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July 24, 2017 
 
Jon Rachael 
State Game Manager 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
600 S. Walnut 
P.O. Box 25 
Boise, ID  83707 
 

Re:  Comments of the Center for Biological Diversity on Idaho’s Proposal to 
Allow the Hunting of Wolves Using Bait 

 
To the Idaho Department of Fish and Game: 
 
Following are the comments of the Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) concerning 
Idaho’s proposed revisions to the Rules Governing the Use of Bait that would allow the use of 
bait for hunting gray wolves (“Rules”). The Center is a non-profit conservation organization 
dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through science, policy, and 
environmental law. The Center has more than 1.3 million members and online activists dedicated 
to the protection and restoration of endangered species and wild places, including 336 members 
in Idaho. The Center has worked for many years to protect wildlife and wildlife habitat, 
including gray wolves. 
 
The Rules proposed by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (“IDFG”) represent a dangerous 
new phase in the state’s efforts to reduce the wolf population. Idaho has aggressively sought out 
every method for killing wolves in recent years, but this proposal would give Idaho the 
undesirable distinction of being the only state in the country to currently allow wolf baiting. 
Baiting does not represent “fair chase” hunting, and most ethical hunters believe that baiting is 
not good sportsmanship. 
 
Moreover, it is concerning that Idaho is promoting additional methods for killing wolves while 
failing to provide recent monitoring data on the wolf population. The Center has questioned 
IDFG as to why it has not yet released a 2016 monitoring report with annual population data, but 
those inquires have gone unanswered. Permitting baiting to increase the number of wolves killed 
without having even the most basic information as to population estimates does not allow for a 
well-informed management strategy. 
 
For these reasons and for further reasons discussed below, the Center opposes IDFG’s proposal 
to permit the use of bait to hunt wolves in Idaho. 
 
 
 



2 
 

I. Bait Hunting of Gray Wolves Should Not Be Allowed in Idaho 
 

A. Idaho Should Not Revise Hunting Rules Without 2016 Population Estimates 
 
Since federal protections for wolves in Idaho were removed in 2011, IDFG has published annual 
Wolf Monitoring Progress Reports, as mandated by the conditions of the wolf’s delisting. These 
monitoring reports1 were required to continue for five years from the date of delisting by the 
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1533(g)(1)), but IDFG has made numerous commitments 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and to the public to continue to release the data they gather 
beyond this minimum time period. The reports provide valuable information regarding the 
minimum population level and number of packs counted in the state, as well as the sources of 
wolf mortality and harvest data, and are therefore key elements of any plan to sustainably 
manage gray wolves in the state and ensure federal protections are no longer necessary.  
 
However, the 2016 Progress Report has yet to be published, and therefore the most recent 
population estimates cannot have been factored into the decision-making process when writing 
this proposed Rule. The Center has inquired as to the status of the 2016 data, including a June 
21, 2017 email to Jim Hayden and Kathleen Trever, but all inquiries have gone completely 
unanswered by IDFG. IDFG’s abdication of its commitments and responsibilities to publicize 
data on the wolf population in Idaho reflects the agency’s failure to responsibly manage wolves 
in a transparent way, despite former promises to do so.  
 
Without this baseline data, IDFG cannot and should not permit any hunting or trapping of 
wolves, let alone propose additional methods to remove even more wolves from the landscape. 
Similarly, without a population estimate, the public cannot make an informed decision regarding 
whether baiting should be permitted. Not all Idahoans fall on the side of being staunchly for or 
staunchly opposed to baiting, and those residents that wish to make an informed decision taking 
into consideration the current wolf population estimate are being denied the opportunity to do so. 
 
Similarly, Idaho has plans to release a new draft wolf management plan this month, but the draft 
plan will not be released until after the close of the comment period on this baiting proposal. 
However, without the knowledge as to how Idaho plans to manage wolves in the future, and 
what management changes are being proposed, the public is in the dark when trying to determine 
the impact of baiting on the Idaho wolf population. 
 
We therefore request that Idaho publish a 2016 Report that includes an annual population 
estimate and release the draft wolf management plan before reopening the comment period on 
IDFG’s proposal to permit baiting so that the public can offer informed comments on the 
proposal. 
 

B. Bait Hunting is an Escalation of Idaho’s Assault on Wolves 
 
The current proposal to allow the use of bait is simply the most recent step in a string of efforts 
to decrease the wolf population in the state of Idaho by any means necessary. Since wolves in 
                                                 
1 See Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Wolf Monitoring Progress Reports, available at 

https://idfg.idaho.gov/wildlife/wolf/recovery-reintroduction (Last accessed July 11, 2017).  

https://idfg.idaho.gov/wildlife/wolf/recovery-reintroduction
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Idaho were stripped of their ESA protections in 2011, the state’s Legislature and Governor have 
come up with numerous new excuses to kill wolves, and increasingly cruel methods to carry out 
the slaughter.  
 
In 2014, for example, the Idaho Legislature created a Wolf Depredation Control Board, with 
members appointed by Idaho Governor Butch Otter, who has consistently expressed his extreme 
animosity toward wolf recovery.2 The supporters of this move have expressed hope that it will 
reduce the number of wolves in the state to the minimum of 150 in the coming years.3 The state 
has also continued to work with USDA-APHIS Wildlife Services to lethally remove wolves from 
Idaho, using money provided by the Wolf Depredation Control Board.4  
 
The state has also employed professional hunters and trappers to reduce the wolf population in 
the Middle Fork Region of the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness Area, aiming for a 
reduction of wolves by 60% in order to boost elk numbers for the benefit of recreational 
hunters.5 Despite legal challenges, this plan proceeded and in 2014 resulted in the elimination of 
two wolf packs from the area by a professional hunter.6  
 
Even beyond this state-sponsored slaughter of wolves, IDFG has turned a blind eye to the illegal 
encouragement of wolf killing through a private “Predator Derby” sponsored by a group called 
Idaho for Wildlife. The event encouraged the hunting of coyotes and wolves in exchange for 
cash and other prizes, yet IDFG did nothing to stop these events from going forward, despite an 
official policy that prohibits these types of contests.7  
 

                                                 
2 See Alderman, Jesse Harlan, “Idaho Governor Calls for Gray Wolf Kill,” in The Washington Post (Jan. 11, 2007) 
(Governor Otter stating he is “prepared to bid for that first ticket to shoot a wolf myself”), available at 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/11/AR2007011101613.html (last visited July 10, 
2017). 
3 See, e.g., Idaho House Committee Meeting, Representative Gibbs at 51:58 (discussing introduction of the first 
version of the wolf control board bill, HB423, and stating that “I think the numbers this board are willing to work 
toward are the numbers in the wolf control plan.”) (Jan. 27, 2014), available at https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B-
Uve8oQMRoAeTRSTVV0RXFCTmc/view (last visited July 10, 2017); Idaho Legislative Wolf Oversight 
Committee, as amended by the 56th Idaho Legislature, Second Regular Session, Idaho Wolf Conservation and 
Mgmt. Plan (March 2002), at 5, Table 1 (depredation control is treated like all other large mammalian predators 
unless population estimates show less than 15 packs), available at https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-
web/docs/wolves/plan02.pdf (last visited July 10, 2017).   
4 See Office of the Governor, Wolf Depredation Control Board, FY 2016 Idaho Legislative Budget Book, at 6-121, 
available at http://legislature.idaho.gov/budget/publications/LBB/current/GenGov/21Wolf.pdf (last visited Jan. 4, 
2016). 
5 See IDFG, Predation Mgmt. Plan for the Middle Fork Elk Zone at 10-11 (Feb. 2014), available at 
https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-web/docs/wildlife/planMiddleForkPredation.pdf (last visited July 11, 2017); IDFG, Idaho 
Elk Mgmt. Plan 2014-2024 at 60 (Jan. 2014), available at https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-web/docs/wildlife/planElk.pdf 
(last visited July 11, 2017). 
6 See Associated Press, “Professional hunter eliminated 2 wolf packs in Frank Church Wilderness,” in Missoulian 
(Jan. 30, 2014), available at http://missoulian.com/news/local/professional-hunter-eliminated-wolf-packs-in-frank-
church-wilderness/article_579c30a8-8901-11e3-9949-0019bb2963f4.html (last visited July 11, 2017). 
7 See Zuckerman, Laura, “Competitive hunting of wolves, coyotes in Idaho sparks outcry,” in Reuters (Dec. 11, 
2013), available at http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-hunt-idaho-idUSBRE9BB02120131212 (last visited July 
11, 2017); See IDFG, Policy for Avian and Mammalian Predation Management (Aug. 24, 2000), available at 

https://fishandgame.idaho.gov/public/wildlife/?getPage=331 (last visited July 11, 2017). 
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This blatant disregard for their own rules, along with the extreme lengths to which the state has 
gone to remove wolves by their own means, show the immense pressure that the canids already 
face in the state of Idaho. The proposed Rules would only extend and intensify this war on 
wolves, allowing for increased persecution of the wolf across the state and accelerating the 
decline of this recently reintroduced keystone species.  
 

C. Lethal Removal of Wolves Will Not Revive Elk Population 
 
One of the main justifications that is given for the killing of wolves is to increase the elk 
population in the state. To achieve this goal, the state employed military-like aerial gunning of 
wolves in the Lolo and Selway Zones of northern Idaho for several years in a row, yet they have 
been aiming at the wrong target. The elk population has been declining since before wolves were 
reintroduced to the state in the mid-1990’s, primarily due to a loss of quality habitat. Despite 
acknowledging this, the state misleadingly claims that killing large numbers of wolves is 
required for the population to grow again.8  
 
This idea is misguided, as removing wolves from the ecosystem will only serve to further 
degrade the natural habitat that elk depend on. As seen in Yellowstone National Park, the 
reintroduction of wolves caused a trophic cascade that led to the restoration of native vegetation 
and habitat.9 The pressures of human development, wildfire, drought, and other non-predation-
related factors have been the primary contributors to the decline of the elk via habitat loss.10 The 
plan that is already in place will severely reduce the amount of wolves in the Lolo and Selway 
Zones, and the addition of bait hunting to this already deadly scenario will only cause the 
population to decline even more rapidly while failing to address the habitat loss that is crucial to 
the elk’s population loss.  
 

D. The Counting Methods Employed Are Flawed and May Hide a Population Decline 
 
Many of the management decisions that have been made in Idaho since gray wolves lost ESA 
protection in 2011 have been based on the state’s own estimates of the wolf population. 
However, recent evidence has cast doubt on the methods used by IDFG to calculate this 
population estimate and has suggested their methods may be obscuring a decline in numbers.  
 
A 2015 study by Creel et al., published in the journal Science, cast a critical eye specifically at 
the methods Idaho uses to estimate the state’s wolf population.11 The authors particularly find 

                                                 
8 See IDFG, Predation Mgmt. Plan for the Lolo and Selway Elk Zones (rev’d Dec. 31, 2011), available at 

https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-web/docs/wildlife/planLoloSelwayPredation.pdf (last visited July 10, 2017).   
9 Ripple, W.J. and Beschta, R.L. 2011. Trophic cascades in Yellowstone: The first 15 years after wolf 
reintroduction. Biological Conservation 145: 205. (last accessed July 11, 2017); Bergstrom, Bradley et al.  2013.  
License to kill: reforming federal wildlife control to restore biodiversity and ecosystem function.  Conservation 
Letters 00 (2013):  pp. 1-12 (last accessed July 11, 2017).  
10 See Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Idaho Elk Management Plan 2014-2024, pp. 26-31, available at 
https://idfg.idaho.gov/old-web/docs/wildlife/planElk.pdf 
11 Creel, S., Becker, M., Christianson, D., Hayward, M.W., Kranth, U., Loveridge, A., Macdonald, D.W., 
Matandiko, W., M’soka, J., Murray, D., Rosenblatt, E. & Schuette, P., 2015. Questionable policy for large carnivore 
hunting: U.S. wolf-hunting policies do not align with ecological theory or data, Science, v. 350(6267), pp. 1473-
1475 (“Creel et al. (2015)”). 
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fault with the assertion that the number of wolves reported is the true “absolute minimum 
number of wolves alive” in the state (Creel et al 2015). The state substituted the mean pack size 
for the observed size of any smaller packs that may have been incompletely counted, which 
made up 74% of all packs in 2013.They then multiplied that figure by 1.125 to account for the 
estimated number of unseen solo wolves, meaning that the number arrived at as the minimum is 
really only an estimate that is approximately 1.75 times greater than the number of individuals 
truly known to be alive (Creel et al 2015). The greatest single-year increase in wolves reported in 
the Northern Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Segment (NRM DPS) occurred in 2006 when 
this counting method was first adopted (Creel et al 2015).  
 
In the last two years for which population data is available, 2014 and 2015, IDFG reported legal 
harvests of 256 wolves both years, dramatically down from the harvest numbers of 356 in 2013 
and 329 in 2012.12 Creel et al (2015) suggest that this is a sign that harvest is driving a 
population decline, particularly since this decline in harvest has occurred alongside increasingly 
liberal hunting laws in the state. These numbers should scream caution to those responsible for 
managing wolves in Idaho, and under these circumstances the addition of bait hunting would 
seem highly irresponsible.  
 
II. Other Comments on the Proposed Rules 
 

A.  Rule Provision 2(b) Should be Revised to Ensure Consistent Standards 
 
The Center is opposed to the language of Section 2(b), regarding the placement of bait in relation 
to established roads and trails. The fact that the minimum distance from roads decreases from 
200 yards in most of the state to 200 feet in the Panhandle and Clearwater Regions should be 
revised and updated so that the minimum is 200 yards throughout the state. This inconsistency 
promotes the placement of bait near roads in some key areas for wolves, making it even easier 
for hunters to kill them without venturing far from their vehicles. Bait hunting already subverts 
the ideals of fair chase hunting, and allowing the use of bait in such close proximity to roads only 
worsens the problem in these areas.  
 
Permitting bait so close to roads and trails also creates a risk to people and pets using these roads 
and trails, as hunters use bait to draw wolves and other predatory animals into the area. 
Additionally, there is a risk that dogs may be drawn to the bait, which could cause a conflict if 
wolves, coyotes, or other animals are being drawn to the bait simultaneously. An anxious hunter 
may even mistake a sizeable dog for a wolf and shoot at it, killing or injuring the dog. This could 
be especially dangerous if a dog’s owner is in close proximity. 
 

B.  The Center Supports Provision 3(d) Outlawing Live Bait 
 
The decision by IDFG to ban the use of live bait is laudable, and should be included in the final 
version of the proposed Rules. Live bait is highly unethical, and its use is opposed by members 
of the public and hunting community alike. The Center supports the inclusion of this change in 
the proposed Rules.  
                                                 
12 See Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Wolf Monitoring Progress Reports 2012-2015, available at 

https://idfg.idaho.gov/wildlife/wolf/recovery-reintroduction (Last accessed July 11, 2017).  

https://idfg.idaho.gov/wildlife/wolf/recovery-reintroduction
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Conclusion 
 
The use of bait for wolf hunting undermines the fundamental tenets of fair chase, a value that 
most hunters support and find necessary to protect the integrity of hunting. IDFG now asks the 
Commission to promulgate new rules to permit baiting without significant information, including 
baseline data regarding the status of the wolf population in Idaho. We ask that IDFG withdraw 
this proposal, and that the Commission deny any such proposal that moves forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Shane O’Neal 
Shane O’Neal 
Endangered Species Intern 
Center for Biological Diversity 
P.O. Box 11374 
Portland, OR  97211-0374 
Tel: (978) 399-9120 
Email: soneal@endangeredearth.org 
 
/s/ Andrea Santarsiere 
Andrea Santarsiere 
Senior Attorney 
Center for Biological Diversity 
P.O. Box 469 
Victor, ID  83455 
Tel: (303) 854-7748 
Email: asantarsiere@biologicaldiversity.org 
 
 
cc:  Idaho Fish and Game Commissioners 

Brad Corkill, bradcorkill@whitemanlumber.com 
Daniel Blanco, dan.blanco@idfg.idaho.gov 
Blake Fischer, Blake.Fischer@idfg.idaho.gov 
Greg Cameron, MagicValley.Commissioner@idfg.idaho.gov 
Lane Clezie, lane.clezie@idfg.idaho.gov 
Derick Attebury, derick.attebury@gmail.com 
Jerry Meyers, Salmon.Commissioner@idfg.idaho.gov 


