the hunting season will be 

here before we know it. We call this the Super Raffle season.   

This is the best time of year to sell Super Raffle tickets to your 

prospective clients. 

     Our top Super Raffle sellers, like Joe Bowen and Don 

Helstrom, found that their guests were very willing to buy Super 

Raffle Tickets and support MPGA’s efforts to preserve our 

hunting heritage, not to mention the possibility of winning one 

of the great prizes supplied by the MPGA members who donate 

the trips in all of the 10 prize categories. 

     So take advantage of this opportunity and sell as many 

tickets as you can. Qualify to become a Super Seller and win 

one of our great incentive prizes like a customized Marlin Guide 

Gun or L.L. Bean Gift certificate. 

 

Be a player ï Be a winner 
 

     The 2007 Super Raffle was a tremendous success, grossing 

over $31,000.  We had created an incentive program that proved 

to be irresistible.  People selling $1,500 in tickets received a 

Marlin 45/70 ―Guide’s Model‖ rifle, personalized with the 

MPGA ―Professional Guide‖ logo on the stock.  

     The members pictured here, now designated as ―Super 

Sellers‖, qualified for this outstanding prize –  

     Those of you who sell $1,000 in tickets received a $200 LL 

Bean Gift Certificate.  A $100 LL Bean Gift Certificate was 

awarded to those who sell $500 in tickets.   

 

Prize Upgrade for 2008 
 

     The prize structure for 2008 will be the same as the 2007 

raffle contest, with one significant change.  Second-time rifle 

winners will receive the Stainless 45/70 ―Guides Model‖ rifle 

with the MPGA logo. 

 

Support MPGA ï Money Drives Votes! 
 

      Why is it so important to continue to expand our efforts to 

involve more MPGA members in this project?  The answer is 

simple – The Super Raffle is our primary source of income for 

supporting our activities in Augusta. 

     We are all aware that the problems affecting the guiding 

industry are not going away.  In fact, they increase every year.  

If we are going to successfully retain and improve upon our 

guiding traditions and heritage, in this ―Great State of Maine‖, it 

will be necessary to continue to involve ourselves, as members 

of the MPGA, in the Super Raffle project. 

     So, get on board. Support your MPGA.  We must raise 

money!  Without money the MPGA is just another small voice 

in the wilderness – unheard!. 

 

Be a player ï Donate a trip 
  

     The 2008 Super Raffle will be our biggest yet.  All trips are 

donated by members. Your participation is vital. 

     There are ten prize categories, and each category will have a 

separate drawing with only one winner in each category.  Each 

winner will be able to choose one prize from among the many 

offered in each category.   

     While you might end up delivering a free trip, it is more 

likely that winners will pick someone else because you will be 

only one of many choices each winner may select from. 

Therefore, donating a trip does not necessarily mean that your 

donated trip will be chosen by a winner. 

     If you are picked, you will very likely gain a new repeat 

customer for the future, or additional income from those who 

come along with the winner. If the winner is already one of your 

customers, you will lock in a loyal current customer.  

 

Support MPGA ï Pledge a Trip 
 

     In the past, many members have supported this effort by 

donating outdoor trips as prizes for the Super Raffle. 

     For continued success of the raffle, it is absolutely necessary 

that each of you continue in this effort. 

     The trip categories are shown below. The first nine await 

your pledge. The tenth ―Automatic Bonus Draw‖ that all raffle 

ticket buyers are entered into, has already been donated. 

 

1. Freshwater Fishing 

2. Black Bear Hunt over Bait 

3. Saltwater Fishing 

4. Whitetail Deer Hunt 

5. Paddling Adventure (Canoeing, Kayaking) 

6. Bobcat Hunt with Hounds 

7. Vacation Package (cabins, getaways, snowmobiles, etc.) 

8. Black Bear Hunt with Hounds 

9. Upland Game Hunt (Birds, Waterfowl, Small Game) 

10. Automatic Bonus Draw – a 5 Day Alaska Fishing Trip for 

two persons, donated by Mike Yencha. 

 

     I would like to take this opportunity to give special thanks to 

MPGA member Mike Yencha, who owns Deshka Wilderness 

Lodge in Alaska as well as Loon Lodge here in Maine, for 

donating an Alaskan fishing trip for two as our Bonus Prize. 

(Super Raffle Continued on page 3) 

Our 2007 ñSuper Sellersò received their Marlin Guide Guns at the Annual Banquet ï  
Front: Paul Laney, Joe Bowen, Stephen Cole, George Perry, Don Helstrom. Back: 
Tenley Bennett, Donna Bosowicz, Alex Cote, Shawn Boutaugh, Bob Parker, Jon Parker, 
Jaye Parker.  Not present:  Allen Christianson. 
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Free Advertising 
 

     And, by the way, if you have not already pledged a trip for 

the Super Raffle, go to the MPGA website and sign up today. It 

is a win-win deal. 

     Each member who pledges to donate a trip is listed on our 

special Super Raffle website. Each Drawing’s page displays 

your trip info and a link to your own website. This free link is 

worth over $100 at today’s online advertising rates, and will 

generate many visits to your website. Just ask those who have 

been listed for our previous raffles. 

 

Send Your Trip Pledge 
 

     I would like to take this opportunity to thank all of the guides 

who have already pledged to donate a trip for the 10 categories 

in the 2008 Supper Raffle. With out your support the Super 

Raffle would not exist. 

     These donations are crucial for a successful 2008 Super 

Raffle. We still need trips donated for our 10 categories.  If you 

have not yet donated a trip please do so by going to 

www.maineguides.org, enter the Super Raffle Section’s ―Sales 

Contest Page‖, download and print the Trip Donor Application 

form, and mail it to us. You may also call me 207-528-2320. 

     Thanks to Marlin Firearms and L.L.Bean for sponsoring the 

Super Raffle. Their contributions not only greatly improve our 

bottom line, they make the raffle possible in the first place. 

     The Raffle Committee will be working to involve even more 

sponsors in the future, with the potential for even fancier guns 

and prizes. 

 

You Win ï Guides Win 
 

     The Super Raffle is a significant source of our income. If you 

have been a past supporter of the Super Raffle, please continue 

to be. If you have not been a supporter, then be one. Get on 

board, be a player, Sell some tickets and help protect Maine’s 

outdoor traditions. 

 
Super Raffle Info: 

 

Prize List, Ticket Form, Contest Prize Info, Trip Pledge Form – 

Visit our website: 

http://www.maineguides.org/super-raffle/ 

 

Numbered tickets, Contest Info, Questions: 

 

If you have any questions, need Super Raffle tickets or forms, 

please call me (Bert Goodman) or E-Mail me at: 
 

Bert Goodman 

P.O. Box 323  

Patten, ME  04765 

207-528-2320 

Email:  office@northcountrylodge.com 

(Super Raffle Continued from page 2) 

Legislative Update 
By Skip Trask 

 

 

Conservation vs Protectionism 
 

     Some time ago I was sitting with a large group of outdoor 

enthusiasts listening to a presentation from a high ranking state 

official about the recreational use of our natural resources.  One 

of the speaker’s remarks really caught my ear.  He said that it is 

essential for ―sportsmen and conservationists to put aside their 

philosophical differences and work together toward a common 

goal‖.  My first reaction was that the speaker had mistakenly 

used the word ―conservationist‖ when he really meant to say 

―protectionist‖.  Then, as I listened further, it became obvious 

that he had said exactly what he intended because, to him, 

conservation and protection are one and the same.  Since that 

time I’ve come to the conclusion that a lot of other people make 

that same mistake, and it really bothers me. 

     Another common misconception, especially among 

sportsmen and sportswomen, is that the term ―non-consumptive 

user‖ means the same thing as ―protectionist‖.  Nothing could be 

further from the truth. 

     When it comes to our wildlife resources, the majority of 

Mainers participate in some form of non-consumptive use.  

From wildlife watching to wildlife photography to hanging a 

bird feeder in the back yard – all represent non-consumptive 

use, and just about every member of the sporting community 

participates in these types of activities. 

     Many MPGA members supplement their income by offering 

guided trips that focus on watching and photographing wildlife.  

Fantastic!  The only non-consumptive users that pose a threat to 

the future of the traditional Maine guide are those who believe 

that non-consumptive use should be the only allowable use.  

Those people are ―protectionists‖, which means the same thing 

as ―preservationists‖. 

     Conservation minded people, be they consumptive users, non

-consumptive users, or both, have the same basic philosophies 

and get along pretty well together.  Sportsmen and 

conservationists don’t need to put aside their philosophical 

differences, as suggested by the speaker I referred to earlier.  

Sportsmen are conservationists! 

     Lets get it right!  Conservationists believe in the wise use of 

our natural resources.  Protectionists prefer limited, if any, use.  

To varying degrees, protectionists oppose the consumptive use 

of wildlife, especially for recreational purposes.  Protectionists 

prefer parks, not working forests.  They believe that coyotes 

should be allowed to decimate our deer herd. 

     Protectionists and conservationists have little in common, 

and, although there may at times be some overlap, the ideals and 

associated agendas of the two factions are most often located at 

different ends of the spectrum.   

     Unfortunately, protectionism is spreading like wildfire across 

southern Maine, and the effects are being felt in every ―nook 

and cranny‖ of our state.  Whether it involves the well-planned 

Plum Creek development in the Moosehead region, the 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan being considered by LURC for 

our unorganized territory, discussions about predator control by 

the Deer Predation Working Group, or recommendations for 

(Legislative Update Continued on page 4) 
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improved efficiencies by members of the Natural Resource 

Agencies Task Force, the protectionists are trying their 

damnedest to take control.   

 

 

Where is the Natural Resource 

Agencies Task Force Headed? 
 

     I agreed to serve on the Natural Resource Agencies Task 

Force, not because I really wanted the job, but because several 

folks asked me to do it and because I thought it was critical that 

the MPGA be represented.  I have a few ideas about how our 

natural resource agencies can operate more efficiently and 

improve services to Maine people.  My primary goal, however, 

as a member of this group is to help ensure that Maine’s small, 

unique, natural resource agencies don’t get lost in a bureaucratic 

Super Agency and lose their ability to work closely with the 

various constituencies that depend on them.  

     Initially, when the Governor proposed 

merging four natural resource agencies into no 

more than two, the intended goal was to reduce 

the size of government, improve efficiency and 

save money. 

     Several other states with similar goals have 

already gone through the process of consolidating 

natural resource agencies with limited, if any, 

success.  A recent report to the Task Force from 

officials within the State Planning Office 

indicates that these types of consolidations in 

other states have not resulted in meaningful cost 

savings.  Neither does there appear to be any 

concrete evidence that the merger of small 

agencies into larger agencies has resulted in 

improved efficiency. 

     Maine’s most recent ―rank card‖ for managing 

natural resources compared very favorably with 

other states, even though we ranked at the low 

end of the totem pole on the amount of money available to carry 

out those management activities.  In spite of perceived problems 

within our natural resource agencies, they seem to be doing a 

pretty good job even while being forced to operate on a ―shoe 

string‖. 

     We should be looking for ways to increase funding for the 

valuable services that these agencies are expected to provide, 

not trying to find ways that they can pool their resources and get 

by with even less.        

     So what will be the final recommendations of the Task 

Force?  That’s hard to say at this stage, but I think it will all 

come down to which approach the group decides to take. 

     I thought Senator Bruce Bryant was ―right on target‖ at the 

last meeting when he suggested that we first had to find out 

which things are broken before we can decide which things to 

try to fix, or words to that effect. 

     Some of the others seem to think that everything is broken 

and discussed the possibility of ―blowing up‖ everything that 

currently exists and starting from scratch. That suggestion won’t 

get my vote.  

     Frankly, I find the entire exercise pretty overwhelming. And 

I’m not easily overwhelmed.  Consider that the group consists of 

nearly forty people having very diverse opinions; consider that 

(Legislative Update Continued from page 3) we have been given less than six months to develop our 

recommendations; and, consider that our goal is to reach 

consensus on ways to improve efficiencies within five state 

agencies having very different missions. 

     One can only guess at whether anything worthwhile will be 

accomplished.  My hope is that the group will focus on a few 

good ideas and not try to tear down and reassemble every 

program. 

     I also hope the group understands the political reality of 

trying to accomplish certain things that, if we weren’t changing 

horses in mid-stream, might have some merit.  I’m talking about 

such things as abolishing the positions of game warden, marine 

patrol officer and forest ranger and creating a new, shiny law 

enforcement agency to enforce all the natural resource laws.  

While this might look good on paper, it all but guarantees 

increased bureaucracy and reduced efficiency. 

     It would be kind of like taking professional baseball, football 

and hockey players and creating one team to participate in all 

three activities.  It would also create a political sandstorm of 

immense proportions. 

 

 

Deer Predation Working Group 
 

     In addition to serving on the Natural Resource 

Agencies Task Force this summer, I’m also 

representing the MPGA on the Deer Predation 

Working Group.  Establishment of this group was 

mandated by the Legislature through enactment 

of a resolve that was signed into law by the 

Governor on April 9th of this year.  This is what it 

says: 

 

Sec. 1. Deer predation working group. Resolved: 

That the Commissioner of Inland Fisheries and 

Wildlife shall establish a deer predation working 

group to review and to recommend necessary 

revisions to the Department of Inland Fisheries 

and Wildlife's predation control policy. The 9-

member working group must include representatives from 

the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, the 

University of Maine System, an organization that represents 

the needs of Maine's forest products community, a statewide 

organization that represents farming, an organization that 

represents trappers, an organization that represents 

professional guides, an environmental organization, an 

organization that represents sportsmen and an organization 

that represents small woodlot owners in the State; and be it 

further 

 

Sec. 2. Duties. Resolved: That the working group shall 

consider:  

1. Methods of coyote control;  

2. Tools and devices to be employed in predation control; 

3. The protocol used by the Department of Inland Fisheries 

and Wildlife to determine when and where to deploy animal 

damage control agents; 

4. The need and consequences of reducing the bear 

population in northern and eastern Maine to allow the deer 

population to recover; and 

(Legislative Update Continued on page 5) 
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5. The appropriate protocol for accomplishing bear 

reductions, if any, as determined under subsection 4. 

 

The policy and protocols developed by the working group 

must adequately consider and minimize impacts to nontarget 

species, especially threatened and endangered species. 

 

     In addition to yours truly, representing the MPGA, the group 

consists of representatives from Maine Audubon, Maine Farm 

Bureau, Maine Trappers, Sportsman’s Alliance, Maine Forest 

Products Council, the F&W Department and the Small 

Woodland Owners Association of Maine.   

     Although the resolve states that the group must include a 

representative of the University of Maine System, the University 

declined to participate.  Although I’m still waiting to see a 

written explanation from the University as to why they declined 

to be involved, it is my understanding that it has something to 

do with their philosophical views about 

trying to control predators.  Even though 

they might not support a concentrated effort 

to remove coyotes from deer wintering 

areas in an effort to boost the deer herd, I 

find it unconceivable that they would fail to 

send a representative. 

     Over the years, the University has been 

involved in numerous studies dealing with 

predator/prey relationships, and, regardless 

of their feelings about coyote control, I 

can’t imagine why they wouldn’t want to be 

at the table sharing their information and 

expertise. 

     The University of Maine relies heavily 

on the Legislature for their funding.  To me, 

it would seem unwise on their part to ignore 

a legislative mandate.  I hope I’m wrong 

and that there is some other reason why 

they are not at the table with the rest of us.  

I’ll be anxious to read their explanation, and 

I’ll let you know what they say. 

     To date, the Deer Predation Working 

Group has held two meetings and talked extensively about 

coyote control.  There are lots of things to be considered. 

     Our ability to remove large numbers of coyotes from deer 

wintering areas has been greatly hampered, at least temporarily, 

by restrictions put in place to settle a lynx related lawsuit.  Once 

those restrictions are lifted, we’ll have a better chance to 

significantly reduce wintertime deer mortality by coyotes, and I 

believe we can do it without impacting lynx. 

     Realistically, the condition of the habitat is such, at least in 

northern Maine where winters are usually more severe, that 

we’ll never again see deer populations return to levels that 

people would like to see – levels that existed forty years ago. 

     Hopefully our group will be able to come up with some 

things that will boost the dwindling herd to the level that the 

current winter habitat is capable of sustaining – a level 

considerably higher than we have today. 

     At the next meeting of the working group we’ll be focusing 

on bears.  There are still a lot of unknowns about the combined 

impact of coyote and bear depredation on fawn deer in early 

summer.  There’s no question that bears kill fawns, and the 

(Legislative Update Continued from page 4) impact might be significant on a deer population that is already 

in terrible shape. 

     What we don’t know is how much the bear population would 

have to be reduced to produce positive results.  In fact, if every 

single bear was removed, there is no guarantee that we’d have 

any more deer than we do right now. 

     We have to remember that the black bear is currently the 

only thing standing between success and failure for a large 

number of sporting camps and hunting lodges.  Does it make 

sense to gamble away our bear guiding industry in hopes that it 

might eventually improve the deer hunting?  To me, that would 

be a huge mistake. 

     Our group is supposed to finish deliberations and be prepared 

to submit recommendations to the Legislature Fish and Wildlife 

Committee no later than January 5, 2009.  The Committee then 

has the option to submit legislation to implement any of our 

recommendations that they decide to endorse. 

     I’ll give you an update in our next newsletter scheduled for 

distribution in late December. 

 

 

Are Soft Plastic Baits 

Hurting Our Sport Fishery? 
 

     It’s amazing what sometimes shows up 

in the stomachs of fish.  For example, togue 

stomachs have been found to contain such 

items as bottle caps, pocketknives, corncobs 

and hot dogs.  Lately, soft plastic baits have 

been showing up in the stomachs of togue, 

bass, trout and salmon in increasing 

numbers. 

     Why is that happening, and what are the 

consequences?  Those are questions that the 

MPGA recently asked of fishery biologists 

at one of our quarterly meetings with the 

Department.  I chair those meetings and had 

placed that item on the agenda at the 

request of board member Paul Laney. 

     Paul guides fishermen more than a 

hundred days a year on lakes and flowages 

in Washington County and has become increasingly concerned 

by what he views as the devastating affects of soft plastic baits, 

especially during the time that bass are on their spawning beds. 

     Is it the bait itself that is killing fish or is it the result of 

increased hooking mortality associated with the use of these 

baits?  These baits look, act and taste so much like natural prey, 

that fish may ingest them more deeply than other types of lures, 

increasing the likelihood of serious injury.  On the other hand, 

plastic baits in the stomachs of fish often appear to have been 

there for extended periods of time, long after the hooks have 

been dissolved by stomach acids.  Would a large plastic bait in a 

fish’s stomach make the fish feel ―full‖ and not likely to feed as 

aggressively or would it interfere with the digestive process, 

eventually resulting in death?     

     Not surprisingly, this issue has been on the Department’s 

radar screen for the past few years, and their fishery pathologist, 

Dr. Russ Danner, is involved in studies to obtain scientific 

information about the effects of these soft plastic baits on our 

fishery.  He has completed one relatively short-term study 

(Legislative Update Continued on page 6) 
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involving brook trout that were allowed to voluntarily ingest 

soft plastics baits along with their regular hatchery diet.  He 

summarizes this study, as follows: 

 

―Thirty-eight brook trout Salvelinus fontinalis were fed a 

commercial trout diet mixed with a free choice assortment of 

soft plastic lures over a 90 day period. Fish growth was recorded 

and compared to a control group. Brook trout readily ate the soft 

plastic lures from the water’s surface as well as the tank bottom. 

At the conclusion of the study soft plastic lures were recovered 

from the stomachs of 63% of the test fish. Several fish stomachs 

contained multiple lures. Twelve percent of the fish voluntarily 

ingested more than 10% of their body mass in soft plastic lures. 

Fish that voluntarily ingested soft plastic lures lost significant 

weight during the study, had a significant decrease in body 

condition factor, and began displaying anorexic behaviors. 

Anglers should be discouraged from discarding used soft plastic 

lures in trout waters.‖ 

 

     Additional studies will soon be under 

way.  At the same time, rumors are being 

circulated about the possibility of legislation 

being introduced at the upcoming session to 

outlaw these types of baits. 

     If that happens, you can bet that the bill 

will generate a huge amount of debate. Can 

you imagine the lobbying effort that will be 

waged by the manufacturers of these lures to 

keep them legal?   Walk into any sporting 

goods store or open the pages of any fishing 

supply catalog and you can’t help but be 

overwhelmed by the sheer number of plastic 

baits that are available. They come in every 

imaginable color, shape, size and smell.  I 

won’t try to guess the economic impact 

associated with the sale of these things, but it has to be huge. 

     That’s why it’s critical that any effort to regulate the sale and 

use of these lures be based on solid scientific evidence. 

     The ―jury is still out‖ on whether the use of soft plastic baits 

is having a significant adverse impact on our fishery.  One thing 

is certain – these baits do frequently wind up in the stomachs of 

bass and salmonids.  Paul Laney provided the Department with 

a plastic bag full of plastic baits that had been taken from the 

stomachs of bass, salmon and togue.  One of those baits was ten 

inches long and as big around as my thumb. 

     Until scientific evidence shows conclusively that the use of 

these baits needs to be more tightly regulated, it is unlikely that 

anglers will stop using them.  They are just too effective.  Even 

so, there are some common sense things that anglers can do and 

guides should encourage to help the situation. 

 

Change baits whenever the one being used becomes 

badly ―chewed‖ or torn. 

Never discard damaged baits, even small pieces, into 

the water.   

Rely, as much as possible, on the use of soft baits 

that are biodegradable.  

 

     It should be noted that most of the biodegradable baits 

currently on the market don’t appear to be as effective as the 

(Legislative Update Continued from page 5) standard soft plastic baits, but they do work.  And, given the 

controversy that is unfolding over the use of plastic baits, it’s 

only a matter of time before equally effective digestible baits are 

developed and marketed. 

     I’m sure you’ll be hearing a lot more about this subject in the 

coming months. 

 

 

New law allowing Non-Guides 

to Transport Hunters 
 

     In the last issue of the MPGA newsletter, I explained the new 

law that allows a guide to employ a non-guide for the purpose of 

transporting hunters from one location to another. 

     Bear hunting season is just around the corner, and several 

bear guides have expressed an interest in taking advantage of 

this new law.  They’ve contacted their local wardens and asked 

a bunch of different questions about how this new law will be 

enforced. 

     In an effort to provide guidance and help 

ensure that all wardens are on the same page 

when discussing this law with hunters and 

guides, Colonel Joel Wilkinson (the new 

Chief Warden) and Major Greg Sanborn 

submitted a list of questions to the Assistant 

Attorney General who provides legal advice 

to the Department.  Subsequently, a memo 

was sent out to all wardens with a list of 

those questions and the answers that the 

AAG provided. 

     The Colonel and Major were kind 

enough to give me permission to reprint that 

list in my newsletter report.  Hopefully it 

will be of help to you in understanding this 

new law and how the Warden Service will 

be enforcing.  Here it is: 

 

Memorandum 
 

To: All Wardens  

From:   Major Gregory Sanborn 

Date:  August 5, 2008 

Re: Title 12 Section 12861 (formerly LD 2089) 

 

We have been asked by many of you to clarify the new 

―Transportation of guide’s clients by unlicensed person‖ statute 

that will be in effect for this upcoming bear season. Recently we 

had the opportunity to discuss this new law with the Assistant 

Attorney General assigned to our Department, Mark Randlett.  

Here are a few of the more commonly asked questions and 

scenarios that we presented to him along with his responses:  

 

(1) May a person; without a guide license; prepare bear hunting 

sites, to include baiting and placement of stands, and get paid 

for this service? 

Answer:   Yes, as long as this activity is not conducted in the 

presence of the paying client. The requirement for a guide 

license hinges on the fact that any form of remuneration is 

received for accompanying or assisting another person in the 

fields, forests or on the waters of the State while hunting or 

(Legislative Update Continued on page 7) 

It’s critical that any 
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trapping.  Remuneration is any form of compensation, whether 

it is cash, goods, food or services. 

  

(2) May a person; without a guide license; prepare bear hunting 

sites, to include baiting and placement of stands, in the presence 

of a paying client of a registered guide who is not present, and 

not receive remuneration? 

Answer: Yes, so long as this activity is not performed while 

accompanying or assisting another person in the act of hunting 

or trapping and the unlicensed person being compensated in any 

form. 

 

(3) May a person; without a guide license; skin a bear out as it 

hangs on the game pole at the hunting lodge and be 

compensated for these services? 

Answer: Yes, skinning a bear out once the bear has been 

registered and is located at a temporary place of lodging is not 

considered in the fields, forests or on the waters and is not 

performed while accompanying or assisting another person in 

the act of hunting or trapping. This would also be true of meat 

cutting and taxidermy services. 

 

(4) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, stop the motor 

vehicle enroute to the stand and allow the paying client to shoot 

a game animal? 

Answer: No, they may only deliver the paying client to a 

predetermined destination prior to or at the conclusion of the 

time the paying client is engaged in hunting. 

 

(5) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, take the paying 

client into the hunting area to reveal its location? 

Answer: No. The paid motor vehicle operator may not assist in 

any hunting activities, including accompanying hunters to a 

hunting location, searching for wounded animals or locating, 

retrieving or field dressing harvested animals. 

  

(6) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, enter the field 

or forests looking for a paying client who failed to meet at the 

predetermined pick up location? 

Answer: No, looking for missing paying clients is part of 

services provided by licensed guides. Licensed guides are tested 

extensively on lost people scenarios and must pass this section 

of the test before being licensed. The paid motor vehicle 

operator may signal from the predetermined pick up location 

with voice or horn but is expected to immediately report the 

situation to their guide employer or, in their absence, any public 

safety official, if the paying client continues to be unaccounted 

for. 

  

(7) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, give advice 

while on the trip to the predetermined location on hunting 

related matters such as shot placement, firearm selection, scent 

techniques, etc? 

Answer: Yes, providing such advice during the trip to the 

predetermined location is not considered assisting the other 

person in the actual fields, forests or on the water while hunting. 

(Legislative Update Continued from page 6)  

(8) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, accept a 

―monetary tip‖ from a paying client. 

Answer: Yes. The paid motor vehicle operator is being ―tipped‖ 

for transportation services, much the same way a taxi cab driver 

would be ―tipped‖ in addition to the cab fare. 

  

(9) May a person; without a guide license; who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, assist a paying 

client load a big game animal into the transportation vehicle for 

the return trip? 

Answer: No. The paid motor vehicle operator may not assist 

while in the fields, forests or on the water.  

 

(10) May a person without a guide license, who has been hired 

by a guide to transport hunters by motor vehicle, hunt by them 

self while waiting for the paying client?  

Answer: Yes. As long as they are properly licensed and their 

equipment is cased while they are transporting paying clients. 

 

 

Have a great fall season. 

 

Skip 

 

ProPlan 
 

     If you have any questions about available discounts, 

just contact Bob Parker, our ProPlan Coordinator, at 778-

4077, or send an email to: info@maineguides.org 

 

 

L.L.Bean 
 

     Need info on our member discount program at 

L.L.Bean? Check your June newsletter, which is available 

via our website’s news page, or send a blank email to 

LLBEAN@maineguides.org and you will receive an 

instant reply with a link to our informational brochure that 

you can download, read and print. 

     Remember — You must have a valid membership card 

and photo ID with you. 

 

 

Membership Cards 
 

     Every member is issued a card when they join and pay 

dues for each year. If you misplaced yours and need a 

replacement before your renewal, send your request to the 

Association by US mail, or by email to: 

info@maineguides.org 

     Note ð MPGA does not have paid staff standing by to 

send you a new card. Please allow two to four weeks. 
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Will Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan Cause 

Less Access? 
by John Rust 

 

 

     At the LURC Commissioners’ April meeting, MPGA, along 

with the Maine Snowmobile Association, the Sportsman’s 

Alliance of Maine, and the Maine Woods Coalition, formed a 

panel to present concerns about the revised Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan (CLUP) being proposed by LURC’s staff. 

     This was in part a response to presentations made at LURC’s 

March meeting by a panel of environmental groups, including 

the Natural Resource Council of Maine, the Appalachian 

Mountain Club, and Maine Audubon. These groups all loved the 

proposed CLUP and even read poetry to the Commissioners. 

     The following are some of the comments 

made on behalf of MPGA. The full 

presentation, including those of the other three 

panelists, is available on LURC’s website.  

 

Recreational Access Concerns 
 

     Guides use lands in LURC’s jurisdiction to 

camp, hunt, hike, snowmobile, watch wildlife 

and launch canoes and boats. The activities we 

enjoy seem endless. 

     This is possible because the forest 

landowners within the jurisdiction have 

permitted a wide range of uses – a custom for 

nearly 200 years that mostly continues today. 

     Our activities can only thrive if this 

privilege continues. MPGA has grave 

concerns that some of the changes being 

proposed for the CLUP will result in major 

loss of our traditional open land access privilege. 

     For hunters nationwide, loss of access is mentioned as the 

number one reason for declines in participation – not anti-

hunting campaigns; not video games – LOST ACCESS. 

     We can not afford to let that happen. We must protect 

Maine’s open access tradition – a tradition unparalleled 

elsewhere. We can not afford the CLUP changes as they have 

been presented. 

 

Economic Vitality Increases Access Opportunity 
 

     The industrial forest landowners have continued their open 

access policies partly because their forestry activities met their 

risk and return needs. Major regulatory changes will have 

dramatic effects on the risk side of that equation. 

     In business, this is called ―political risk.‖ If LURC 

implements changes to the CLUP that add political risk, or that 

take away a property’s value, then the equation must be 

balanced with something else in order for landowners to afford 

their very sizeable investments. 

     Landowners in the jurisdiction will need to increase their 

return in order to balance out these risks and lost values. What is 

left for them to work with? 

     I have recently met with many of the major industrial forest 

landowners and management companies. Every one was 

adamant about wanting to continue allowing the public to 

recreate on their property as has been our tradition. 

     However, I have also met with ―recreational lease managers‖ 

from other parts of the country, and while no landowner wanted 

to go in this direction it almost seems that closing off access and 

establishing more and more exclusive recreational lease areas is 

the only possibility left for them to choose from. 

     The proposed CLUP contains changes, such as eliminating 

the 2 in 5 exemption and adding viewshed protection, that will 

severely limit the landowners’ development potential and their 

investment liquidity. If this happens, LURC can advocate for all 

the primitive, wilderness and backcountry recreation it wants, 

but all will be for naught as the landowners will be forced to 

close access and charge fees. 

     The cooperative system we know as the North Maine Woods 

manages recreational use on nearly 4 million acres. Once you 

pay a tiny fee and pass through the gate you are free to go 

anywhere. Imagine if this great system were lost because many 

of the landowners within the gates opted out of 

the cooperative program and started closing 

access by gating and setting up exclusive 

recreational leases in order to recoup their 

investments! 

     This result is the same result as the 

parcelization and kingdom lot threats that the 

CLUP has tried to prevent. 

 

Recreational Use Management 
 

     The CLUP contains many references to 

certain types of recreation – often referred to 

as ―primitive pursuits‖.  It is not appropriate 

for LURC to apply regulations that push 

landowners to provide certain types of 

recreational activity when that landowner 

might prefer another activity. 

     LURC should not be involved with 

decisions to provide for one type of recreation 

or another, especially if the choice being made is of one activity 

over another. This is recreation management. LURC’s job is to 

provide guidance for development activities and to consider the 

impacts that development might have on forestry and recreation 

activities in order to foster multiple uses. 

     The management of recreational uses is a landowner 

decision. Those landowners who actively allow public use of 

their property carefully consider which uses to allow and when 

to allow them. They generally make decisions so everyone has 

an opportunity and conflicts between recreational users, forestry 

operations and environmental impacts are managed in keeping 

with the landowners’ needs. 

     The Maine Professional Guides Association and our member 

guides work directly with landowners to help develop land use 

plans and policies that maximize public opportunities while 

protecting the landowners’ property rights. We believe that 

cooperating with landowners over the long term will achieve the 

best outcome for both landowners and the recreational users. 

 

 

(CLUP Continued on page 9) 
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Temporal Shifting 
 

     Temporal shifting is a recreational management tool that 

provides for multiple uses on the same landscape without 

needing to create geographical zones like ―backcountry‖ or ―non

-motorized‖ zones. 

     We have used this all along in Maine, we just didn’t know 

the fancy term. No hunting on Sunday is a great example. 

Another is deer hunting seasons – we have archery season, 

firearms season, and muzzleloader season to temporally separate 

different users. Dam releases for high water rafting, then dam 

closures for great flyfishing. 

     None of these involve governmental zoning or restrictions. 

They involve cooperative efforts between resource managers, 

landowners, and recreational users. Let’s keep it that way. 

 

Preservationist Agendas 
 

     Problems arise only with landowners who 

do not readily meet with users, or who 

establish exclusionary recreational policies 

without prior discussion. This often has 

adverse impacts on the personal activities and 

even livelihoods of those who had become 

accustomed to enjoying the privilege of access 

over many years. 

     Situations where landowners have created 

exclusive use areas favoring much the same 

activities as it appears the new CLUP leans 

toward include: 

 

Lands of Roxanne Quimby, where forest 

harvesting, motorized access and hunting 

have been excluded in favor of creating a 

preserve where few will ever get to go. 

The AMC’s Katahdin Ironworks lands 

where snowmobile trails and vehicle access to favorite 

hunting and fishing areas have been closed, and bear 

hunting has been prohibited. 

The Nature Conservancy, who banned bear hunting on 

many thousands of acres near the St John River. 

A number of sizeable parcels that were acquired with 

preservationist funds and then donated to the State of Maine 

as ―eco-preserves‖ along with further restrictions to existing 

users and closing off of vehicle access.  

 

     With loss of access being the number one concern for 

hunters, it should be expected that guides and recreational users 

who have been affected by these landowner policies would be 

quite concerned to read the CLUP’s language. 

     Is LURC striving to aid in expanding these exclusive land 

use agendas? Nevertheless, we respect these landowners also, 

and within our resources we seek to establish relationships for 

the long term benefit of all. 

 

Overly Burdensome Regulation 
 

     Forestry, recreation and related commercial activities such as 

sporting camps and the tourism industry are vital to those who 

(CLUP Continued from page 8) live in and near the jurisdiction. Everyone in this room must be 

very aware of the poor economic conditions in these areas. Jobs 

are needed. All jobs. 

     Over-regulation stifles these economic drivers and harms the 

livelihoods of our citizens. Why would we think of our own 

people last? We should consider them first, and then make sure 

the jurisdiction provides a balance for all our interests. 

     Does it really matter that someone builds a camp with a full 

foundation? The camp is there just the same. Maybe full 

foundations should be required, so that the construction that 

does take place holds up in good repair over the years ahead. 

     Does it really matter that someone builds a 1,500 square foot 

or 5,000 square foot camp with running water and four 

bedrooms? One camp. One driveway. One well. It’s all the 

same. 

     Does LURC really need to regulate trails? Does LURC have 

the resources to issue permits for every portage trail, canoe 

access trail, hunting stand trail, or snowmobile trail that would 

really be an existing gravel road anyway? 

 

Landowner Relations 
 

     The CLUP should put more emphasis on 

respecting the landowners and their property 

rights. Visitors and property buyers need 

better awareness that virtually all their 

recreational activities will take place on 

someone else’s land.  Responsible public use, 

landowner appreciation, and the role LURC 

plays in keeping private lands available for 

public use should be highlighted. 

 

Flexibility and Adaptability 
 

     A major consideration will be to include 

provisions for new uses, new markets and new 

ideas. Having some flexibility will help 

balance the landowners’ risk-reward equation 

and therefore help maintain access for 

recreational users. This is vital even in a plan with a ten year 

horizon. Markets change rapidly, and we shouldn’t hinder good 

ideas and opportunities when they arise.  

 

Vision Shift 
 

     There is a distinct shift when the CLUP moves the economic 

activities of food and fiber production down the list from its 

previous position as primary value. This one change stands out 

as a major shift that is clearly an ongoing source of controversy. 

Maintaining the vitality of the working forest will provide the 

best chance for sustaining recreational uses and a diverse natural 

resource. The proposed CLUP’s order of primary values: 

 

ñDiverse, abundant and unique natural resource values, 

including lakes, rivers and other waters, fish and wildlife, 

plants and natural communities, ecological values, scenic 

and cultural values, coastal islands, mountain areas and 

other geologic resources and features. 

Fiber and food production, and the tradition of a working 

landscape. Many community benefits and quality of life 

(CLUP Continued on page 10) 
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characteristics rely upon a working landscape, in 

particular the maintenance of the jurisdictionôs forests as 

well as the economic health of the forest products industry. 

Diverse and abundant recreational opportunities, 

particularly for primitive pursuits. The jurisdiction 

provides a landscape for diverse, non-intensive use of 

recreational resources in which a wide range of people can 

participate. 

Remoteness and natural character values, including the 

uniqueness of a vast forested landscape that is largely 

undeveloped and remote from major population centers.ò 

 

Elusive and Inflaming Terminology 
 

     At issue is the use of terms that can not be defined in a 

universally understood manner, and that do not even describe 

the jurisdiction in any useful way. Such as: 

 

     ñWildlandsò - While ñwildlands‖ may be 

a term used in marketing an experience, it is 

not a correct description of the jurisdiction.  

The word emphasizes one particular ―value‖ 

to be found in the jurisdiction – specifically, 

the natural systems that are to be found in a 

more intact and undisturbed condition when 

compared to the more densely populated parts 

of the state – but it does so at the expense of 

several other values, including its potential 

use as a multi-faceted economic resource. 

     From a guiding perspective, the space and 

―wildness‖ of the unorganized territories 

present a variety of market opportunities.  

Clearly, one of those markets caters to 

travelers who are looking for backcountry, non-mechanized 

experiences.  That, however, is just one potential market. Other 

markets, particularly the more typical visitors who go car 

camping, fishing, hiking (not backpacking), boating, hunting, 

bird watching and wildlife watching, are looking for nature-

based experiences while also needing road access and certain 

services. 

     The CLUP should not limit the potential activities or the 

economic opportunities for those living in or near the organized 

territories, such as guides and camp owners. 

 

     Focus on ñprimitiveò uses ï ―Primitive‖ arises in state 

statutes to define a sporting camp. But nowhere is primitive 

fully defined. If you use the term, then you should define it. 

When you can’t, then don’t use it. 

     How will the word ―primitive‖ be defined? What market 

research has been referenced that says that ―primitive‖ uses will 

draw markets to spend money in Maine? You might include 

hunting as primitive, but the lodging that guides provide tends to 

be just the opposite nowadays. Hiking and Nordic skiing might 

be included as primitive activities, but maintained hiking trails 

worn into the forest floor and groomed ski trails are hardly 

primitive – let alone the food and lodging provided for the night. 

How will ―primitive‖ considerations impact the level of 

development that will be necessary to meet new markets and 

expanding current markets? 

(CLUP Continued from page 9)      Reference to ñReasonable costò- What is reasonable? Is the 

cost of a service in one part of the jurisdiction’s ten million 

acres to be identical at another location? That does not happen 

in any other town. It shouldn’t be expected in that large an area. 

     Who is LURC to say what is reasonable to one person or 

another? Isn’t this just another attempt at class warfare? Nothing 

good comes from that. 

     Let each individual make up their own mind by allowing for 

a broad range of activities and development. Remember, one 

man’s shack might be another’s castle. Provide each with the 

opportunity to have their own vision. 

 

Unsubstantiated Cause & Effect Conclusions 
 

     Development factors are inconclusive - CLUP background 

presentations have cited a major weakness in the Commission’s 

approach that contributes to dispersion of development. The 

following statement is not derived from factual analysis, 

according to LURC staff.  

 

ñThe exemption of certain lots from the 

Commissionôs subdivision review.  At least 

72% of the new dwellings permitted by the 

Commission since 1971 have occurred on 

lots that were not reviewed through the 

Commissionôs rezoning and subdivision 

review processes.   They occurred on lots that 

either existed prior to the creation of the 

Commission or were created through 

exemptions to subdivision review. 

Consequently, these lots were not subject to 

the Commissionôs policies regarding areas 

appropriate for development.ò  

 

     Much of LURC’s proposal regarding the 2 

in 5 lot exemption is based on this info. 

However, they have not determined if this is really the result of 

the 2 in 5 exemption, or just that the lots were created before 

LURC’s existence and therefore exempt from review. We think 

you should know this before you make a regulatory decision. 

 

     Recreation Trends and Tourism Industry Citations are 

not accurate - Several statements, including the following, are 

made about use trends. The statements are not consistent with 

other sources. In fact the CLUP is very weak in citing its 

references of this supposedly factual data. 

     The following statement misrepresents the actual data and 

leads staff to make incorrect inferences about which recreational 

users to provide for. In this case, hunting and fishing have NOT 

declined. It was noted in the Bangor Daily News and by IF&W 

last fall that Maine fishing licenses are up 5% from 1996 to 

2006, and Maine hunting licenses are down just ½ %. In the last 

ten years, Allagash use is down 70% (overnight use down 33%), 

Baxter is down 25% and Acadia is down 23%, Also, rafting is 

down 25% over eight years. 

 

ñRecent years have brought changes in the recreation 

economy, as described in the Recreational Resources 

section.  Hunting and fishing, which historically generated 

substantial economic benefit to local communities, have 

(CLUP Continued on page 11) 
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declined recently.  Likewise, usage of the Allagash 

Wilderness Waterway and Baxter State Park in Maine, as 

well as national parks across the nation, has also declined.ò 

 

     The following statement might lead us to worry that nature 

tourists will overpopulate the jurisdiction and push out many 

existing users. Please note that while cruise ship visits to Bar 

Harbor have doubled in recent years, visitation to Acadia Park 

has declined 23% in ten years. This might indicate that the 

―nature-tourism‖ customer will not seek to overpopulate or over 

use the remote areas in LURC’s jurisdiction. 

 

ñConversely, nature-based tourism is growing rapidly.  

Nature-based tourism includes activities (organized or 

independent) focused on wildlife viewing, backcountry 

trekking and various other recreational experiences.  As 

practiced today, nature-based tourism typically involves a 

higher level of amenities than historically associated with 

these activities.  Nature-based tourism has been receiving 

new attention from public, private, and non-profit sectors in 

programs such as the stateôs Maine Nature Tourism 

Initiative.  A number of new cultural and heritage tourism 

initiatives have been started in or adjacent to the 

jurisdiction, such as the Maine Mountain Counties Heritage 

Network, the Downeast Heritage Center, and hiking trail 

networks.  It remains to be seen whether these and other 

efforts to expand the tourist economy in and around the 

jurisdiction can overcome the areaôs distance from 

population centers.ò 

 

     LURC might work more closely with the Tourism Office and 

those working on the nature tourism initiatives in order to gain a 

better understanding of the market and trends. Much of the 

Fermata-related projects are more like test marketing than real 

trends. No one in Maine has yet shown significant actual results 

from this newly termed nature tourist market. 

     The following statement is baseless. Tourism jobs can span 

the entire range of wages just as any manufacturing job would. 

Labor shortages do often occur where tourism is not allowed to 

develop throughout the year due to restrictions on resort 

investment, marketing of infrastructure. 

 

ñTourism benefits the rural economy of the jurisdiction in a 

number of ways, including supporting local commerce, 

maintaining the local property tax base, and providing jobs.  

But the tourist economy is not without drawbacks.  Tourism 

is vulnerable to sudden changes, such as rising gas prices, 

and it tends to offer lower quality jobs characterized by low 

median wages, poor benefits, long commutes, and limited 

career advancement.ò 

 

     Guides are the nature tourism entrepreneurs that I know best. 

There are certainly some who charge low prices and work short 

seasons. Hence they earn relatively little from guiding. 

Conversely, I know many who are able to support their family 

with a relatively middle class standard of living. 

     It takes all kinds. The opportunity is there for those who 

strive for high achievement and incomes in the tourism industry 

– even the nature tourism market. 

_________________________________ 

(CLUP Continued from page 10) 

Idaho Elk Hunt Raffle 
$4,250.00 Prize Value 

 

     The Idaho Elk Hunt is 

donated by MPGA 

member Joe Cabral, owner 

of Russell Pond & BbarC 

Outfitters. The trip is for 

October 24 - 31, 2009. 

 

Drawing 

 
Drawing will be held 

October 26, 2008. 

 

Winner will be notified by 

telephone. 

 

 

Tickets 
 

Tickets are $5.00 ea. 

or 6 for $25.00 
 

Use the tickets at right. 

Photocopy as many as you 

need. You may also 

contact MPGA by email to 

obtain pre-printed tickets. 

 

Cut out these tickets, fill in 

the name and telephone, 

then mail the tickets and 

payments (payable to 

―MPGA‖) to: 

 

Rick Hill 

1517 Shin Pond Road 

Mount Chase, ME 04765 

 

 

BE SURE 

your tickets 

will arrive by 

October 25 

 
MPGA 

Idaho Elk Hunt  

 
 
Name: _________________________ 
 
 
Tel: ___________________________ 

MPGA 
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Tel: ___________________________ 
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Idaho Elk Hunt Raffle 

See previous page 
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Mail your tickets and payments 
(payable to “MPGA”) to: 

 
Rick Hill 

1517 Shin Pond Road 
Mount Chase, ME 04765 
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Benefactor Members 
 

     It has been said that, ―when times get tough - the tough get 

going.‖ Our life members show that this statement is still truer 

that ever.  After the past bear referendum, our life members 

reached deep into their pockets and became 10-year benefactor 

members by donating an extra $500.  We would like to thank 

those individuals again. They were: 

 

Wayne Bosowicz 

Nelson Cole 

Leonard Coover 

Dale Goodman 

 

     However, while that referendum is behind us, we are still 

faced with many more issues and obstacles.  In August a letter 

was sent to all life members (excluding the above) requesting 

that they become a benefactor member by making an annual 

membership dues payment. 

     Although money is tighter than it has been in a long time, 

several life members have already answered the Associations’ 

request. In just a week’s time, we have received 7 replies! This 

generous group of ―Benefactors‖ includes: 

 

Fred Bean II 

Gil Gilpatrick 

Jim Harris 

Bob Parker 

 

     We want to thank these individuals and look forward to 

recognizing many more of you in our next newsletter! 

Campaign Quotes 
 

―The State of Maine is at a crossroads. I think the 

stakes are really high. Will Maine still be where 

families can enjoy hunting? Are we still going to 

have professional guides? The way of life that we 

have all had in this state is at risk. Is this going to 

be a state that is run by ―Move On dot Org‖ and 

these far left groups who don’t believe in anything 

that we do?‖ 
- Senator Susan Collins 

 

―Environmental law is so driven by litigation, and 

the fear of litigation, that it swamps common 

sense and good science.‖ 
- Senator Susan Collins 

 

―The biggest problem for sportsmen in Maine for 

the next 25 years will be access.‖ 
- Congressman Tom Allen 

Don Helstrom 

Dwain Lord 

Walter Rusak 

Frank Perkowosky 

Andy Rowe Jr 

Dan Tourtelotte 
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Will DOC take Control 

of Moosehead Region? 
 

 

     LURC’s hearings on Plum Creek’s plan ended last March. In 

May, the Commission announced initial changes that they might 

require before granting approval. If you read the newspapers, 

you probably know that LURC did not propose reducing the 

overall size of the project, but did propose reducing the number 

of lots on Long Pond and the acreage developed at Lily Bay. 

     MPGA had already presented testimony in writing and on the 

witness stand about those issues. However, there are some 

proposed changes that would not be acceptable to MPGA. 

     Comments on these issues were submitted as additional 

testimony to LURC in July. The full text of the testimony, 

LURC’s proposed changes, and all previous testimony by 

MPGA and other intervenors, is available on LURC’s website. 

     The following is a recap of MPGA’s recent testimony about 

LURC’s latest proposals. 

 

Conservation Easements 
 

     LURC has tentatively concluded that the 

holder of the Balance and Legacy easements 

should be the Department of Conservation 

(DOC). For both the Balance and Legacy 

Easements, MPGA does not see the need to 

replace the original plan’s proposed primary 

easement holders (Forest Society of Maine 

and the Nature Conservancy) with the State 

of Maine, Bureau of Parks & Lands (BPL). 

This is unnecessary and seems to be 

unprecedented. 

     MPGA supports the original proposal to 

have the Forest Society of Maine (FSM) act 

as holder for the Balance Easement. FSM 

currently holds easements on 282,000 acres 

to the immediate north of the Moosehead 

Lake Concept Plan area, ie. the ―West 

Branch‖ easement. Recreation and forestry 

activities within this area have continued to 

serve public and private needs while 

protecting ecological values. The success of this arrangement 

demonstrates that the FSM is not only very capable of holding 

the Balance Easement, it also shows that the FSM is quite 

capable of doing so with little controversy or problems. 

     The FSM has clearly worked with the underlying ―West 

Branch‖ land owners to provide for a broad range of public 

recreational opportunities, in a manner similar to that which is 

being proposed for the Balance and Legacy Easement areas. 

Specifically, day to day recreational management and facilities 

is provided through the North Maine Woods organization, while 

the ―Community Stewardship Fund‖ would oversee and contract 

for the day to day recreational management and facilities within 

the Moosehead easement areas on Plum Creek lands. The 

success of this approach is very well documented. 

 

Community Stewardship Fund 
 

     Plum Creek proposed to create a non profit entity called the 

Community Stewardship Fund (CSF) ―to develop and 

implement a region-wide recreation management plan and fund 

community development initiatives.‖ 

     LURC proposes to not create the CSF, and instead create 

three distinct, segregated funds, including one called the 

―Moosehead Recreation Fund.‖ 

     The DOC’s ―Moosehead Recreation Fund‖ would fund 

construction and maintenance of BPL and Town of Greenville 

hiking and biking trails and related needs (e.g., signage, trail-

heads, parking areas), BPL owned campsites and campgrounds, 

and BPL and Town of Greenville public boat launches, all in the 

Concept Plan area, Rockwood Village, or Greenville. 

     The Fund would be administered by BPL, and governed by 

board made up of two representatives from BPL (or one from 

BPL and one from another state agency with closely related 

interests) and one representative from each of the following: 

Town of Greenville, Town of Beaver Cove, Rockwood Village, 

and a local representative of outdoor recreational interests, and 

the landowner owning the highest percentage of acreage of 

Balance and Legacy easement lands. 

     MPGA takes great offense to this 

proposal for several reasons: 

 

1) the original CSF proposal placed 

developing a recreational management plan 

as its primary mission, as it should. The 

proposed revision eliminates this 

management plan from the mission, and 

jumps directly into building hiking and 

biking trails, campsites and boat launches. 

 

2) The original CSF placed administration of 

funds under a board of directors having a 

responsibility to use the funds as it best 

determines suits its mission. The broad 

composition of this board and the 

management plan they create assures that 

proper priorities will be considered. The 

proposed revision unnecessarily places these 

private funds in control of the State’s 

Department of Conservation. 

 

3) The original CSF was conceived as being composed of repre-

sentatives from a broad range of local recreational interests, 

including guides, and local governing bodies and citizens. This 

broad and local make up would assure that the needs of 

recreationists and local economies will be considered. It assures 

that there will be local buy-in, and that recreational interests will 

have buy-in. This approach is utilized by the Down East Lakes 

Land Trust, which successfully involves various local interests 

and guides in protecting lands depended upon for the local 

economy, recreational interests and long term conservation. 

 

     The governing board proposed by LURC provides few or 

none of those attributes. It offers the involvement of only one 

landowner, when there might be several ultimately involved. It 

offers the involvement of only one recreational interest, while 

we all know there are many. 

(Moosehead Continued on page 14) 

DOC’s proposal 

eliminates the 

opportunity for 

guides to have 

a substantial say 

in balancing 

recreational uses 

around Moosehead. 
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Roach Ponds Property 
 

     The original plan calls for no restrictions other than specified 

ATV and snowmobile easements, and certain limited reserved 

rights by Plum Creek to gravel extraction in small portion of the 

property. Consequently, subdivision for AMC lodges and 

residential development could occur. 

     LURC proposes adding a conservation easement on the 

Roaches property to provide for mitigation of certain primitive 

recreation values that would be adversely impacted by the 

development rights granted by the Commission to Plum Creek 

in the Concept Plan. 

     The easement would guarantee public access to the entire 

Roaches property, and ensure protection of remote, 

undeveloped, primitive and non-motorized backcountry 

recreational opportunities. 

     This requirement would make binding and enforceable 

AMC’s stated intent contained in its oral and written testimony 

before the Commission -- namely, that AMC intends that the 

usage of the Roaches property will be solely for remote, 

undeveloped, primitive and non-motorized backcountry 

recreational opportunities, open and available to all persons. 

Specific conservation easement measures to ensure this general 

purpose is achieved would include: 

 

Guaranteed non-motorized public access to all portions of 

the parcel, except where easement terms contained in the 

P&S provided to the Commission during the hearings 

specify areas of limited motorized access; 

Elimination entirely of all residential, commercial or 

industrial development on the parcel, except for 

development and maintenance of a limited number of 

primitive campsites and shelters, self-service cabins and 

sporting camps and minor structures necessary to support 

these uses, and forest practices and related required 

structures; 

Protections of remote backcountry experience, including 

protections of scenic values from harvesting and other 

activities on trails and public waters; 

Elimination of subdivisions of the parcel, except what 

might be required to allow a future lands trade with BPL; 

and 

Prohibition on sale or assignment of parcel to buyer who 

does not have the demonstrated capability and stated intent 

to manage the parcel consistent with the purposes of the 

easement and its restrictions. 

 

     MPGA supports assuring public access to the Roach Ponds 

parcel by putting that right in an easement. However, if LURC 

plans to protect one activity from adverse impact, then it should 

at the very least protect all current activities, as it is these that 

will be adversely impacted. This should include the recreating 

public, as well as licensed guides (―commercial guides‖ so 

called) who assist the public in these activities. 

     We reiterate our prior comments in testimony that the 

AMC’s stated intent to limit motor vehicle access on such a 

large acreage is an extreme hardship on many public 

recreational activities currently enjoyed there. Loss of vehicle 

access is a detriment to those who currently use the area for 

(Moosehead Continued from page 13) hunting, fishing, trapping, wildlife and scenery viewing, and 

motorized recreation including snowmobiling, ATV riding and 

motor boating. 

     LURC’s recommendations add protection for only some 

recreational activities, ie., non-motorized. In addition, LURC 

should be aware that providing public access for ―hunting‖ 

should be clarified and expanded to include all hunting as 

currently taking place (within the law), including the current 

practices of baiting and hounding as provided for in State laws 

and rules. 

 

Recent Update 
 

     Note that both the Nature Conservancy and the AMC have 

agreed to proceed with their land purchases without further 

public financing, such as from the Forest Legacy and Land for 

Maine’s Future programs. This could mean that public access 

and hunting privileges protected by those funds could be further 

restricted by these two landowners.  

 

____________________________ 

Conservation Camp 

Scholarships 
 

     Thanks to all those who pitched in with extra donations 

at our annual banquet, MPGA provided three scholarships to 

conservation camp this summer. Each scholarship was for 

$400.00, and there was a choice of going to either the Maine 

Conservation School at Bryant Pond, or the Greenland Point 

Center in Princeton. 

     The winners of this year’s scholarships were Toby 

Tomah (grandson of member Dave Toby), Autumn Fournier 

and Skye Fournier (both daughters of member Ron 

Fournier). The following letter was received from Toby 

after he attended camp: 
 

ñMy name is Toby Tomah, I am 12 yrs old and the 

grandson of Maine Professional Guide David Tobey. I 

was chosen to be one of three campers to go to 

a conservation camp sponsored through the Maine 

Professional Guides Association. My experience at 

Greenland Point in Princeton this year was a great 

one.  I made lots of new friends, learned even more 

about the land and waters and letôs not forget.....I ate 

some really good food!  I want to take this time to 

thank the Maine Professional Guides Association for 

expanding my education on the outdoors. 

Woliwon (Thank You), 

Toby Tomah‖ 
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Protect Your Future 
 

     Since its beginning a year ago, the Maine Guides Education 

Fund has received nearly $19,000 in total donations. Extra 

thanks to all those who have made their second donations! 

     Many donations have arrived from out of state sportsmen 

who know exactly what losing access and opportunity is like. 

     These donations have contributed to our start up costs, 

initiated our communications programs, and provided funds to 

put guides’ knowledge and wisdom into the public eye. 

     The Maine Guides Education Fund was created in response 

to concerns about the future of Maine's outdoor heritage and 

traditions, and the effect of diminishing public access to our 

natural resources resulting from recent trends in land and 

wildlife management policies. 

 

Your Donation is Vital 
 

     Your donation is needed right now. Your donation will keep 

the ball rolling and will keep guides in the game. Please give 

what you can, and don’t wait. 

     If we can keep getting out our messages about recreation, 

land use, and wildlife policies, we might not have to face more 

gates and doors shutting us out! 

 

Donations are Tax Deductible 
 

     Remember, donations made payable to the ―Maine Guides 

Education Fund‖ are tax deductible charitable donations. Please 

use the form below, and send what you can. 

 

Every Donation Counts  
 

Cut Out, and Use the Form Below 

Yes, I do choose to help Protect my Future!  
Please Accept my Donation to the ñMaine Guides Education Fundò 

 

Donation (Please Check): 

       □ $25     □ $50     □ $100     □ $200     □ $500    □ $1,000    □ $5,000     □ Other $_________ 

 
Your Name: ________________________________________________________________ 
 

Your Mail Address: ___________________________________________________________  
 

Town: ____________________________________ State: _______ ZIP: ________________     
 

Please make your check payable to ñMaine Guides Education Fundò and Mail with this form to:  
 

c/o John Rust, PO Box 459, Hampden, ME 04444 
 

The “Maine Guides Education Fund” is a 501(c)3 charity – Donations are tax deductible. 

Officers & Directors 
 

     If you have a question and need answers, please call one of 

your Board of Directors or Officers. 

 

Chairman – Don Dudley, Patten, 446-6170 

President – Rick Hill, Mt. Chase, 528-2183 

Vice President, Executive Director – John Rust – 

Hampden, 207-337-5858 

Treasurer – Bob Parker; ProPlan Coordinator – Wilton, 

778-4077 

Secretary – Bert Goodman; Super Raffle Committee Chair 

– Patten, 528-2320 

Tom Aasbo – Oxbow, 435-6140 

Jeff Bellmore; Banquet Committee Chair – Warren, 273-3818 

Doug Denico – Madison, 474-8309 

Hank Goodman – Patten, 528-2320 

Don Helstrom — Medway, 746-5860 (appointed to 

replace Mike Carver) 

Roger Lambert; Membership Committee Chair — Strong, 

684-2020 

Paul Laney; Show Committee Chair – Grand Lake Stream, 

796-5068 

Matt Libby – Ashland, 435-8274 

Steve Norris – Princeton, 557-7463 

Dave Tobey; Fishing Committee Chair, Easement 

Committee Chair – Grand Lake Stream, 796-2684 

 

Committee Changes: 

Events Committee ð  Created to represent MPGA at 

special events, such as retail store demos and Legislative 

Receptions. Chaired by Don Dudley. 

Membership Committee ð  This standing committee will 

be chaired by Roger Lambert, who is developing a major 

membership recruitment campaign for the upcoming year. 
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MPGA Contributor Scorecard 
 

Special thanks to the following for their generous donations: 

 

$1000 Plus: 

 

Huber Resources 

Plum Creek Timber Company 

 

$100 to $499: 

 

Joe Nimmer, NC * 

 

2008 Benefactors **: 

 

Fred Bean II 

Gil Gilpatrick 

Jim Harris 

Bob Parker 

Frank Perkowosky 

Andy Rowe Jr 

Dan Tourtelotte 

 

 

* donations to the ―Maine Guides Education Fund‖ 

** Life Members who also pay the annual dues of $100 

Maine Professional Guides Association 

P.O. Box 336 

Augusta, Maine 04332 
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Vis i t   www.MaineGuides .org  

Meetings & Events Schedule 
 

September 27-28th — MPGA’s Events Committee will be at 

the L.L.Bean Hunting Expo with information and special 

presentations.  

September 28th — Board of Directors meeting, 9:00 AM 

(open to all members). Holiday Inn on Odlin Road, Bangor. 

December 7th — General Membership meeting, 9:00 AM. 

Super Raffle winners will be drawn.  Holiday Inn on Odlin 

Road, Bangor. 

April 11, 2009 — Annual Banquet and 30th anniversary. 

Save the date and don’t miss the fun. 

   Hot News 

Super Raffle Season - see page 2 

Protectionists - see page 3 

Controversy about Soft Plastic Baits - see page 5 

Transporting Hunters - see page 6 

CLUP Causing Less Access - see page 8 

DOC takes over Moosehead - see page 13 

Membership Questions? 
 

Got a question about your membership, dues, or website 

directory listing? Contact Bob Parker: 

Bob Parker 

778-4077 

Email: info@maineguides.org 
 

…or write to the Association: 

Maine Professional Guides Association 

PO Box 336 

Augusta, ME 04332-0336 


