
 

 

Washington State 
Office of the Attorney General 
1125 Washington Street SE 
PO Box 40100 
Olympia, WA  98504-0100 
 
January 23, 2020 
 
Dear Attorney General Ferguson, 
 
WildEarth Guardians (Guardians), a 501(c)3 nonprofit which advocates for wildlife and the environment 
across the west, would like to formally request a full investigation by the Office of the Attorney General into 
the Washington Department of Agriculture’s (WDA) grant funding for wolf management in direct conflict of 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW) official Wolf Advisory Group (WAG) and 
directives of the State’s Executive Office.   
 
The variance in legal protections for gray wolves1 in Washington is complex, requiring management by both 
the federal and state government.  While wolves are federally protected under the Endangered Species Act 
(“ESA”) in the western two-thirds of Washington state, and thereby managed by US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, wolves were federally delisted in the eastern one-third of the state in May, 2011.  As a result of such 
federal delisting, in accordance with its mandate to manage wildlife within the state, WDFW became lead 
management authority over wolves in the eastern one-third of Washington.   
 
Wolves were listed as “endangered” pursuant to Washington state law in 1980.  This listing status still exists 
for wolves across the entire state.  Pursuant to state law, endangered species are protected from “hunting, 
possession, malicious harassment and killing” with penalties for the illegal killing of endangered species 
ranging from $5,099 and/or one year in jail. (RCW 77.15.120).  In 1990, the Washington Wildlife 
Commission adopted procedures for listing and delisting species as endangered, threatened, or sensitive and 
for writing recovery and management plans for listed species (WAC 232-12-297). The procedures, developed 
by a group of citizens, interest groups, and state and federal agencies, require preparation of recovery plans 
for species listed as threatened or endangered.  
 
In December 2011, Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission unanimously adopted WDFW’s Wolf 
Conservation and Management Plan2 (the “Plan”): 
 
The plan summarizes the historical and current distribution and abundance of wolves in Washington and describes factors that 
affect wolf recovery. It provides recovery goals for downlisting and delisting the species and prescribes strategies to achieve these 
goals, including management of conflicts with livestock and ungulates.  As such, it serves as the recovery plan for wolves in 
Washington, per WAC 232-12-297. The plan was developed with the assistance of a 17-member citizen advisory wolf working 
group over nearly five years (2007-2011). The process included extensive public review (23 public meetings and nearly 65,000 
comments submitted), and a blind scientific peer review.  

                                                
1 “Gray wolves” and “wolves” will be used interchangeably in this letter as this is the only species of wolf 
considered in the Wolf Conservation and Management Plan in the state. 
2 State of Washington, Wolf Conservation and Management Plan.  
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/00001/wdfw00001.pdf.  2011. 



 

 

 
In contradiction with the WAG’s authority, as outlined in the plan, Guardians has uncovered, through a 
public records request, that the WDA has granted $144,908 to the Cattle Producers of Washington (CPoW) 
through the Northeast Washington Wolf-Livestock Grant Program for wolf-livestock conflict management.  
Guardians has grave concerns that issuance of this grant by WDA improperly delegates the management of 
wolf populations – explicitly within the purview of WDFW - to a group that will not be in consultation with 
WDFW in its actions.  Moreover, Guardians is concerned that this grant will be used for wolf management 
practices that are contrary to those outlined in the Plan, ignore the overarching state goal of recovery and 
protection of the population, and defy state law. 
 
The President of CPoW, Scott Nielsen, has verbalized disdain for the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s management of wolves  and a desire for local control of the “wolf problem” stating, “It is at this 
time, with the courts likely delaying the removal of the Togo Wolf Pack , that we consider who should be making decision about 
wolf control: the communities and individuals directly impacted by the wolves or people who have nothing to lose.” 3Nielsen is 
calling for local management of state endangered wildlife held in public trust whose management is relegated 
WDFW by all citizens of Washington. Funding CPoW supports this local vigilante wildlife management and 
is putting the recovery of wolves at risk. 
 
Nielsen has also expressed disapproval of the Governor’s Office, saying “I understand he’s our governor, and he’s 
entitled to his opinion, but I don’t think he’s looking out for the interests of people in our area, I’d like to see the governor more 
concerned about my cows.4” It is concerning that WDA would fund the actions of an entity so at odds with the 
State’s Executive Branch.  Furthermore, each named party on the CPoW Board of Directors are on record, 
multiple times, espousing anti-wolf rhetoric.  Beyond CPoW’s public stance opposing the Governor, the 
grant application is also in conflict with the state’s Wolf- Livestock Conflict Protocol (“Protocol”) developed 
by the citizen stakeholder Wolf Advisory Group in conjunction with WDFW and with WDFW’s Sensitive 
Fish and Wildlife Information Policy. 
 
The Protocol, created by the WAG, expressly defines “Conflict Specialists” as “WDFW staff who are 
responsible for working with local livestock producers to implement deterrence measures designed to reduce 
the probability of wolf-livestock conflict.5”  Unfortunately, the CPoW grant application conflates its local 
sheriff deputies, whose lack of experience and professionalism result in depredation descriptions like this 
from Jeff Flood, “one cow, ass-end eaten out6,” with expertly trained WDFW staff. Deputy Flood also notes 
his desire for collar data to better kill wolves in his own notes, stating, “I have wolves that have killed cattle and are 
working up the lethal removal list and WDFW is more concerned with collaring wolves for research. What the hell!!!”7  The 
WAG also recommends that depredation scenes should be treated as “crime scenes” and that, when possible, 
two WDFW conflict specialists should conduct the depredation investigation8.  
 
Beyond legitimizing inadequately trained deputies and trophy hunters9, the funded CPoW application fails to 
integrate any of the non-lethal management strategies outlined by the WAG in Section 4 of the Wolf-

                                                
3 Nielsen, Scott.  “Wolf Control is as Critical as Firefighting.”  Cattle Producers of Washington.  August 24, 2018. 
4 Jenkins, Don.  “Inslee: WDFW Shooting too many wolves.” Capitol Press.  October 1, 2019. 
5 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wolf-livestock interaction protocol.  Revision date June 1, 2017.  
Section 2, Definitions. 
6 Flood, Jeff.  In his own handwritten notes from a public records request. 
7 Flood, Jeff.  In his own handwritten notes from a public records request.  Dated 6/21/18.   
8 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wolf-livestock interaction protocol.  Revision date June 1, 2017.   
Section 5, Depredation investigations. 
9 See Jeff Flood photo with killed cougar. 
 



 

 

livestock interaction protocol10.  These methods include: human presence, range riders, monitoring livestock, 
protecting lambing and calving areas, avoiding den and rendezvous sites, using scare devices, guardian dogs, 
strategic carcass sanitation, permanent and portable fencing, delayed turnout for forested or upland grazing 
areas.  Rather than focus on deterrents, grant applicant Justin Hedrick has already determined that “Once they 
(wolves) start eating cattle, there’s only one remedy — to kill them.11” Grant applicant Dave Dashiell concurred with 
Hendrick’s sentiment and upon withdrawing from the WAG, stated, “Once wolves start killing livestock, no amount 
of effort can discourage them and don’t put too much trust in words (of the WAG).12” 
 
Of great concern is CPoW’s request of access to confidential radio-collared wolf location information. 
CPoW, as a private entity, is not eligible to share Sensitive Fish and Wildlife Information and CPoW fails to 
explain how the information would be used.  CPoW is a private interest group with a clear record of an anti-
wolf sentiment. The application is in conflict with WDFW’s Sensitive Fish and Wildlife Information Policy, 
which states there are limits and constraints to how radio-collar data can be shared that exclude CPoW13.   
 
Without clarifying the intent behind CPoW’s need for wolf location information, CPoW President, Scott 
Nielson states in the grant application, “[i]t is our hope and intent to collaborate successfully with WDFW to get 
additional collars placed onto the wolves and to have collar information shared with our Conflict Specialists.”  Guardians finds 
this statement particularly concerning as Nielson has gone on the record stating “Collar data helps ranchers protect 
herds and leads Fish and Wildlife to wolves they plan to kill.”14 
 
CPoW also requested WDA funding in the grant application to employ locals with horses to “monitor 
predator movements, provide human presence and investigate unusual pack behavior.”  Guardians concurs 
with the WAG that livestock monitoring is an effective nonlethal tool for wolf-livestock conflict 
management, yet the application fails to demonstrate accountability for monitoring livestock and instead 
focuses in on wolf monitoring.  Wolf collar data is not necessary to keep livestock safe if ranchers take 
responsibility for monitoring locations of their own livestock. CPoW’s request for collar data is simply to 
know where wolves are that they plan to kill. 
 
It is not surprising that the CPoW application is so narrowly focused on predators, as the group is implicated 
in promoting vigilante wildlife management in Stevens and Ferry counties through a series of billboards on 
Highway 395.  Applicant Ted Wishon echoes the emotional state of the struggling cattle industry "Irreparable 
harm is the stress of trying to hang onto what he's built and that his father built and his grandfather built," and it appears 
Washington’s wolves have become the target for this vigilante group’s personal business woes. Documented 
losses of livestock have not increased by any measure of significance with the return of the gray wolf, but 
now the ranching community has a scapegoat. 
 
Tragically, for the State of Washington, according to CPoW’s Scott Nielson, the state’s official wildlife agency 
has no jurisdiction in the Stevens and Ferry counties.  While his grant application states his intent is to 
collaborate with WDFW, Nielsen has said the following: 
 

                                                
10 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wolf-livestock interaction protocol.  Revision date June 1, 2017.  
Section 4, Example deterrence measures. 
11 Bush, Evan.  “Judge’s decision allows Washington state to kill member of wolf pack.”  The Seattle Times.  
Originally published August 31, 2018 at 1:27 pm Updated August 31, 2018 at 5:38 pm. 
12 Dashiel, Dave. “Rancher: Being forced off private grazing land by wolves is wrong.” The Spokesman.  Sept. 2, 
2014. 
13 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Sensitive Fish and Wildlife Information Agreement.  Signed by 
Chair of Steven’s County Commission June, 2013. 
14 “WDFW mulls getting rancher to help remove wolves.” Capital Press.  Jenkins, Don.  April 23, 2019. 
 



 

 

“We know that WDFW has a very different mandate than the local sheriff when it comes to public safety,” Nielsen related.  
“When WDFW approaches a situation where a predator has attacked or threatened domestic animals or a person, their first 
response has often been to blame the person for not doing enough to prevent the attack. This is a problem, especially as predators 
in the area are becoming more aggressive.”15 
 
And… 
 
“We have a much higher confidence in our local sheriff’s ability to recognize and respond to a public safety threat than a group of 
unelected agents in a wildlife-focused agency . . . .”  
 
“[R]anchers could be more effective than Fish and Wildlife in removing wolves. Ranchers also would save the state money . . . .”  
 
“If the department is willing to let ranchers try, I think a lot of them could take care of their problems themselves, including 
ranchers in lethal removal would encourage producers to work with the department on managing wolves.” 
 
Funding CPoW has done just that. It has put taxpayer money in the hands of vigilante wildlife managers that 
want nothing more than to kill recolonizing wolves.  
 
It is imperative that the Office of the Attorney General examine the credibility of this grant award and revoke 
grant funding to CPoW due to stated conflicts with the State and WDFW. Additionally, the Office of the 
Attorney General must ensure that funds are only granted to groups in full support of state’s wolf 
management policy.  The state should not fund an applicant who believes killing an endangered species is 
good wildlife management policy. 
 
There is already enough conflict around wolves in Washington, the State should not be funding more.  We 
thank you for your time and attention to this matter and have attached the related information.  Please do not 
hesitate to reach out with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Samantha Bruegger 
Wildlife Coexistence Campaigner 
WildEarth Guardians 
970-531-6720  
sbruegger@wildearthguardians.org 
 
 
***Attached Documents: 
1. Photos of Conflict Specialist and named grant applicant with cougar. 
2. Cattle Producers of Washington Wolf Livestock Conflict Management Grant Application 
 
  

                                                
15 Cattlemen, Wildlife Group Sponsor Billboard.  Chewelah Independent Press.  Hansen, Brandon.  August 20, 
2019. 


