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President’s Message
by Shawn McCully

Another hunting season has 
come and gone, and I hope 
it was a successful one for 

you. 2012 will be an interesting year 
as we see further changes to our 
hunting seasons for the next 3 year 
package that runs from 2012–2014. 
The WSB, along with the Archery 
Coalition, has been working to help 
gain opportunity for bow hunters in 
this state while maintaining what we 
currently have. The current changes 
are slated to be adopted by the 
WDFW soon. 
 The Wolf Plan was adopted by 
the WDFW commission recently 
with some modifi cations. It is clear 
wolves are here to stay but how the 
state manages them in the future is 
going to be interesting to watch. I’m 
sure we are looking forward to years of management 
issues, lawsuits, and loss of hunting opportunity to this 
relatively new predator. 
 I’m hearing from some hunters that they would like 
to go back to how the seasons were allocated before 
about 1984 when the WDFW adopted a “resource 
allocation” model. With losses in hunting seasons 
and jealousy among the user groups (modern fi rearm, 
archery, and muzzleloader) for the seasons of the other 
groups, many think opening up all the seasons to all 
hunters would give more people an opportunity to 
hunt. In addition, the theory is that opening up all the 
seasons to everyone would also spurn a short term 
increase in license sales benefi tting the WDFW.
 Those opposed to this movement believe it’s 
important to keep the current system and try to 
improve upon it. Short term monetary gain for the 
WDFW probably won’t translate into better hunting for 
us bow hunters. In addition, the bow hunting seasons 
would be negatively changed as more people would 
hunt the early and late seasons crowding the units. The 
same effect would occur in muzzleloader units. 
 Managing these changes and allocation of the 
resources between the user groups is diffi cult. 
Balancing the allocation with management goals 
would be diffi cult given the nature of change in game 
management over the years since resource allocation 
was implemented. In general, there are less elk and 
deer now than there was when resource allocation was 
implemented. However, trophy quality has generally 
been improved in most areas. The fact is, there are only 

so many elk and deer to be culled 
and this is allocated to the different 
user groups evenly. Each user group 
fi ghts for a bigger piece of the pie, 
including us bow hunters. 
    Those in favor of eliminating 
resource allocation should look to the 
recent and increasing opportunity 
with multi-season tags. They are 
increasing the number they sell each 
year. While they cost a lot, it gives 
a hunter the opportunity to pick 
up a bow, muzzleloader, and rifl e 
should they choose and hunt all fall 
long. They are currently priced at a 
premium which helps to ensure that 
only those who are really dedicated 
make the investment in these tags. 
What negative impacts might we see 
in eliminating resource allocation? 

    If all the seasons are opened up to all users and 
people who have never bow hunted go buy a bow, some 
arrows, and start fl inging them around the woods 
is this a disaster waiting to happen? Bow hunting is 
already a tough endeavor that requires time, patience, 
skill, and practice. Those not dedicated to archery might 
make inexperienced choices bringing more negative 
attention to bow hunting that we don’t need right now. 
In this scenario, mandatory bow hunter education 
probably becomes more important to ensure hunters are 
safe and ethical in the pursuit of game with a bow and 
arrow. 
 It’s been my goal to fi ll the empty board positions 
at the WSB. Those interested contact me via email 
and let me know a little about yourself and why you 
want to be a WSB board member. Often I hear from 
those that don’t agree with the direction of the WSB 
and to those people I always wonder why they don’t 
get involved and infl uence or exact change. There is a 
lot of opportunity to get involved with the WSB right 
now so anyone interested, please email me as we need 
more volunteers and help this year. The WSB is an all-
volunteer organization that is run by people who are 
dedicated and passionate about the organizations and/
or bowhunting.
 We are putting on our annual Banquet on March 
24th at the Elks Club in Tacoma.  See the insert fl yer 
in this issue for more information.  We are looking for 
donations and help putting on the event.

— Shawn McCully
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Hunters may be asked to 
cull Hanford elk herd

RICHLAND, Wash. — The Fish and Wildlife Service may 
allow hunting on Hanford Reach National Monument land 
near Rattlesnake Mountain to cull a herd of elk damaging 
nearby wheat fi elds.
 Over several years, managers hope to reduce the heard of 
about 700 elk to about 350.
 The Tri-City Herald reports ( http://is.gd/vxgCvb) the Fish 
and Wildlife Service is accepting public comment this month 
on the proposed elk hunt that would take place next fall.
 The hunt would be limited to 10 hunters a day and would 
be managed by the state Fish and Wildlife Department and 
the Yakama Nation.
 The Energy Department opposed an elk hunt in 2005 but 
is not opposing the current proposal because cleanup work 
has been completed in the area.

The Associated Press, December 2, 2011:

Black bear hunters can test 
identification skills online  

OLYMPIA — Black bear hunters can test their bear species 
identifi cation skills through a new interactive program 
on the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
(WDFW) website. 
 The program, available at http://wdfw.wa.gov/
hunting/bear_cougar/bear , includes information on how 
to correctly identify black bears and grizzly bears, and 
gives hunters a chance to test their identifi cation skills. 
 Grizzly bears are protected under state and federal 
endangered species laws. Whereas black bears are 
classifi ed as a game species. 
 “This test was developed to help black bear hunters 
be sure of their targets,” said Dana Base, a WDFW 
northeast district wildlife biologist. “We encourage 
hunters to test their knowledge about the two species 
before going afi eld.” 
 Hunting season for black bear opens Sept. 1 in several 
areas of the state, including the northeast district, where 
hunters sometimes encounter grizzly bears. That district 
spans Pend Oreille, Stevens and Ferry counties and 
includes game management units 101-121. 
 Up to 50 grizzlies are estimated to roam the Selkirk 
Mountains of northeast Washington, north Idaho and 
southeastern British Columbia. Less than a dozen are 
believed to roam the North Cascades of northcentral 
Washington and southcentral British Columbia.   

WDFW, August 30, 2011:

Upcoming WSB Events

GLENN ST. CHARLES AWARD
Did you or a WSB member that you know harvest 
an exceptional trophy animal while bowhunting 

in Washington state this year?

If so, you may be in the running for the WSB, Glenn 
St. Charles Award. Please contact our Big Game Record 
Chairman Greg McTee (425-485-1612) with the details. 

The award is presented every year at our banquet/auction.

March 15–18 
BIG HORN OUTDOOR 
ADVENTURE SHOW

Spokane Interstate Fairgrounds, Spokane

March 24 
27th ANNUAL WSB BANQUET 

& AUCTION 
Elks Club, Tacoma (see pg 11 and inserts)

April 1 
BOARD MEETING 

Sunset Café, Cle Elum, 10 a.m.

July 13–15 
RENDEZVOUS 

Cle Elum

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
 I agree wholeheartedly with the WSB position 
statement on lighted nocks — although I don’t think 
it puts enough emphasis on WHY they should be 
permitted.  As a long-time Senior Member of Pope & 
Young, I argued before the assembled body last April 
at our biennial convention that the lighted nock gives 
the archer no advantage in making a BETTER shot, only 
an increased chance of RECOVERING the animal.  As 
we all know, once a hunter has wounded an animal, he 
or she has an obligation to do everything possible to 
fi nd it.  The lighted nock certainly increases the odds 
in your favor, if the shot is taken at dawn or dusk.  I’ve 
never used one myself, but I applaud those who choose 
to use them.  In fact, at the P & Y 50th Anniversary 
Convention, I argued the restriction in the Club’s Fair 
Chase Affi davit should be removed, so that Rod Debias’s 
Boone & Crockett all-time #2 Grizzly Bear (taken with 
a lighted nock) could replace my own current World’s 
Record Grizzly Bear.  Debias’bear really deserves to 
be the archery World’s Record!  After all, with a skull 
scoring 27 and 3/16ths, it scores a full inch more than 
mine does.

Best regards,
Dennis Dunn
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 Fish and Wildlife Commission adopts plan 
to conserve and manage gray wolves

OLYMPIA — After four years of development and 
extensive public review, the Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Commission today unanimously adopted a plan that will 
guide state conservation and management of gray wolves 
in Washington state.   
 The citizen commission, which sets policy for the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), 
approved the Wolf Conservation and Management Plan at 
a public meeting in Olympia.   
 Key provisions of the plan establish recovery objectives 
for gray wolves in three regions in Washington, along 
with procedures for addressing predation on livestock 
and impacts on ungulates such as deer, elk and caribou.   
 Prior to the fi nal vote, the commission approved several 
changes to the draft plan, including one that modifi ed 
the distribution of breeding wolf pairs needed to remove 
wolves from the state’s endangered species list.   
 Once abundant in the Pacifi c Northwest, gray wolves 
are currently classifi ed by the state as endangered 
throughout Washington. They are also listed under federal 
law as endangered in the western two-thirds of the state.   
 WDFW began developing the wolf-management plan 
in 2007, anticipating that gray wolves would naturally 
migrate into the state from Idaho, Oregon, Montana, 
and British Columbia. Since then, fi ve wolf packs have 
been documented in the state - three in northeastern 
Washington and two in the Cascade Mountains.   
During the past four years, the plan developed by WDFW 
in conjunction with a 17-member citizen Wolf Working 
Group has been the focus of 23 public meetings, 65,000 
written comments and a blind scientifi c peer review.   
 “This plan establishes recovery goals for wolves, while 
also giving wildlife managers and individuals the tools 
they need to protect livestock and wildlife populations,” 
said Miranda Wecker, commission chair. “The goal is that 
wolves will no longer need special status in our state and 
can be managed as part of the overall ecosystem.”   
 Key elements of the plan approved by the commission 
include: 

Recovery goals: The plan establishes a recovery 
objective of 15 breeding pairs of wolves that are present 
in the state for at least three years. Before gray wolves 
can be removed from the state’s endangered species 
list, at least four of those breeding pairs must be 
verifi ed in Eastern Washington, four in the northern 
Cascades, four in the southern Cascades/Northwest 
coastal area and three others anywhere in the state. 
The commission also allows WDFW to initiate action to 
delist gray wolves if 18 breeding pairs are documented 
during a single year. 

Livestock protection: The plan provides a variety of 
management measures — from technical assistance for 
landowners to lethal removal — to control wolves that 
prey on livestock. The plan also establishes conditions 
for compensating ranchers who lose livestock to wolf 
predation. 

Wildlife protection: The plan allows WDFW to 
use lethal and non-lethal measures to manage wolf 
predation on at-risk deer, elk and caribou populations 
if wolf numbers reach or exceed the recovery objective 
within a region where predation occurs. The commission 
modifi ed the defi nition of “at-risk” populations to give 
WDFW more fl exibility in responding to the effect 
of wolf predation on those animals. WDFW is not 
allowed to import wolves from other states or seek to 
increase the wolf population to historic levels under 
the parameters set for the new wolf management plan 
by an associated environmental impact statement.   

 All aspects of the state’s plan will take immediate 
effect east of state highways 97, 17 and 395, where gray 
wolves were removed from federal protection last May. In 
the rest of the state, federal law will take precedence over 
the state plan until wolves are delisted under the federal 
Endangered Species Act in that area.  
 The draft Wolf Conservation and Management Plan 
is posted on WDFW’s website at http://wdfw.wa.gov/
conservation/gray_wolf/. The fi nal plan, incorporating 
amendments adopted by the commission, will be posted 
on the site by mid-January.   
 In a separate action, the commission approved proposals 
by WDFW to acquire land in Mason, Wahkiakum, Grant 
and Asotin counties to preserve critical habitat for fi sh 
and wildlife. The commission also approved a timber-
thinning project proposed by WDFW on the Scotch Creek 
and Sinlahekin wildlife areas.   
 In addition, WDFW staff briefed the commission on 
new sportfi shing rules proposed for the 2012-13 season, 
including changes that would declassify northern pike as 
a gamefi sh and move the opening day of the lowland lake 
fi shing season to the fourth Saturday in April.   
 WDFW is accepting public comments through Dec. 
30 on those sportfi shing proposals, which are posted at 
http://wdfw.wa.gov/fi shing/regulations/rule_proposals/ 
on the department’s website. The commission will hear 
public comments on those proposals at a meeting set for 
Jan. 6-7 in Olympia and is scheduled to vote on those 
proposals during a public meeting Feb. 3-4.   
 Additional information about the commission and 
upcoming meetings is available online at http://wdfw.
wa.gov/commission/.   

WDFW News Release, December 3, 2011:
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     This is a brief view of the Washington Wolf Plan, which was 
adopted in December 2011. This plan was adopted in spite of 
what has happened in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. 
 The Washington Wolf Plan states we must have 15 breeding 
pairs, not packs, spread throughout 3 regions for 3 consecutive 
years before the de-listing process can begin. It also states that if 
there are 18 breeding pairs at any time, if the proper distribution 
is met, then the de-listing process can begin. A breeding pair is 
defi ned as, 1 male and 1 female who have at least 2 pups from 
their litter survive thru the end of the calendar year in which 
they were born. The 3 regions are Eastern Washington, North 
Cascades, and South Cascades/ Northwest. The distribution is 4 
breeding pairs in each region, plus 3 anywhere in the state.
 Talk about numbers real fast. We will use the, on the low side, 
WDFW numbers. 15 breeding pairs = approx. 210 wolves. Say 
with a growth rate of approx. 25%. Now we have to have this 
for 3 years before the de-listing process can begin. It can take up 
to 12 to 18 months for this process, then we have the lawsuits, 
which will take 1-3 years as proven in other states. Depending 
on how you look at it, there could be anywhere from 500 to 
(insert number here) wolves that we know about. 500 wolves 
can consume 70% of the hunter harvest of ungulates, deer, elk, 
sheep, goats, and moose. The endangered Mountain Caribou can 
be included in this even though they are not hunted here. This 
does not even take into account the wolves that we do not know 
about, singles, pairs, small, unconfi rmed packs around the state.
 One huge part of this plan is that if we have 10 breeding pairs 
in one region, 6 in another, and say 3 in another, the distribution 

stipulation is still not met. Even though this equals 19 we still 
do not have at least 4 in all 3 regions. As you can see the region 
with 10 will be in a lot of trouble with the amount wildlife and 
livestock kills with this many wolves. Instead of regional de-
listing, which has been advised from the feds, Washington 
wants the certain regions to just tough it out until their criteria is 
met throughout the entire state.
 Now we will talk management, or lack there of. Once all of 
the criteria has been met, and the lawsuits have been settled, 
we can begin management. The only management tools that 
are listed are hunting and trapping. We have witnessed either 
in person, or through various types of media, that this will not 
be an effective management option by themselves. We cannot 
keep control of the predators we have here now, bears, cougars, 
and coyotes. How will we be able to control one of the toughest 
predators of them all, wolves. Idaho has had to result to aerial 
hunting in the Lolo Region in hopes of trying to get the wolves 
under control.
 I urge all of you to be more informed. We as hunters, 
sportsmen, and stewards of  the wildlife need to be proactive 
not reactive when it comes to our passion. Take a look at some 
websites I will list here, there will be links for you to e-mail your 
representatives and senators. There are links to the entire wolf 
plan and there are thousands of other people who can help you 
become more informed and involved.
 Please visit these websites for more info; 
www.hunting-washington.com | www.graywolfnews.com  
www.washingtonwolf.info  and wdfw.wa.gov

Wolves and the Wolf Plan Editorial by Michael Caillier

Update: Critical Public Lands Bill comes to life
WASHINGTON, D.C. — Under newly introduced bill HR 2834, 
hunting and fi shing opportunities will become a priority on more 
than 440 million acres of federal public lands. 
 The “Recreational Fishing and Hunting Heritage and 
Opportunities Act” was introduced at the U.S. Congress by Reps. 
Dan Benishek (R-MI) and Dan Boren (D-OK). Co-sponsors of the 
bill include Reps. Don Young (R-AK) and Mike Kelly (R-PA). The bill 
is also supported by other key members of the U.S. House Natural 
Resources Committee, members of the Congressional Sportsmen’s 
Caucus, and the Columbus, Ohio-based U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance. 
 This landmark measure recognizes that recreational anglers, 
hunters (including trapping) and shooters have been, and continue 
to be, the foremost supporters and funders of sound fi sh and 
wildlife management and conservation in the United States. 
The bill further highlights that hunting, fi shing and recreational 
shooting occurs on Federal public lands and waters without 
adverse impacts or effects on other uses or users.  
 Bill 2834’s wording follows the 1997 National Wildlife Refuge 
System Improvement Act, a bill that designated fi shing and hunting 
as priority public uses on refuge lands in the U.S. The Refuge Act 
has curtailed attempts by anti-hunting groups to stop hunting on 
some public lands where hunting has traditionally occurred.
 “The USSA has strongly encouraged such legislation for over 
a decade to spell out in law that fi shing and hunting on federal 
public lands must be protected from the rising animal rights 

lobby,” said Bill Horn, former Assistant Secretary of Interior and 
USSA’s director of federal affairs.  “This bill will provide needed 
protection for years to come.”
 If enacted, the Recreational Fishing and Hunting Heritage and 
Opportunities Act will specify that federal public land management 
offi cials shall exercise their authority under existing law, including 
provisions regarding land-use planning, to encourage the use of 
and access to federal public lands and waters for fi shing, hunting, 
and recreational shooting.  Going forward, all management plans 
would include provisions for those popular practices.
 The new bill will include lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service, including 
lands designated wilderness or administratively classifi ed as 
wilderness eligible or suitable, and primitive or semi-primitive 
areas. National parks, however, are excluded from the Act as are 
wildlife refuges governed by the 1997 Act.
 Joining USSA in championing HR 2834 are the American 
Sportfi shing Association, National Rifl e Association, Safari Club 
International, and the Congressional Sportsmen Foundation.
 Hunters, anglers, trappers, and shooters across America 
who use public lands should stay abreast of the developments 
of this bill and note its positive long-term impact on outdoor 
heritage recreation on public lands in the future. Contact the U.S. 
Sportsmen’s Alliance at 614-888-4868 for more details or visit 
www.ussportsmen.org.

U.S. Sportsmen Alliance, September 2, 2011:
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by Shawn McCully

Game Management Advisory Council (GMAC) Update
 The GMAC is a group of citizens representing 
conservation and hunting organizations, landowners, 
and biologists that provides oversight and guidance to the 
WDFW.  The purpose of the GMAC is to advise the WDFW 
on issues including hunter access, hunting allocation, 
funding options, research projects, and implementation of 
the WDFW’s Game Management Plan.  The Washington 
State Bowhunters have a representative on the GMAC and 
the last meeting was on December 18, 2011.
 The meeting covered a number of subjects relevant 
to our members.  WDFW Director, Phil Anderson, was 
present and indicated to the GMAC that they would have 
a greater infl uence on the topics and discussion that comes 
out of the GMAC meetings.  There is growing concern 
amongst some GMAC members that the guidance from 
the group do not make a strong enough impact on the 
decisions the WDFW ultimately make.  Mr. Anderson 
wanted the group to know that the work the GMAC does 
is important and that the WDFW will look more closely 
at the decisions made by this group when implementing 
changes in the future.
 Will Moore from the WDFW gave a presentation on 
the Colockum Elk Herd Road Management Plan.  The 
presentation gave an overview of Colockum elk herd 
management and objectives, how road management 
can affect those objectives, and the Department’s 
development of a model that would predict elk use based 
on road closures and management.  This could affect bow 
hunters in the future because the WDFW could use late 
seasons in specifi c areas to help ensure elk use parts of 
the wintering areas that cause the least amount of damage 
loss to private landowners in the area.  The master hunter 
program would also continue to be used to address these 
issues as well.
 The WDFW gave us an update of the wolf plan as 
adopted by the Fish and Wildlife Commission as well 
as the Federal status of wolves across the nation and 
specifi cally in Washington.  Specifi cally, the WDFW 
talked about funding options for wolf management.  For 
obvious reasons, the WDFW does not want to use money 
generated from license sales for wolf management.  The 
WDFW has made a legislative request to add wolves to a 
“big game” classifi cation.  The WDFW wants to classify 
wolves as big game animals so that when they are de-
listed, they can manage the populations with hunting 
and other methods.  Currently, wolves are listed as 
endangered species and can’t be hunted.
 Members of the GMAC expressed considerable 
discontent about the recently adopted wolf plan.  
Discussion ranged from the de-listing of wolves in 
the western 2/3rds of WA to the use of translocation 
to spread the wolves throughout WA.  Concerns were 
raised that the WDFW may not be able to react quick 

enough to population concerns for the state’s deer and elk 
populations due to wolf predation under the current plan.
 The most interesting part of the meeting was a 
presentation by Idaho’s current Wildlife Manager, 
Jon Rachael.  He gave a presentation on the history of 
wolf management in Idaho, the impacts of wolves on 
elk populations, and harvest management strategies 
being imposed by Idaho.  It was interesting to note 
the diffi culties Idaho was having in managing wolves 
effectively through hunting and other measures.  
Specifi cally, Idaho was having a diffi cult time meeting 
harvest goals in various parts of the state.  In most of 
these areas, the elk populations were below management 
levels and there was great concern about the recovery of 
elk populations in these areas.  Idaho has implemented 
liberal hunting and trapping seasons for wolves in their 
continued attempt to control and manage Idaho wolves. 
 The 2012-2014 season setting process is underway 
and developments were discussed regarding this.  Of 
interest to WSB members, the continuing issue of the 
elk east/west tag designation was brought up.  There 
has been a vocal minority that has expressed interest in 
doing away with the current east/west tag restriction.  
Concerns were raised that such a change would result in 
lower draw odds on the east side units and overcrowding 
in west side hunting units.  The GMAC voted and it was 
decided that the recommendation to the WDFW would 
be to keep things at the status quo.
 Also of interest to WSB members was the issue of 
lighted nocks.  The issue was raised and there were 
concerns about keeping the primitive nature of archery 
seasons intact.  Those that opposed lighted nocks, 
including WSAA and TBW, fear lighted nocks are a 
fi rst step in the legalization of electronics on archery 
equipment.  Also brought up was the issue on whether 
an animal could be entered into Pope and Young’s 
record book if shot with a lighted nock.  Currently, 
Pope and Young’s rules of fair chase prohibit the use of 
lighted nocks.  Ultimately, the issue was tabled until the 
next meeting with no change or recommendation from 
the GMAC.
 Other minor issues discussed were the reduction 
in archery antlerless tags for northeast WA whitetail 
deer.  Discussion included limiting opportunity for 
all user groups including youth, disabled, and senior 
seasons so that archery would not be the only group to 
lose opportunity in these units.  Other topics discussed 
briefl y were minor changes to crossbow rules, archery 
hunting during muzzleloader seasons, and changes to 
cougar/bear seasons.  The next meeting is scheduled 
for February 11, 2012 and I look forward to representing 
WSB at this meeting and reporting to our membership 
in the next newsletter.
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Candidates for WSB Directors

I live in Roy, Washington. I have lived in the state of Washington for 4 years. I lived in 
the state of Oregon  before coming to Washington. I am 51 years young.
 I am married and have two grown children. I have worked in the glass industry 
for 28 years. The fi rst 12 years I was a shop foreman specializing in auto glass & 
fl at glass sales & service , moved then the next 12 years I was a store manager that 
specialized in auto glass & fl at glass sales & service .The last 4 years I have worked as 
a commercial glazier.
 I have been  hunting for about 39 years and bow hunting for 36 years . If you count 
the time I started with my dad I have been involved for about 45 years. I love to hunt 
elk and deer, but also enjoy any kind of hunting. 

I live in Clarkston, WA. I’m 38 years old, grew up in Orofi no, Idaho, and have lived in 
Washington since 1997. My wife of 15 years and I have two daughters who look to be 
following in my footsteps a bit: my oldest daughter harvested her fi rst of hopefully a 
lifetime of deer last year with a bow. 
     Like many of you, I’ve been hunting since I was old enough to step over logs following 
my Dad through the woods. I started bowhunting the fi rst year I was able to get my 
license in Idaho at age 12. Deer and elk hunting are my main passions, and archery is my 
choice to hunt both. I generally hunt in both Idaho and Washington in order to get more 
days afi eld, and every couple of years I hunt a week with friends in Kansas. Until this 
year I’ve hunted with a compound, but I built my own longbow this year and have very 
much enjoyed the experience of hunting with it. I enjoy 3D archery competitions, and I 
try to get to as many across the Northwest as I can; plus, I try to get to a National level 
shoot now and then. I’ve recently been certifi ed as a Bowhunter Education Instructor in 
Washington and look forward to introducing many more into the sport I dearly love.

 In representing the Eastside on the board of directors, I want to let the WSB members know that I am eager to hear 
what you’d like to see the board work on.  There are many issues that affect our bowhunting across the state, but we need 
to hear specifi c issues that you are concerned about supported by facts. The combined voice of our membership 
carries much more weight than an individual opinion when dealing with state issues. 

Professionally, I am a CPA and Mortgage Banker in the process of transitioning from 
executive management roles into a pure outside sales role working with my spouse.  
I live in Issaquah, WA, am 42 years old, have been married for 21 years, and have an 
18-year old son who is fi nishing his senior year of high school this year.
     I was born & raised in Montana, where my father was a professional outfi tter, so I 
have always been passionate about big game hunting.  My favorite pastime in the world 
is archery hunting for elk, although I have harvested more deer than I could count as 
well, and also really enjoy hunting turkeys with my bow (I shoot a Mathews Solo-Cam 
Switchback, which is my favorite bow of all time).  I enjoy hunting ducks, upland birds, 
and fl y fi shing as well (also aspire to master steel head fi shing some day!)
     I am a member of the NRA, Ducks Unlimited, The Washington Waterfowl 
Association, and am a new member of the Wildlife Committee of Washington 
(Kenmore Shooting Range).

David Branham

Todd Johnson (Eastside)

Jason Oelrich (Westside)
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Dennis Dunn
Last week the Good Lord granted me an extraordinary blessing.

On September 9th, while hunting the Sixes Unit of Coos County, 
Oregon, for the always-elusive Roosevelt bull elk of my dreams, I was 
blessed with a 13-yard shot opportunity, and a heart/double-lung  pass-
through. The bull died 18 yards from where he was standing when 
I shot him with a wooden arrow shaft made by Suzanne St. Charles, 
daughter of Glenn.
 
With my good friend, Ron Hofsess, of Powers, OR, doing the calling, 
the fi rst day of hunting had drawn in two 5-point bulls, and each had 
passed me by at four yards — neither one aware of my motionless, 

camoufl aged presence in the shadows of the Old Growth forest.  Thank heavens I decided to hold out for something bigger!

On the seventh and fi nal day of the hunt, in the heat of the early afternoon, we set up on a steep, heavily-timbered slope, so 
as to anticipate the herd bull circling around behind Ron in an attempt to get his scent. Oblivious to my presence, the 6x6 bull 
appeared silently after 20 minutes of calling and tried to sneak in past my position at 13 
yards.  I was waiting for him at full draw. When he was exactly broadside, I vocalized 
the mew of a cow elk — which stopped him dead in his tracks.  Literally, “dead in his 
tracks”!   The arrow passed through his heart and both lungs, and he expired in just a 
few seconds.   We estimated his live weight at around 900 pounds.  The two back straps 
weighed 20 pounds apiece!  He IS truly the bull of my dreams, and one of the hardest-to-
come-by, most beautiful trophy animals of my entire hunting lifetime.

BAREBOW! presents the sort of campfi re 
tales hunters never tire of hearing or ever 
forget. Each is a demonstration of the power 
of perseverance, sacrifi ce, and sometimes bad 
luck or blind luck! How did Dennis Dunn am-
bush a world-record Grizzly Bear at 8 yards? 
Stay warm on a dogsled while hunting Polar 
Bear in Canada's far north? Miss a massive 8x7 
Roosevelt's Elk from only 16 yards? How does 
he measure his accomplishments? Or cope 
with the disappointments of his unsuccessful 
hunts? Readers will be riveted in the moment, 
as Dunn recounts 104 tales of his bowhunting 
adventures and misadventures.

“A bow, a string, an arrow — no trigger, no 
peep-sights, no pins— just fi ngers, guts and 
instinct. That’s hunting BAREBOW!” 

— Dennis Dunn 

For more information, go to

str8arrows.com
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Goose Prairie - Nile and Bumping Elk Allocation
To:  Jerry Nelson Ph.D.

  Deer and Elk Section Manager, Wildlife Program

From:  Ron Chase

RE:  Goose Prairie- Nile and Bumping Elk Allocation 

Dear Dr. Nelson,

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you at the 
public meeting in Federal Way and our discussion regard-
ing elk allocation and the rule changes affecting archers in 
the Goose Prairie Unit. As you requested I have enclosed 
my research of the issues surrounding the changes along 
with a list of questions. Thank you for your concern and 
attention to this issue and I look forward to continued 
dialogue as we move forward in the three year planning 
process. 

Requested Rule Change for the 2012-2014 Seasons: 
Re-establish the Goose Prairie Unit as a spike and ant-
lerless season for early archery and reinstate the 53 bull 
permits lost during the 2009 and 2010 adjustments of the 
three year management plan. 

Reason: The following information shows an inconsis-
tency in the allocation of elk hunting opportunity to each 
user group between 2008 – 2011 seasons in Goose Prairie: 
the Nile (352) and Bumping Units (356). The following 
information also highlights the affect to archers hunting 
opportunity following the total closure of early season 
antlerless 
elk hunting.  

BULLS – Adjustments were made to the three year man-
agement plan in 2010 that reduced the bull permits to each 
user group in the Goose Prairie Unit. The changes were 
far more impactful to archers than to fi rearm and muzzle-
loader hunters.

Archers lost 51% of bull permits, from 123 to 60 permits

Firearms lost 29% of bull permits, from 77 to 55 permits

Muzzleloaders lost 23% of bull permits, from 13 to 10 
permits. 

In 2011 the bull permit numbers were restored to the 2009 
levels for fi rearms and muzzleloader hunters yet they 
were left signifi cantly lower for archers. Archers were is-
sued 53 less permits, 43% below 2009 levels. 

Question #1 – Why have archers lost 53 bull permits 
while the permits allocated to fi rearm and muzzleloader 
hunters have been restored to 2009 levels? 

Bull Permit / Kill Ratios - When you compare the bulls 
that were killed in Goose Prairie to the permits issued to 
each user group in the 2008 – 2010 seasons, a vast differ-
ence emerges in the harvest success rate between the user 
groups.  

Considering the incredibly high success rate of fi rearm 
and muzzleloader hunters, it is diffi cult to understand 
why archers have been the focus of tag allocation cut 
backs to meet management goals.

Question #2 – With fi rearms and muzzleloader hunters 
having harvested 103 bulls compared to 28 by archers 
in 2008 - 2010, why have archers been the primary user 
group targeted for reduction of bull tags allocation and 
reduction of opportunity? 

ANTLERLESS – Adjustments were also made to the 
three year management plan in 2010 to the early season 
antlerless hunting in Goose Prairie that closed the unit to 
archers. 

2008-2010 Archers averaged less than 6% harvest success 
of the antlerless opportunity.  

2008-2010 Rifl e hunters averaged 28% harvest success of 
the antlerless opportunity.  

2008-2010 Muzzleloader hunters averaged 23% harvest 
success of the antlerless opportunity.   

Early season antlerless opportunity has been greatly re-
duced for all user groups since the last three year manage-
ment plan was implemented. Despite the incredibly low 
success of archers, early antlerless archery opportunity 
has been completely taken away.   

Question #3 – Why have archery hunters been complete-
ly stripped of the early season antlerless hunting oppor-
tunity in Goose Prairie while opportunity for other user 
groups has continued? 

Question #4: Do current elk populations indicate that 
the early archery season in Goose Prairie will be re-
stored to the 2009 levels as part of the new three year 
management plan?

2008–2010

Bull Permits

Bulls Killed

Kill Ratio

Archery

310

28

9%

Firearms

222

92

41%

Muzzleloaders

38

11

29%
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User Groups – The most accurate information of the 
numbers of hunters from each of the user groups hunting 
in Goose Prairie comes from the 2009 harvest report. The 
following information shows that archers and fi rearms 
hunters were nearly equal in the number of hunters utiliz-
ing Goose Prairie in 2009. The 2010 harvest report shows the 
dramatic effects that the rule changes had on archers that 
had previously utilized Goose Prairie.

Question #5: In 2009 archery and fi rearms hunters were 
equal users of Goose Prairie for elk hunting, so why 
have the rule changes primarily been directed at and af-
fected archer’s opportunities?

The information contained in this report was 
retrieved from the hunting regulations pam-
phlets 2008-2011 and the online harvest reports 
from 2008-2011. A complete copy of this report 
can be obtained from the WSB editor or email at 
chasecoach@yahoo.com.

This user information shows that the rule changes in 2010 
dramatically diminished the opportunity for archers in 
Goose Prairie, yet did not affect the fi rearms hunters.

Goose Prairie - Nile and Bumping Elk Allocation  (continued)

2009
Nile
Bumping
Total
2010
Nile
Bumping
Total

Archery
896
560
1356

Archery
566
151

717 (-639)

Firearms
700
640
1340

Firearms
758
715

1473 (+133)

Muzzleloaders
181
235
416

Muzzleloaders
126
192

318 (-98)

 People are always asking this question and the answer is — 
anything!
 Dinner for two at a fancy restaurant.  A picnic basket full of 
wine and cheeses.  A weekend getaway in a private cabin tucked 
away in the hills.  A rafting trip down a river.  A guided bass fi sh-
ing trip at one of your favorite fi shing holes.  How about a week-
end of hunting at your favorite duck blind? A pair of snow tires?  
A handmade quilt or shawl? And of course- Hunting equipment! 
Anything related to hunting or camping.  Bows, arrows, cam-
oufl age clothing, treestands, tents, snowshoes, canoes, Coleman 
stoves and lanterns or even a good black lab puppy!
 Talk to your local sporting goods or hardware store and see if 
they would consider a donation of some kind.  Are you or your 
wife a craftsperson?  How about sharing some of your special 
talents?  Ask your boss and see if they might consider some sort 
of donation to show support for WSB. 
 Donations come in all forms.  We need your help to make this 
one of the best banquets EVER!  Please do what you can to fi nd 
donations for the banquet.  All donors are recognized in the WSB 
newsletter and if the donor has a website, we will place a link on 
the WSB website of any donor businesses.   We want to do this to 
show support of our donors.  Bottom line- all types of donations 
equate into helping WSB continue our efforts to support bow-
hunting in Washington.
 Regardless of whether or not you can manage a donation, 
come to the banquet!  Bring your wife or girlfriend.  There are do-
nations to appeal to both men and women.  Bring along some of 
your hunting buddies.  Maybe one of you can win a new bow.  We 
need your help to support WSB and our efforts to protect bow-
hunting in Washington.  See you at the banquet!

What makes a good banquet donation?

Saturday, March 24, 2012
Elks Club, Tacoma

6:00 p.m.

Contact: Pat Newsome
gpatnew@hotmail.com

Annual

WSB Banquet

 

Auction
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Peruvian Herders Changing 
the Dynamics of Wolf Conflicts

MCCALL, Idaho – The Spanish word for wolf is “lobo.” 
That’s a useful word to know for our next story. Many of 
the people who deal most closely with wolves are migrant 
workers from Peru and other Latin American countries. 
They’re sheep herders. And they’re changing the dynamics 
of wolf confl icts in the Northwest.
 We’re at nearly 6,000 feet in the mountains above McCall, 
Idaho. But the sheep -– they look like the sea. The band of 
2,000 greyish animals fl ows and swells through the forest 
and the mud.
 A herder named Nequar Pocomucha Huaroc gives a nod 
to the sky. There’s been a lot of rain lately, he says, even 
snow last night. Nequar has learned through experience 
that the damp weather tends to bring out the wolves.
Back at camp, Ruben Camayo Santiago prepares dinner. 
Like everything else here, the woodstove can fold up and 
be packed onto a horse each morning -– Ruben says they’re 
always:
 “Caminas caminas caminas.”
 Walking, walking, walking.
 He pulls out his wallet. It holds: an Idaho ID, a Peruvian 
ID, and an international calling card. Ruben fl ips to the 
pictures of his children -– moments captured while he was 
in the US.
 “Sometimes, seeing these photos of my kids, it’s kind of 
sad,” Ruben says. “They’re still so young.”
 Since the 1950s, foreign herders have come to the West on 
three-year visas through a Department of Labor program. 
According to a typical job listing, herders are “on call for up 
to 24 hours per day, seven days per week, in all weather.”
It’s a 21st century description for an age-old profession.
 “I mean if you go back to biblical times, you think about 
the shepherd standing out with the sheep at night,” says 
Margaret Soulen Hinson, of the Soulen Livestock Company.
Lately, ranchers like her have a new problem. Or an old 
one, depending on how you look at it. In 1995 the federal 
government re-introduced wolves to Idaho. A few years 
later, the Soulens lost their fi rst sheep to wolves.
 They tried fencing, radio-activated alarms, noisy cracker 
shot fi red from rifl es. But then the Soulens hit on a low-tech 
solution. That worked.
 “A bunch of us went out and we slept with the sheep 
every night. And by us being there, the wolves didn’t come 
back in,” Soulen Hinson says. “Humans are a big deterrent. 
So, if you can be there all the time...”
 And she really means all the time. Herders are now 
constantly with the sheep, or within earshot. Suddenly, 
a lifestyle that hadn’t changed much for decades shifted. 
Wolves mean more moving, says Ruben. And more sleepless 
nights.
 “Before the year 2000, it was more relaxed. All you had 
to do was leave the sheep out in the fi eld, and there weren’t 
any problems,” he explains. “Well, now you have to sleep 

close to the sheep, always waking up in the night, always 
worrying.”
 That’s led Ruben and the other sheep herders to come 
up with a nickname for the wolves: “las terroristas” -– the 
terrorists.
 “The wolves are not good. They can kill 40, 50, 60 sheep, 
but not eat them, just kill, kill, kill. When you have sheep 
die, it’s very sad. And after a wolf has killed, he runs far 
away and howls. Like he wants to say, ‘Ruben! I’ve now 
killed 40 sheep! Gracias!’ I prefer the bears. The bears say, 
‘I’ll just eat one, thanks.’”
 But Ruben hasn’t seen a night that bad in a while.
 As the herders settle in for the night, they can sleep well 
knowing that Idaho ranches lost just 90 sheep to wolves 
this past season, according to the USDA. That’s less than a 
third of the losses two years ago.
 Todd Grimm is with the USDA’s Wildlife Services 
Division.
 “I would say absolutely they’re working,” he says. “It’s 
not 100 percent effective, but it’s getting better.”
Yet the changes are also having the effect of making an 
already hard job even harder.
 The pay for a herder in most states is around $750 a 
month. Oregon and California have pushed it to more than 
$1,000. But Colorado Mesa University professor Thomas 
Acker says widespread reform is needed in the work 
program.
 Thomas Acker: “They are expected to care for horses, 
care for the sheep, apply medicine, splint broken legs, be 
handy with a rifl e, they need to be good outdoorsmen and 
be able to orient themselves well in diffi cult if not impossible 
terrain ... and this is all listed as ‘unskilled labor,’” Acker 
says.
 Lawsuits over working conditions for the herders are 
popping up against some ranchers – including one in 
Yakima, Wash. And positions are getting harder to fi ll, 
especially as Peru’s economy picks up.
 The next morning, I crawl out of my own tent. The little 
chimney in Ruben and Nequar’s tent is already pluming 
smoke.
 Over breakfast, I ask Ruben how everything went 
during the night with “los lobos,” the wolves. The dogs and 
the sheep were making a lot of noise.
 “No, no that’s normal,” Ruben says. “Nothing happened 
with the wolves, or the bears. Everything is fi ne.”
 Then it’s time to pack up and hit the trail to their next 
campsite.
 As they go, Ruben whistles to the herd dogs. Everything 
has been packed and is bulging off the horses and mules 
-– everything, except for a small stack of fi rewood. They’ll 
use it when they’re back next year.

Copyright 2011 Northwest News Network

KUOW transcript by Jessica Robinson, October 24, 2011:
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Minority Group Comments on WDFW Draft Wolf Plan
These comments are presented on behalf of the Minority Group.  
By defi nition the DRAFT Wolf Plan is supposed to be a Draft 
Conservation and Management Plan for Washington.  It is 
written like a recovery document for an ESA species such as the 
Desert Tortoise not an apex predator like the Wolf.  As most recov-
ery plans do not consider long term management objectives this 
document does not either.  However when dealing with an apex 
predator like the wolf it is essential to have the support of impacted 
stakeholders and the only way to achieve this is by discussing long 
term management plans.  The WDFW could have attempted in 
the Wolf Working Group process to address concerns and effects 
of the Plan by both sides if they would have allowed a discussion 
on management objectives instead of focusing on the number of 
Breeding Pairs (BP’s) to delist.  In order for the Wolf Working 
Group, WDFW Commission and the public to fully understand 
the effects of this plan long term they must consider the following: 

Sec. #1:  Projection of Wolf numbers based upon the 
DRAFT Plan.
 

A.  The Wolf Plan on page 62 line 10 states that 15 BPs
= “210 total wolves or 14 wolves per BP or an average of 30 
packs”.  

B.  Using data from the NRM on page 71 of the wolf plan
it only took “ID 7 years to go from 14 to 251 wolves and 
WY 9 years to go from 21 to 234 wolves”.  Therefore 
Washington with approximately 30 wolves today 
should be at 210 wolves in 8 years. 

C.  With 15 BPs, (210 individual wolves), This is an 
example of what the wolf population could look like 
in 11 years (210*1.24*1.24*1.24 = 400 wolves)(Federal 
Register/Vol. 74, No. 62/ Thursday, April 2, 2009/Rules 
& Regulations page 15166 average population growth of 
wolves in the NRM (24%/yr) per Federal Register).   

D.  Then the state will need to conduct the SEPA/NEPA
process for de-listing which would take a year or 
more and thus another 24% growth resulting in 496 
wolves according to page 62 of the wolf plan this 
would mean there were as many as 71 different packs 
this is what the wolf population could look like in 12 
years.  

E.  This is what would happen if the delisting process
was held up for 2 years with litigation 496*1.24=620 
wolves 620*1.24=775 wolves. This is what Washing-
ton could look like in 14 years. 

One solution, eliminate the 3 year waiting period, 
go with immediate de-listing at the target number 
(this process will take a year) with ability to re-list 
if population falls below the de-listing target.  The 
elimination of the 3 year waiting period would only 
take a WAC change from the Commission.  There is no 
Federal requirement for a 3 year waiting period with 
15 Breeding Pairs.  Immediate de-listing would result 
in a population of 262 wolves instead of 496 when 
delisted without a lawsuit. 

Sec. #2: In order to understand the impacts of Wolf 
populations on Ungulates in Washington State you 
must consider the following: 

A.  Page 94 line 33, “In some areas and situations, wolves  
  select adult bull elk disproportionately”. 

In Game Management Units (GMUs) within the 
Clockum and Blue Mountain Herds, hunters have 
gone to spike only seasons to preserve the large 
bull elk for breeding and to maintain the bull to 
cow ratios.  There is a very limited draw for tags, 
raffl e tags and Governor’s tags for branch antler 
bulls that generates the WDFW $200,000+ per 
year.  In these GMUs most of the mature bull elk 
winter by themselves or in groups at fairly high 
altitudes and in deep snow not with the cows and 
young bulls in the lowlands.  These bulls will be 
the fi rst animals taken by the wolf in winter and 
will dramatically affect the management goals as 
to bull to cow ratios plus revenue.    

B.  See page 113 lines 10-18 of Wolf Plan – projected
number of deer and elk killed annually by wolf 
populations.  The chart from page 113 for “300 wolves 
used a low 2,550 elk, average 3,165 elk and high 3,780 elk 
for annual kill rates by wolves”.  We utilized the average 
or 10.55 elk killed/ year/wolf as per the WDFW Draft 
Wolf Plan.  The available NRM science shows fi gures 
of 11-30 elk killed/year/wolf plus deer kill.  Using 
the average from above of 10.55 elk/killed/wolf/year 
(or the lowest number possible) should eliminate the 
arguments that this number is cumulative.  The same 
logic has been applied to deer kill. 

C.  Current Hunter Harvest including Olympic 
Peninsula (Elk) 7,390 (pg 180 ln 16-36)  

D.  Current Hunter Harvest including Olympic 
Peninsula (Deer) 40,375 (pg 180 ln 16-36) 

D. Deer kill by 300 wolves 5,250/yr. ave  

E.  If the delisting process is held up for 2 years with
litigation 496*1.24=620 wolves 620*1.24=775 wolves 
(see Sec 1 sub E of this document).   

F.  In 2002 the NRM reached its de-listing target number. 
It took 9 years of litigation and an Act of Congress to 
de-list.  

G.  

 

# of wolves

# elk killed 
by wolves

% Hunter 
Harvest

# deer killed 
by wolves

210

2215

30%

3675

9%

300

3165

43%

5250

13%

400

4220

51%

7000

17%

500

5275

71%

8750

22%

600

6330

86%

10550

26%

775

8176

110%

14000

35%

7390

40375

Hunter
Harvest
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Sec. #3:  “At Risk ungulate populations” see preferred 
alternative.  “If the WDFW determines that Wolf predation is a 
limiting factor for “at risk ungulate populations” and the popula-
tion within that recovery region is healthy it could consider mov-
ing of wolves, lethal control or other control techniques in localized 
areas.  The defi nition of a healthy wolf population is one that 
exceeds recovery objectives and that management objectives would 
not push the population below those objectives and put it at risk”. 
  

A.  Sportsman and the WDFW have invested a large
amount of dollars into the introduction and recovery 
of various at risk ungulate species 

B.  There is a considerable amount of revenue generated
into the WDFW to support “at risk species” on an an-
nual basis.  

Wolves depredating on “at risk species” should be re-
moved or killed regardless of listing status.  If this action 
results in a reduction in BP’s it is still much cheaper to re-
locate a breeding pair within that recovery region but not 
back into the at risk ungulate habitat, rather than sustain-
ing losses to the ungulates. 

Sec. #4:  In the Preferred Alternative under Ungulate 
Management “the WDFW is going to manage for healthy 
ungulate populations through habitat improvement, harvest 
management and reduction of illegal hunting consistent with game 
management plans.  Harvest objectives may need to be adjusted if 
overall predation levels increase.  Harvest level need to be compat-
ible with long-term sustainable populations of predators and prey”. 
 
With the plan lacking a targeted maximum population on 
wolf numbers the WDFW is sending a clear message that 
they intend to adjust hunter harvest levels to provide for 
wolf consumption fi rst and hunters second.  We believe 
that if WDFW intends to have a sustainable wolf plan 
then they must conduct a Population Viability Analysis 
on prey species by Game Management Areas and include 
hunter harvest and wolf harvest. 
   
Sec. #5:  The plan adds a statement in chapter 12 task 5.4 
“that the ecological roles of predators and prey should be inte-
grated into game management plans for ungulate and carnivore 
species”.  Does this mean the WDFW intends to manage 
ungulates and carnivores with Sigmoid Curves?  If the 
WDFW intends to manage on the ecological roles and 
not manage on Sigmoid Curves there must be a targeted 
maximum population of predators in the WDFW Game 
Management Plans.  Does the WDFW intend to include 
or exclude hunter harvest, if so at what level?   

Sec. #6:  Wolf Control – See page 71.  The bottom line is 
that USFWS/USDA “killed 1,517 problem wolves themselves in 
order to recover 1,614 wolves in the ID, MT, WY (NRM)”.  This 
recovery was 3.5 times the updated listing of 450 wolves 
for these three states.  This did not include wolves killed 
illegally or on highways etc.
 

A.  Currently the Wolf Plan does not convey a will to kill
problem wolves at a rate of 10-25% annually.  (see page 
71 wolf plan).   

B.  The WDFW stated to the Wolf Working Group
throughout the 3+ years the Group met that the 
WDFW would use lethal take to address livestock 
depredations by wolves.  

However, the WDFW Draft Wolf Plan established 
additional criteria that will be very diffi cult to meet.  
“They suggested that lethal control be limited to solitary 
individuals or territorial pairs whenever possible, and that 
removals from reproductive packs should not occur until 
pups are more than six months old, the packs contain six or 
more members (including three or more adults or yearlings), 
neighboring packs exist nearby, and the population totals 
75 or more wolves. Consideration should also be given 
to minimizing lethal control around or between any core 
recovery areas that are identifi ed, especially during the 
denning and pup rearing periods (April to September) (E. 
Bangs, pers. comm.)(page 136 lines 32-39)”. 

C.  The WDFW Commission has not begun discussions
around authorization of lethal take on wolves in 
Washington and as a result this is not a tool that is 
available in the foreseeable future.  The Wolf Plan 
states “that in establishing the limitations and conditions 
related to wolves, the Commission “shall take into con-
sideration the recommendations of the Washington state 
wolf conservation and management plan.””(page 86 lines 
40-42). The Director has the authority to adopt emer-
gency Rules.  Has the Director made the decision to 
authorize lethal take of wolves that have depredated 
upon livestock or at risk ungulate species or will the 
Commission decide?   

D.  Ensuring that Animal Welfare is protected has
always been a top priority amongst livestock produc-
ers and pet owners.  Livestock producers and pet 
owners are very concerned that the establishment 
of wolves in their area will negatively impact their 
livestock/pet welfare.  As livestock producers and 
pet owners it is very diffi cult to see animals that have 
been attacked by wolves and have suffered horrifi c 
injuries.  Our traditional belief is that it is our duty 
and obligation as stewards to our livestock and pets 
to prevent such attacks from occurring in the fi rst 
place instead of simply relying upon “compensation” 
for wolf related losses.  It is unconscionable to us to 
simply stand by and allow such trauma to be infl icted 
upon defenseless livestock and pets.    

Problem wolves should be killed not “moved or trans-
located”.   All problem wolves need to be killed in order 
to prevent against social intolerance of wolves.  This 
plan will never be successful without Management 
+Control=Social Tolerance 

Minority Group Comments on WDFW Draft Wolf Plan (continued)
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Sec. #7: Habitat   

A.  Washington’s Population of 6,724,540 people and a
population density of 100.5 people/sq mi.  This is 6 
to 18 times the human population density of the 3 
principle states in the NRM area, MT, ID, and WY.  
(WA, WY, ID, and MT state web sites). According 
to the Federal Register, Feb.8, 2007, Vol.72, “number 
26 Washington State has only 297 square miles of 
suitable wolf habitat in the eastern third of the state” 
(p.6117 Federal Register).  This same report indicates 
that if the 3 major states (ID, MT, and WY) “can sup-
port 10 BP’s for 3 years that the species can be consid-
ered to be fully recovered and can be considered for 
delisting” (p.6107 Federal Register). That criteria was 
met in 2002 (p.6111 Federal Register). 

B.  The Carroll model determined that 28% of the NRM
DPS could be ranked as suitable wolf habitat (p.6117, 
Federal Register). On the same page they also stated 
“We believe that the Carroll ( et al. 2006 pg 31-34) 
model tended to be more liberal in identifying suit-
able wolf habitat than either the Oakleaf ( et al 2006 
pp 558-560) model or our fi eld observations indicate 
is realistic, but Carroll’s model provided a valuable 
relative measure across the western United States 
upon which comparisons could be made.” 

C.  The Oakleaf model indicates that 65,725 sq. mi. (p6117,
Federal Register) or 19.8% of the states of WY, MT, 
and ID is suitable habitat.   We also believe that the 
habitat modeling done by the WDFW, that fi nds a 
larger percentage of WA, the smallest, in land area, of 
the western states with more than twice the popula-
tion of the states of MT, WY, and ID to be fl awed at 
best or intentional at worst. 

D.  On page 52 of Alterative 2 of the Draft Wolf 
Conservation and Management Plan for Washington, 
the WDFW using the Carroll model shows a high of 
41,500 sq. mi. or 61% of the state, to a low of 16,900 sq. 
mi. or 23% of the state as suitable habitat. The USFWS 
as previously mentioned using the same Carroll mod-
el could only fi nd 297 sq. mi. of suitable habitat in the 
eastern third of the state. This report didn’t cover the 
western two thirds. 

E. Furthermore, WDFW on the same page using the
Oakleaf model compiled by Dr. Maletzke found that 
the state had 26,700 sq. mi. of suitable wolf habitat 
or 40% of the state. This compares with 19.8% that 
Oakleaf found to be suitable habitat in WY, MT, and 
ID. This discrepancy could be due to the fact that 
Dr. Maletzke (pg. 49) only used “four parameters (i.e. 
prey density, forest cover, human density, and presence of 
sheep allotments) to determine suitable habitat”. Oakleaf 
( pg.6117, Federal Register)  “used roads accessible to 
two-wheeled and four-wheeled vehicles, topography ( slope 

and elevation), land ownership, relative  ungulate density ( 
based on state harvest statistics), cattle ( Bos sp) and sheep 
density, vegetation characteristics (eco region and land 
cover), and human density…”. 

F.  Also WDFW used Larsen and Ripple to determine
suitable habitat. We honestly don’t know where the 
Department found these folks. A Google search indi-
cated that their area of expertise was populations of 
Aspens in the Yellowstone area and to a lesser degree 
the indirect effect of wolves on the growth pattern of 
these trees. 

We don’t want to think that the discrepancies between 
the modeling work done by the WDFW and USFWS are 
due to the WDFW’s desire to justify a larger population 
of wolves than the state can support, but it appears this 
may be the case especially in view of the fact that the 
latest version of the WDFW Wolf Plan reads more as a 
justifi cation for the recovery of wolves than a conserva-
tion and management plan. 
 
Sec. #8: Prey availability 

A.  Page 99 lines 44-46, “Elk are a highly valued resource
in Washington.  Ten major herds are recognized in the state 
(Figure 13) and range in size from estimates of 900 to over 
13,000 animals (Table 11).  These total over 57,000 animals 
statewide, of which about 59% occur west of the Cascade 
crest”. 

B.  Page 101 line 5, “The total state population of elk
is 57,865; The Northwest Coast has an elk population of 
16,220” leaving a population of 41,645 in the Eastern 
Region, Northern Cascades and Southern Cascades. 

    
C.  The elk population in the Eastern Region, Northern

Cascades and Southern Cascades (wolf zones 1,2&3) 
is 41,645 elk, Idaho’s elk population is 100,000, Mon-
tana’s elk population is 117,880 and Wyoming’s elk 
population is 120,000 

It is inconceivable considering the vast differences in 
habitat, prey availability and human population between 
Washington and the NRM that we (Washington State) 
should have 15 BP’s + 3 years to de-list when the NRM 
was required to only have 10 BP’s per state plus 3 years to 
de-list but arbitrarily agreed to 15 BP’s with no waiting 
period per state to de-list.   

The USFWS has found that the 3 major states in the NRM 
can maintain a viable population of Wolves with 10 BP.  
Common sense would dictate that Washington would 
be able to do the same.  The states within the NRM have 
proven that they can maintain a healthy population over 
a 3 year period, there is no reason that we couldn’t do the 
same.  Therefore, we insist that the WDFW eliminate the 
3 year waiting period. Also, if Wolves were delisted at 10 
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BP to a Big Game status the WDFW could begin to derive 
income off of the species by offering limited Hunting.  
We would agree with 10 BPs as long as there was a tar-
geted maximum population not to exceed 200 wolves and 
the major items within this document are addressed. 

Sec. #9: Private Lands vs. Winter Habitat 
 

A.  Page 100 line 5, “Many herds display distinct 
seasonal movements, which also infl uence distribution.  
Animals generally occupy higher elevations in the sum-
mer and lower elevations in the winter (usually November 
to April)”.  Page 101 line 5, this is typical of the Blue 
Mountain, Clockum and Yakima Herds which equal 21,300 
elk and the majority winter on or within 10 miles 
of private ground.  Winter wolf activities will be 
detrimental to the long term sustainability of these 
populations.   

B.  These three herds already pose great management
challenges to the WDFW as they attempt to prevent 
elk depredation on private ground.  These efforts will 
be challenged with the presence of wolves.  Page 145, 
5.3.1 of the Wolf Plan; “these situations will be evalu-
ated on a case-specifi c basis to determine if management 
responses are needed and, if so, what the responses should 
be.  In some cases, it may be desirable to develop a response 
plan in advance to address an anticipated confl ict”.  

Given that 50% of the elk available to wolves statewide 
are in these three herds and the economic value of the elk 
resource, it is unacceptable that the WDFW take a wait 
and see approach on ungulate/wolf confl ict.  This prob-
lem could be the most expensive line item in the plan and 
needs to be addressed in the Costs and Funding section 
of the Plan.  Where the prey resides so do the predators.
 
Sec. #10: Zonal Management  

A.  We strongly recommend that the WDFW allow for
zonal management to down-list and de-list.  Due 
to habitat and prey availability the Eastern region 
should have fewer BP’s as a requirement for down-
listing and de-listing than the other recovery regions.       

B.  We recommend translocation.  Our preferred location
for translocation of wolves is the Northwest Coast.  
This region contains a large amount of habitat and 
prey.  The excuse of translocation not being politically 
acceptable by effected people in this region is unac-
ceptable.  The absence of translocation and wolves 
to the Northwest Coast is discrimination against 
the effected people in the other three existing wolf 
recovery zones.     

C.  We strongly believe that wolves that den outside of
the Washington State recovery area but utilize a 
percentage of WA habitat and prey should be counted 
towards WA State’s fi nal de-listing target proportion-
ally (such as wolves denning in the pan handle of ID 
or Southern BC but ranging throughout Pend Oreille 
-Stevens Counties utilizing both prey and habitat). 

Sec. #11: Costs, Revenues & Budgets related to Manage-
ment and Control  

A.  The WDFW has been operating on the assumption
that currently there are only 25-30 wolves in Wash-
ington; as a result, the WDFW assumes they can 
monitor wolf distribution and abundance through 
existing resources.  This assumption is unacceptable 
considering the fact that this plan calls for 210 wolves 
at the beginning of the delisting process and very 
well could grow to 496 at the time of de-listing.   

B.  The WDFW has not even attempted to calculate the
expense and liability that this Wolf Plan will bring 
upon the WDFW and State just for management and 
control.  According to Sec. 1 sub B of this document, 
it took an average of 8 years to get to an average 243 
wolves in ID-WY. 

Control (Investigation & Removal) 

C.  The Wolf Plan includes a 6 year budget that averages
  $55,000/yr to control wolf/ livestock confl icts.   

• The USDA/APHIS 2009 ID report shows a total
spent of $517,000/yr or $4,850 per wolf killed.  Ex-
cluding payments for depredation paid to livestock 
producers.  Even with this control 40% of the packs 
were still depredating on livestock 23% of the packs 
were classifi ed as chronic depredating packs, 65% 
of the claims were on private lands. 

• Congress has not allocated any funding to 
conduct investigation and removal of problem 
wolves in Washington State (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Program 
Update 2010).  As a result this burden will lie solely 
on the WDFW and the State.   

Management  

• According to page 161 of the plan, “WDFW intends
to allocate $192,000/yr for management, monitoring of 
BPs, wolf distribution and abundance”.  This is not an 
adequate level of funding for six years (see Sec #1 
of this document and the red line text in this 
section.).     

• Please check with Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife as to their costs to monitor and manage 
the three packs in Northeast OR.  

• According to (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Program Update 
2010) in FY10, USFWS R-1 and R-6 provided the 
states of WA and OR with about $10,000 each to 
assist them with their wolf monitoring and man-
agement efforts. 

• All of the above leads to distrust of the WDFW’s
ability to be transparent with their accountability 
in monitoring BP’s, abundance and distribution.  

Minority Group Comments on WDFW Draft Wolf Plan (continued)
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D.  In the budget conversations on page 160-161it appears
that 7% of the existing budget for wildlife biologist 
is being used in this Wolf Plan, how many dollars of 
Pitman/Robison funds does this represent?   

In the NRM, Wolf recovery has been almost entirely 
funded by federal appropriations and some private 
donations. In FY10 about $4,565,000 in federal taxpayer 
funding was spent on wolf recovery and management in 
the NRM. Wolf recovery and management in the NRM 
from 1974, when wolves became listed, through 2010 cost 
approximately $40,296,000 in federal funding (rounded to 
nearest $1,000, with no adjustments for infl ation and not 
including USDA Wildlife Services (WS) costs for inves-
tigating reports of suspected wolf damage and problem 
wolf control beyond the $100,000/year provided by the 
USFWS to WS from 1992-2004).  Incidentally, in 1996 “The 
cost of wolf recovery in the U.S. northern Rockies was 
projected to be $12 million over a 30 year period” (p. 299, 
Wolves Behavior, Ecology, and Conservation by Mech and 
Boitani). The USFWS has already exceeded that estimate 
by 3.3 times and we are only half way through the 30 year 
period. Also on that same page “cost was the main reason 
people gave for opposition”.  Wolf management in the 
NRM in FY11 will cost federal taxpayers an estimated 
$4,765,000. These annual cost estimates do not include 
the substantial resources provided from the Department 
of the Interior Solicitors Offi ce nor the Department of 
Justice for legal assistance and defense during litigation 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Northern Rocky Moun-
tain Recovery Program Update 2010).  After de-listing 
the never ending cost to Washington State could be 
$4,765,000/3=$1,588,333(management)+ $517,000(control) = 
$2,105,333 +compensation + legal fees to defend the Plan.   
 
Sec. #12: Compensation for depredation 
 

A. “In 2009 Defenders of Wildlife and the State of
Montana paid livestock producers $144,996 for 370 live-
stock killed by wolves” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Program Up-
date 2010).  We used Montana as an example because 
it is most similar to Washington due to habitat.  Mon-
tana had a wolf population of 524 wolves at this time.  
Since de-listing Defenders of Wildlife have ceased 
their livestock compensation program.  We insist that 
the WDFW ensure that there is a permanent fund-
ing source for livestock depredations.  For the reason 
above we do not want Non-Government Organiza-
tions funding the compensation program.  We are 
also concerned that if this is allowed there may be 
additional criteria created that livestock producers 
cannot meet to be eligible for payment for wolf kills.   

B. In FY10 a new federal grant program for states and
tribes with resident wolf packs was funded. That pro-
gram is administered by the USFWS, with assistance 
from USDA WS, to enact the 2009 Wolf Loss Dem-
onstration Project Bill, Public Law 111-11. That law 
provides up to $1,000,000/yr for 5 years (FY10-FY14) 

to states and tribes in the lower 48 states that have 
resident wolf packs and documented livestock dam-
age caused by wolves. The funding was allocated as 
follows: MT, ID, and WY $140,000 each and WA and 
OR $15,000 each (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Northern 
Rocky Mountain Recovery Program Update 2010). 

C. As described above the USFWS has allocated a 
one-time grant $15,000 (less the 18-20% state adminis-
trative fees) for depredation compensation to Wash-
ington State.  The Wolf Working Group was told that 
a portion of this funding has already been used to 
purchase collars and fl adry (these expenses should 
have been paid out of the management section of the 
budget).  The Wolf Working Group was told that there 
was $15,000 available for livestock compensation.  The 
inaccuracy of this statement does not build fi duciary 
trust amongst livestock producers.  The Wolf Plan 
budget only allocates $2,000/yr for payments of 
livestock losses.  Currently the average value of a 600 
lb. calf is $700 and a bred cow is worth $1400 the Wolf 
Plan only allocates enough funding for 2.8 calves/yr 
or 1.4 cows/yr.  

This Wolf Compensation Program is a slap in the face to 
livestock producers.  The livestock producers in the Wolf 
Working Group have said since the beginning “no long 
term funding for compensation, no support of any plan”. 
  
Sec. #13: Legislative Funding  

A.  The WDFW continues to tell stakeholders to be
patient and understand that they fi rst must adopt a 
plan before they (WDFW) can secure a solid funding 
source.  We believe that this approach is unacceptable 
and is unlikely to be funded in the current economic 
environment.  We are concerned that the Legislature 
will not prioritize wolf compensation ahead of K-12 
education and healthcare.  As a result we believe 
this plan makes some rather large assumptions that 
are not realistic.  Such as the likelihood of receiving 
$381,000 (this is the 6 year average cost of the WDFW 
Wolf Plan page 161) to implement a Wolf Plan or the 
escalating costs that are found in Sec.#11 of this docu-
ment.   

B.  The net result of this proposed budget in the Wolf
Plan will be that all other wildlife species must suffer 
reduced management due to economics contained in 
the Wolf Plan. 

C.  Sub G Sec 2 of this document; with 775 wolves the
kill would be 8175 or 110% of Hunter Harvest this 
would represent a possible worst case scenario that 
would require the closure of elk season to achieve un-
gulate management goals, and displays the lost rev-
enue to the state that elk hunters represent annually.  
• “100,000 elk tags are sold annually” @ $45.20 each =

$4.5 Million in revenue to the WDFW (page 181 
line 4).  There will also be additional revenue lost 
because many of these people will not purchase a 
hunting license.   
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• “The average amount spent by each elk hunter annually
equals $1,598” or $159,800,000 (page 186 line 4 Wolf 
Plan) 

• $159,800,000 in sales equals approximately
$11,000,000 in sales tax revenue to the state 
because not all items purchased are subject to 
sales tax. 

• The above bullets equal lost revenue to the State 
of $15,500,000 plus reduced Pittman/Robison 
funding. 

How is the WDFW going to fund this experiment now 
and into the future? 

Sec. #14: Costs associated with Wolf Depredation to 
Livestock Producers 

A.  Revise Section B of Chapter 14 of the Wolf Plan as
follows; strike everything starting on page 164 line 38 
through the end of page 172.  Then strike everything 
on page 173 lines 26 through page 177 line 10.  Then 
strike everything on page 178 line 28 through page 
179 line 32.  These economic impacts are already 
included in every livestock producer’s business plan 
and have no bearing on the additive costs of wolf 
depredation; this chapter represents unnecessary 
spin and fl uff on the part of the WDFW to sell wolf 
recovery to livestock producers.  The net result of this 
effort has further polarized livestock producers and 
not garnered their support.  

B.  Wolf depredations and wolf caused losses; body
conditioning, range utilization, reproductive effi cien-
cy, animal handling and reduced performance will 
all come out of the net profi ts of livestock producers.   

C.  The Summary beginning on page 190 line 33 contains
more fl uff and spin from the WDFW.  The best sci-
ence available from the NRM, displays the outcomes 
that can be expected in a prey rich environment early 
on, when dealing with an apex predator (see Sec 1. 
A-E of this document).  

D.  Trust is built on truthfulness not spin. 

We are concerned that livestock producers are going bear 
most of the burden associated with living with wolves, 
even with depredation paid.  In 2009 ranchers in MT 
suffered an estimated $1.5 Million in wolf related losses, 
according to the Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and 
Mitigation Board.  (Losses include the following Wolf 
depredations and wolf caused losses; body conditioning, 
reduced range utilization, reduced reproductive effi ciency, 
changes in animal behavior when handling animals, 
animals injured when running through fences, reduced 
performance and lost or missing animals). 
     
Sec. #15: Wildlife Tourism 

A.  Page 192 lines 11 through page 197 line 3 Wildlife
Tourism contains a lot wishful thinking and conjec-
ture with little or no supporting evidence for the 

possibilities of wolf related tourism in Washington.  
How will the WDFW convert this to revenue? 
• Page 196 lines 25-34, “To achieve this potential, 

Washington will need to have some areas where wolves 
are safe from harassment, and are therefore less afraid 
of people and more likely to use open terrain.  The state 
has at least two locations that could potentially offer 
good wolf viewing.  Mt. St. Helens National Volcanic 
Monument features a large open volcanic plain created 
by the 1980 eruption of Mt. St. Helens”. How does 
this generate revenue for the WDFW?  While we 
agree that the Mt. St. Helens area may be a suitable 
location for this activity we also want it understood 
that in order for this activity to be socially tolerated 
all wolves would need to be “managed” outside the 
Mt. St. Helens viewing area to minimize impacts 
to livestock producers and other impacted stake-
holders.   

• Page 196 lines 31-32 “The Methow Valley in 
Okanogan County supports large wintering deer herds 
in open habitats on both public and private lands, and 
could attract wolves at that time of the year”.  This is 
private property and the WDFW has not even con-
tacted the Okanogan county Commissioners about 
this proposal.  There will be little support amongst 
private property owners for this concept.   

Sec. #16: Legal 

A. We question the legality of protecting the Canis lupus
(Rocky Mountain Distinct Population Segment (DPS)) 
a species that is not native to Washington State under 
the existing State ESA listing.  The Washington 
State ESA listing for wolves in 1980 was made based 
upon an extirpated species according to the Wolf 
Plan.  This extirpation was fi nancially supported by 
both State and Federal Governments and had Tribal 
participation.  In 1995 a non-essential experimental 
population was introduced from Northern Canada 
into the NRM. This group is now its own DPS and 
is now a Federally de-listed species.  This non-native 
invasive DPS species has invaded and begun coloniz-
ing in Washington State.         

B. The Wolf Plan must recognize the Wolf as an 
Apex Predator.  

C.  The actions of the WDFW promoting colonization of
this invasive non-native species will negatively im-
pact private property rights and property values. 

D. Geographical Discrimination of impacted 
stakeholders. 

E. We question the legality of the SEPA/EIS of this
document. 

In closing, remember the defi nition of sustainable is: 
“Sustainable” is a three legged stool.  The three legs are; 
that the Wolf Plan is Biologically Sound, Economically 
Sound and Socially Acceptable.    
 

Minority Group Comments on WDFW Draft Wolf Plan (continued)
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All parties are fully aware of the successes, failures, tools & application, outcomes, confl icts and costs associated 
with Wolf Recovery in the NRM.  If Wolf recovery and sustainability is truly the goal of the WDFW, why has 
the WDFW ignored this science and knowledge, and not taken a more common sense approach to this plan?  The 
proposed Wolf Plan will not create trust between the effected people (rural residents, cattlemen, sportsman and 
hunters) and the WDFW.  Social acceptance of this Plan and the Wolf amongst effected people is needed to achieve 
success.  The proposed Wolf Plan has the potential to criminalize effected people.  The Wolf Plan as proposed will 
preclude de-listing without a targeted maximum population.  The WDFW needs to completely re-vise the Draft 
Wolf Plan and not ignore the comments from effected people and the comments contained within this Minority 
Opinion if they truly wish to create a document that does not deceive the public and thereby ensures for a sustain-
able wolf population.   

Jack Field      
Washington Cattlemen’s Association  

Daryl Asmussen
Public Lands Council 
 
Jeff Dawson     
Stevens County Cattlemen’s Association 

Duane Cocking
Safari Club International  
 
Tommy Petrie

Ken Oliver

Three meetings slated on draft northeast 
Washington elk management plan 

SPOKANE — A draft plan for managing elk in northeast 
Washington will be the subject of three public meetings 
Jan. 26- Feb. 2. 
 The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW) is holding the meetings to discuss and take 
public comment on the plan, which has been revised 
in response to hunter input regarding elk numbers in 
northeast Washington. 
 The proposed elk management plan is referred to as 
the “Selkirk Elk Herd Plan” because it includes elk in 
the Selkirk Mountains of Pend Oreille County. Under 
the plan, the elk are considered as two distinct sub-
herds-the Pend Oreille sub-herd and the Spokane sub-
herd. The plan covers elk management in Pend Oreille, 
Spokane, Stevens, Ferry, Lincoln, Whitman, and eastern 
Okanogan counties of northeast Washington (Game 
Management Units 101 - 142 and 204.) 
 
The meetings will take place from 7-9 p.m., on the 
following schedule: 
• Jan. 26, at the Okanogan County Public Utility District 
 (PUD) #1  Main Offi ce, 1331 2nd Ave. N., in Okanogan. 
• Feb. 1, at Center Place, 2426 N. Discovery Place, in 
 Spokane Valley. 
• Feb. 2, at the Northeast Washington Fairgrounds 
 Building, 317 W. Astor Ave. in Colville. 

 Sportsmen’s groups and others have long expressed 
an interest in elk numbers in some parts of northeast 
Washington, said Kevin Robinette, WDFW’s regional 
wildlife manager in Spokane. 
 “We have managed elk in this part of the state-
where elk groups are small and scattered-with liberal 
hunting rules to keep elk numbers low and minimize 
agricultural damage,” Robinette said. “But we have 
heard from hunters that they want to see more elk.” 
Robinette said game managers are trying to address 
hunters’ interest through the proposed plan, which 
should result in greater elk numbers by shifting from 
‘any elk’ hunting seasons to restrictions on antlerless elk 
hunting in the Pend Oreille sub-herd areas, including 
units 101, 105, 108, 121 and  204. 
 “If agricultural damage problems should arise, we 
would address them through a variety of tools we use 
throughout the state,” Robinette said. 
 The draft plan is available for review at http://wdfw.
wa.gov/publications/01350/, where a link provides 
opportunity to submit comments through Feb. 10. 
 The elk plan must be fi nalized before changes in 
Selkirk elk hunting seasons and regulations could be 
made. The Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission is 
scheduled to review proposed new hunt rules in March 
and to consider adoption in April. If adopted, those rules 
would become part of 2012-14 state hunting rules package.  

WDFW News Release, January 13, 2012:
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Hunter Education   by Mike Labarre

Colockum Elk Herd   by Aaron Blanchard

Deer Area 1021  by Todd Johnson

   Washington State law requires anyone born on or after January 
1, 1972 to successfully complete a basic fi rearm safety course 
to purchase a hunting license. It does not matter what hunting 
method you chose to hunt with, archery, muzzleloader or 
modern fi rearm, you must still pass this class.  A bowhunter 
education class does not fulfi ll the requirements to purchase a 
hunting license.  It does however cover useful information not 
included in the basic course and meets requirements for states 
and provinces where bowhunter education is required.
   As an instructor for both basic and bowhunter education  
I have received requests for a class that would be catered to 
bowhunter education and still fulfi ll the requirements of the 
basic hunter education. Over the last few years I have been 
combining the two classes to meet this need. This year all fi ve 
of my classes will be a combination class where the students 

can fulfi ll the requirements needed to purchase a hunting 
license and cover the material for bowhunter education. All 
classes are on Saturday and Sunday 9AM to 5PM.  All students 
must pass the requirements of basic hunter education.
   If you want to take or know someone that needs a hunter 
education class sign up can be done at www.my.register-ed.
com. Class dates are; January 14th & 15th, February 18th & 
19th, March 17th & 18th, April 21st & 22nd and May 19th & 
20th.
    I invite any instructor to come to the class and help or just 
observe. If you are an instructor and decide to come to the 
class please contact me at mnlbjl@centurytel.net.  Let me 
know if you want to instruct or just observe, if you plan to 
instruct I will need to contact you to fi nd out what you would 
like to cover.

 The Colockum elk herd in GMU’s 328 and 329 is 
above the goal of 4,500 animals that the WDFW has for 
that area. Currently the herd composition is as follows: 
3,695 cows, 995 calves, 121 spikes, and 68 branch-
antlered bulls for a total of 4,879 elk.  However the other 
goal of a bull to cow ratio of 20:100 is not even close; in 
fact it’s four times lower at 5:100. So, while there may 
be good numbers of elk in the herd, the health of the 
herd is poor. In 2004 the bull to cow ratio was 11:100.  
Yearling bull recruitment is extremely low due to the 
antler point restrictions currently in place. Only about 
20-30% of the yearling bulls live through the general 
season. A large increase in tribal hunting and poaching 
is having a growing impact on mature bulls: more so 
than the special hunt tags drawn by those lucky enough 
in the drawing (there are only 3 rifl e bull tags, 2 archery, 
and 1 muzzleloader). Cow harvest has been eliminated 
since 2004, so the harvest has been completely focused 
on bulls; the effect being that the cow population has 
increased and the bull population has decreased. The 

low bull to cow ratio signifi cantly increases the bull 
population’s natural mortality rate and also decreases 
the calf:cow ratio which is 27:100, which is 2x lower 
than it should be.
 The reason for the low spike recruitment is a couple 
of things. For one the herd is not migratory. Unlike 
other herds which tend to stay away from roads until 
the snow fl ies, the Colockum herd stays low amongst 
the roads all year long. The Colockum’s extensive 
network of roads coupled with the open terrain makes 
it so the elk don’t have many places to escape hunting 
pressure. Also the area is extremely popular being so 
close to a major population center in the state, so a lot 
of people hunt the general seasons (2,570 rifl e and 478 
archery hunters and no muzzleloader season). This 
creates a situation where the elk just don’t have the 
escapement necessary to recruit enough yearling bulls 
to increase the bull to cow ratio. Road closures would 
go along way to creating this escapement necessary to 
turn the herd around.  

 What to do when that dreaded time of mid-December 
rolls around and you’ve still got a deer tag in your pocket?  
That question is posed by many archers in Washington 
each year.  The state has something set up and ready 
for you if you’re willing to work at it: Deer area 1021.  
 I get many people asking about hunting the late 
December season because it is the last season on the books 
for much of the state.  It’s open for does only, and the odds 
are long on actually fi lling that tag, but it is a chance to get 
out for one more try.  The season is a depredation/hazing 
season trying to keep the deer out of town, so the unit is 
fairly small and includes only that deer that actually do 
make it to town to cause trouble.  Since the deer do cause 
trouble (as many of you across the state can attest to), many 
of the landowners are fed up with them.  That makes getting 

permission to hunt quite likely.  There are a couple large 
tracts of land that are sign-in/walk-in only private land that 
actually hold many, many deer.  What they don’t hold is a 
single tree or bush for cover; the deer love the tall grass, but 
it makes stalking within bow range tough on a good day.  
If you’ve got the time to orient yourself for a couple days to 
fi gure out a pattern of where the deer move in and through 
town and then spend a day getting permission from the 
right landowners (going to the county to get information 
or knocking on doors), then your odds go way up to near 
certainty.  Plan on spending two full days in research/
permission gathering for each day you want to hunt if 
fi lling that tag is important to you.  The muley does that are 
there are excellent eating; I guess that is a result of eating 
rose bushes instead of sage brush.
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Success Photos

Rod Blower

Kelly White

After over 24 years of bowhunting and many Cows and Spikes, for meat. I fi nally got my fi rst 6x6 bull.  

Observatory, 10th day passing up dozens of cows and 
smaller bulls.  30 yard shot 70 yard recovery.  

Alpine Archery Silverado Match Grade 72# Slick Trick 
broadheads.  A 320 class bull came out 5 minutes later.

Kelly White, 
Kettle Falls, OR

6x6
Stewart 65# Recurve, 
cedar shafts Zwicky Delta 
4 blade.
15 yd. heart lungshot
40 yd recovery
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 When David Wallin was asked by the Sauk-Suiattle Tribe eight years ago 
to help fi gure out why the number of mountain goats in the Washington’s 
Cascades was so low, he was puzzled. “How could mountain goat 
populations possibly be in trouble?” wondered Wallin, an environmental 
science professor at Western Washington University. Most of the alpine 
environment in the state that makes up mountain goat habitat is protected 
as national forest, park or wilderness, he said, so how could their numbers 
be dwindling?
 Over-hunting in the past turned out to be one reason. A newer culprit 
is Interstate 90, which runs east from Seattle and cuts across the Cascades. 
Think of it as a big road that mountain goats are reluctant to cross. That 
means different populations don’t mix with each other much. And so I-90 
isolates the goats geographically and genetically — and that reduces their 
chances of survival, according to Wallin.
 “The single most important factor that’s structuring mountain goat 
populations in Washington state is the I-90 corridor,” he said. “It’s not an 
absolute barrier, but it’s a very strong impediment.”
 Wallin is among a group of researchers studying the regional decline of 
mountain goats. It’s a collaboration kick-started by the Sauk-Suiattle Tribe, 
for whom the mountain goat is important historically and culturally, and 
includes lead biologists from the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as well as the U.S. Forest Service. They’ve studied the causes for the 
drop and are considering how to boost those numbers. The implications go 
beyond the goats, which are icons of wild places and the Cascades.
 “They are representative of the alpine environment and that environment’s 
health,” said Leslie Parks, a graduate student in WWU’s Huxley College of the 
Environment who is working with Wallin on the project.
POPULATION DROP
 Hikers enjoying alpine beauty on the trails around Artist Point likely 
have seen white specks in the distance that, through binoculars, are revealed 
to be mountain goats. (At Artist Point, the Ptarmigan Ridge Trail is one of the 
easiest places to fi nd them.)  Mount Baker is one place in the state where 
mountain goats are doing well, with an estimated 300 to 400 goats there, 
according to Wallin. Goat Rocks Wilderness Area, near Mount St. Helens, is 
another area in the state where the population seems to have stabilized.
 In total, there are an estimated 2,500 to 3,000 mountain goats in the 
Cascades in Washington state. Around Darrington, the population has 
dropped by about 90 percent - among the biggest declines, Wallin said.
Historically, going back 50 to 80 years, the mountain goat population in the 
state was believed to number around 10,000.
 Mountain goats actually are in the antelope family. In summer, they’re 
found at or above the tree line in the mountains, above 5,000 feet. They’re 
adept at climbing, including the cliff faces they use to protect themselves 
from predators.
 Both male and female goats have curved, sharp, black horns and white, 
shaggy coats. Adults can weigh from 180 pounds, up to 250 pounds for a 
really large goat. They spend winters at lower elevations, just below the 
tree line, for protection from the weather and greater access to vegetation 
for food. The dramatic drop in their numbers is being attributed to over-
hunting from the 1950s to the late 1980s, when Fish and Wildlife was issuing 
300 to 400 permits a year to hunt goats on the assumption that they could be 
managed like deer. But mountain goats reproduce at lower rates and their 
survival rates are lower than those of deer, according to Wallin.
 “(Mountain goats) simply can’t withstand that level of harvest,” he said. 
“In hindsight, they made some decisions that were understandable at the 
time but also turned out to be very wrong.” So in the early 1990s, wildlife 
offi cials cut the number of hunting permits issued statewide to 15 to 20 
annually.
 “Everybody thought that should address the problem,” Wallin said.
It did, in some places like Mount Baker and Goat Rocks Wilderness Area. 
But the population didn’t rebound as expected. “Many herds within 
Washington remain very small, and some former goat ranges remain 
unoccupied,” Parks said.

BARRIERS
 In their search for why goats haven’t bounced back, scientists now 
believe that I-90 is a contributing factor because it cuts across the Cascades, 
separating goat populations on the north and the south, essentially walling 
them off from each other, according to Wallin. Genetic tests of different 
populations show plenty of inbreeding, which in turns means a loss of 
genetic diversity that could affect the long-term survival of mountain 
goats in the Cascades.
 To test the DNA of goats, Parks and her interns spent the summer 
camping in high places where mountain goats were expected, waited for 
them to leave, then collected their scat for study. I-90 is among the features 
of a modern landscape that mountain goats must navigate when they 
come down from their alpine habitats, Park said. 
 “Mountain goats also are dependent on low-elevation habitat to 
maintain connectivity between populations,” she said. “The modern 
landscape that goats must negotiate in order to move between populations 
includes forest service roads, highways, one interstate and varying levels 
of development.”
 Exactly why the goats are reluctant to cross I-90 isn’t known. Is it the 
road itself, the traffi c, or development along the road like businesses and 
houses? The impact of such barriers are being studied nationwide. In 
Washington, concern about the effect of man-made barriers on mountain 
goats and other wildlife prompted the formation of the Washington 
Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group.
 The group is part of the Wildlife Corridors Initiative created by the 
Western Governors’ Association. The fear is that the ability of wildlife to 
move from one habitat to another in search of new homes, mates, food 
and shelter is being harmed as the state becomes more populated and 
developed.
 Back to I-90, efforts are being made to create wildlife crossings - to allow 
animals to move above or under the highway - as part of improvements 
and widening of the interstate east of Snoqualmie Pass. The project will 
build the fi rst wildlife overpass in Washington, according to the I-90 
Wildlife Bridges Coalition. Wallin said such wildlife crossings for I-90 
are an experiment, but noted a similar project has been done with the 
TransCanada Highway, which bisects Banff National Park.
 “For the most part it seems like they’ve been successful and the animals 
are using them,” Wallin said. “We’re optimistic what’s being done with the 
I-90 upgrades are going to be helpful.”
 While wildlife crossings could help mountain goats cross the road and, 
ultimately, broaden their gene pool, another option is to relocate goats 
from British Columbia, where there is a large and healthy population, or 
from Olympic National Park.
 The current genetic study focuses on understanding how mountain 
goat populations in Washington are related to populations in British 
Columbia, Wallin said, and whether B.C. goats could be relocated to help 
those in the Cascades. Wallin said he expected they could.
 As for the mountain goats in Olympic National Park, they were a 
non-native species introduced in the 1920s by hunters who took six from 
Southeast Alaska and six from northern B.C. and plunked them onto the 
peninsula. By the 1980s, they had grown in number to 1,000.
 Genetically, they’re different from the ones in the Cascades. But in the 
1980s, in an effort to keep the goats from overgrazing Olympic National 
Park, parks offi cials captured as many goats as they could and gave them 
away, including 150 that were moved to the Cascades to augment declining 
populations.
 Genetic tests showed those goats from the park survived and bred with 
the native goats.
 Fish and wildlife offi cials have been considering using the Olympic 
goats again, Wallin said. But much remains to be fi nalized, including 
which populations of mountain goats would be relocated and where they 
would go in the Cascades.
 “Given state budget cuts these days, it’s all up in the air,” Wallin said.

WWU Professor Works to Help Protect Mountain Goats in the Cascades
WDFW via The Bellingham Herald, October 3, 2011:
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MEMBERSHIP OPTIONS
( ) Basic.....................................................$20.00 
( ) Supporting............................................$25.00
 *2% discount 1st time merchandise order
( ) Sustaining 1..........................................$50.00
 *3% discount 1st time merchandise order
( ) Sustaining 2..........................................$75.00
 *5% discount 1st time merchandise order
( ) Sustaining 3........................................$100.00
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( ) Life membership (Payment Plan Available)......$400.00
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 Name ____________________________
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( ) I’d like to give a $15 gift membership to:
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Washington State BowhunterS Membership Application
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( ) check here for change of address/phone number    
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( ) WSB Patch * ...............................................$4.00
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( ) WSB Cotton Twill Shirts (Special Order Only)  ..$30.00
 * Free Shipping
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 WSB c/o Kim Pignotti, Treasurer

12116 - 125th St. Ct. E
Puyallup, WA 98374

 SUBTOTAL $____________________
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Bowhunter Defense 
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Support your right to hunt! Become a member of WSB
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SUN CANYON

Huntfishnw.com
We are a brand new site with experienced outdoorsmen.

We are currently offering three Hunting Contests and
a Photo of the Month Contest. The members select all of the
winners. Feel free to share your stories and pictures with us.

Register today at  www.Huntfishnw.com !
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Professional 
Coaching by:
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www.nextsteparchery.com

Full Service Pro Shop and Proud Bow Dealer of 
HOYT, MARTIN, PARKER, PSE

• Yearly Memberships with 24/7 access
• League Nights

• Target Archery and Bow Hunting 
 Equipment Sales and Service

• 20 yard Indoor Archery Range 
 with 26 lanes

NEW LOCATION!

NEWLY EXPANDED PRO SHOP · 26 ARCHERY LANES
NEW LOCATION!

22313  70th Ave West
Mountlake Terrace, WA  98043

425-672-8080
HOURS:

Tues–Fri:  12 Noon – 10 pm
Sat:  Noon – 6 pm  •  Sun & Mon:  Closed

www.thenockpoint.com

Celebrating 25 Years of Archery ExcellenceCelebrating 25 Years of Archery Excellence
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