
The National Coalition to  

End Wildlife Killing Contests 

 
Re: Opposition to the United States Predator Challenge and all Wildlife 
Killing Contests 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
On behalf of the National Coalition to End Wildlife Killing Contests, a 
growing coalition of more than 30 state and national wildlife conservation 
and animal protection organizations, and our supporters, we express our 
strong opposition to the United States Predator Challenge (USPC) and 
request that your agency pass a ban on wildlife killing contests in your 
state.  
 
In the USPC, teams of two persons compete in any of three regions of the 
country to kill as many coyotes as possible and turn them in at body-count 
check-in locations for prizes. The Western region portion of the contest will 
be held December 7-8, 2018, with a central Utah check-in location; the 
Eastern region portion will be held January 11-13, 2019, with a Virginia 
check-in location; and the Midwestern region contest will be held February 
1-2, 2019, with a Nebraska check-in location. According to the contest rules, 
teams can kill coyotes in any state within a designated region, but must be 
present for body-counting of carcasses at the check-in point(s) in that 
region. An accumulation of points will determine the national champions.  
 
The USPC and all wildlife killing contests are inconsistent with modern 
scientific understanding of the important role that native carnivores play in 
natural ecosystems, are counterproductive to sound wildlife management, 
and contravene fundamental hunting ethics. Allowing these contests to 
continue makes a mockery of the Public Trust Doctrine and damages the 
reputation of state wildlife management agencies and sportsmen alike. 
 
In 2014, the California Fish and Game Commission banned predator killing 
contests, making it illegal to offer a prize, inducement or reward for killing 
native carnivores including bobcats, coyotes and foxes. Vermont followed 
with a ban on coyote killing contests in 2018. Recently, the Vermont Fish 
and Wildlife Department made the following statement: “Coyote hunting 
contests are not only ineffective at controlling coyote populations, but these 

https://www.uspredatorchallenge.com/
https://www.uspredatorchallenge.com/rules/
https://www.uspredatorchallenge.com/rules/


kinds of competitive coyote hunts are raising concerns on the part of the public and could possibly 
jeopardize the future of hunting and affect access to private lands for all hunters.”1 We urge you to 
join these states by passing regulations banning wildlife killing contests in your state. 
 
We offer the following support for our request: 
 

I. Wildlife killing contests are counterproductive and are not an effective wildlife 
management tool.  

 
We have attached a statement signed by more than 70 prominent conservation scientists that 
refutes the notion that wildlife killing contests are an effective method for managing native 
carnivore populations. Citing peer-reviewed literature, the statement demonstrates that there is no 
documented scientific evidence supporting common claims that wildlife killing contests or other 
indiscriminate, lethal control of coyotes permanently reduces coyote abundance, increases 
populations of deer or other game species, or prevents conflicts between native carnivores, humans 
and livestock.  
 

A. All state and federal wildlife management agencies should take note of the conclusions of 
the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission in its 2018 Coyote Management Plan 
regarding indiscriminate killing of coyotes including in bounty programs. 

 
In 2018, the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (“North Carolina Commission”) 
published its Coyote Management Plan (“Plan”). The Plan, which was developed using a large body 
of scientific and peer-reviewed literature, emphatically concluded that indiscriminate, lethal 
methods of controlling coyotes—including in bounty programs, which are not unlike wildlife killing 
contests—is ineffective2 and counterproductive,3 that coyotes provide benefits to humans and 
ecosystems (even outside of their historic range),4 and that non-lethal measures are the best way to 
address conflicts with coyotes.5 
 
The North Carolina Commission summarized: 
 

While coyote population reduction (“coyote control”) is often the first and only 
management approach that people suggest, it has proven ineffective. There is no 
silver bullet that will eradicate or permanently reduce free-ranging coyote 
populations. However, there are strategies that can address specific issues and 
concerns about coyotes that are more effective and cost efficient. Most of these 
strategies focus on implementing non-lethal techniques or, if necessary, 
removing individual problem coyotes. Strategies to address impacts of coyotes 
on other wildlife likely will require management actions directed at the species 
of interest rather than coyotes (e.g., emphasizing habitat productivity and 
quality or re-examining harvest season structures).6 

                                                           
1 “Eastern Coyote Issues – A Closer Look,” Vermont Fish & Wildlife, January 2017 at 
https://vtfishandwildlife.com/sites/fishandwildlife/files/documents/Hunt/trapping/Eastern-Coyote-
Position-Statement.pdf.  
2 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 21-24. 
3 Id. at 22. 
4 Id. at 11. 
5 Id. at 25-28. 
6 Id. at 24. 

https://vtfishandwildlife.com/sites/fishandwildlife/files/documents/Hunt/trapping/Eastern-Coyote-Position-Statement.pdf
https://vtfishandwildlife.com/sites/fishandwildlife/files/documents/Hunt/trapping/Eastern-Coyote-Position-Statement.pdf
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The North Carolina Commission stated that, “numerous bounty program case studies have led to 
conclusions that bounties are ineffective in achieving real declines of predators (including coyotes), 
at addressing livestock depredation, or at positively affecting populations of species targeted for 
protection.”7 It further noted that killing predators in bounty programs may have undesirable 
effects, such as increasing prey species viewed as pests and killing non-offending coyotes, which 
creates a niche vacancy for coyotes that have learned to prey on livestock.8 
 
In summarizing why most state and federal wildlife management agencies have ended their use of 
bounty programs, and in criticizing the coyote harvest incentive programs in Georgia and South 
Carolina, the North Carolina Commission made the following points: 
 

[Bounties] are ineffective in reducing actual damage because they often do not target 
problem individuals; circumstances surrounding the take of animals is largely 
unregulated; no process exists to prohibit animals taken from outside the damage 
management area from being presented for compensation; animals submitted for 
bounties are often taken incidentally and likely would have been harvested without 
incentives; bounties have a long history of use without achieving the intended results 
of reducing damage and predator population levels; for species like coyotes, removal 
can cause an increase in reproduction and increase in long-term population size; and 
killing predators that are not causing damage can open territories for predators that 
have learned to depredate on livestock or cause other damage.9 

 
The North Carolina Commission concluded that public education and nonlethal tools are crucial to 
address and prevent the “root cause” of coyote conflicts and to encourage coexistence with 
wildlife.10 
 

B. Indiscriminate, lethal control of coyotes ultimately leads to an increase in coyote 
populations. 
 

Randomly killing coyotes, as occurs during wildlife killing contests, may temporarily reduce their 
populations, but it is nearly impossible to permanently reduce coyote populations. More than 100 
years of coyote killing has failed to do that. In fact, since 1850—when mass killings of coyotes 
began—coyotes’ range has tripled in the United States.11  
 
Indiscriminate killing of coyotes stimulates increases in their populations because it disrupts their 
social structure, thereby encouraging more breeding and migration and ultimately resulting in 
more coyotes.12 Unexploited coyote populations are self-regulating based on the availability of food 

                                                           
7 Id. at 11-17. 
8 Id. 
9 Id. at 22-23. 
10 Id. at 27. 
11 R. Crabtree and J. Sheldon, Coyotes and Canid Coexistence in Yellowstone, in Carnivores in Ecosystems: The 
Yellowstone Experience, ed. T. Clark et al.(New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 1999). 
12 F. F. Knowlton, E. M. Gese, and M. M. Jaeger, Coyote Depredation Control: An Interface between Biology and 
Management, Journal of Range Management 52, no. 5 (1999); Robert Crabtree and Jennifer Sheldon, Coyotes 
and Canid Coexistence in Yellowstone, in Carnivores in Ecosystems: The Yellowstone Experience, ed. T. Clark et 
al.(New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 1999); J. M. Goodrich and S. W. Buskirk, Control of Abundant 
Native Vertebrates for Conservation of Endangered Species, Conservation Biology 9, no. 6 (1995). 
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and habitat and territorial defense by resident family groups. Typically, only the dominant pair in a 
pack of coyotes reproduces, which behaviorally suppresses reproduction among subordinate 
members of the group. When one or both members of the alpha pair are killed, other pairs will form 
and reproduce, lone coyotes will move in to find mates, coyotes will breed at younger ages, and pup 
survival has been documented to be higher following temporary reduction of local populations.  
These factors work synergistically to increase coyote populations following exploitation events.13   
 
Following a review of a large body of scientific studies, the North Carolina Wildlife Resources 
Commission made the following conclusions: 
 

➢ “Intensive removal of coyotes is time-consuming and expensive, and research has yet to 
show it to be effective.”14  
 

➢ Coyotes rapidly increase their populations when large numbers of coyotes are removed 
from an area.15  

 
➢ A review of 34 studies that undertook intensive coyote removal found no reduction of 

coyote numbers over the long term.16  
 

➢ Intensive hunting and trapping efforts aimed at lowering coyote numbers either maintained 
or increased coyote populations.17  

 
➢ A coyote population can rebound in less than five years even when 90 percent of the 

population is eliminated from an area.18 
 
It’s impossible to completely eradicate coyotes from an area.19 New coyotes will quickly replace 
coyotes who have been removed. Coyote pairs hold territories, which leaves single coyotes 
(“floaters”) continually looking for new habitat to occupy.20 
 

C. Wildlife killing contests and other indiscriminate, lethal control methods do not increase 
populations of game animals. 

 
The best available science indicates that indiscriminately killing native carnivores is not an effective 
method for increasing game species abundance, including populations of ungulates, small game 
animals, and game birds. Rather than focusing on any one species, coyotes are opportunists who eat 
a diverse diet including small mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, fish, insects, fruit, vegetables, 
and plant material. Their favorite prey are rabbits and rodents.21 

                                                           
13 F.F. Knowlton. 1972. Preliminary interpretations of coyote population mechanics with some management 
implications. J. Wildlife Management. 36:369-382. 
14 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 20. 
15 Id. 
16 Id. 
17 Id. 
18 Id. at 21. 
19 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Living with Wildlife, available at 
http://wdfw.wa.gov/living/coyotes.html.  
20 S.D. Gehrt. 2004. Chicago Coyotes part II. Wildlife Control Technologies 11(4):20-21, 38-9, 42. 
21 A. M. Kitchen, E. M. Gese, and E. R. Schauster, Resource Partitioning between Coyotes and Swift Foxes: 
Space, Time, and Diet, Canadian Journal of Zoology-Revue Canadienne De Zoologie 77, no. 10 (1999). 

http://wdfw.wa.gov/living/coyotes.html
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In response to hunters’ concerns that wild carnivores are diminishing populations of small game 
animals, the Pennsylvania Game Commission issued an unequivocal statement in 2016 (see the full 
letter here):22 
 

During the late 1800s and early 1900s, the Game Commission focused much of its 
energy and resources into predator control efforts. During this period, we did not 
understand the relationship between predators and prey. After decades of using 
predator control (such as paying bounties) with no effect, and the emergence of 
wildlife management as a science, the agency finally accepted the reality that 
predator control does not work. . . . To truly serve sportsmen, we must focus on 
proven means to restore small game hunting. And we do this by improving the 
habitat. . . . You can’t manage wildlife based on what makes intuitive sense, or based 
on anecdotal information. . . . Practices such as forestry and farming dictate the 
abundance of small game, not predators. To pretend that predator control can 
return small game hunting to the state is a false prophecy. . . . [Predators] don’t 
compete with our hunters for game. The limiting factor is habitat – we must focus 
our efforts on habitat.” (Emphasis added.)  

 
Citing a long list of studies, the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission found that coyotes 
are beneficial to a wide array of game bird species including ducks and quail because they suppress 
populations of smaller mammals (including feral cats, opossums, raccoons, red foxes and skunks) 
and lessen their effects on other species including birds. The North Carolina Commission also found 
that “most coyote diet studies document low to no prevalence of wild turkey or other gamebirds in 
diets.”23   
 
Killing coyotes also does not work to protect larger game animals such as deer. The best available 
science demonstrates that killing native carnivores to increase ungulate populations is unlikely to 
produce positive results because the key to ungulate survival is protecting breeding females and 
access to adequate nutrition, not predation.24 Comprehensive studies, including those conducted in 
Colorado25 and Idaho,26 show that killing native carnivores fails to grow deer herds. In recent 
studies that involved predator removal, those removals had no beneficial effect for mule deer.27 The 

                                                           
22 B. Frye. (July 25, 2016). “Habitat, not predators, seen as key to wildlife populations,” Trib Live, 
http://triblive.com/sports/outdoors/10756490-74/game-predator-predators. 
23 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 16. 
24 C.J. Bishop, G. C. White, D. J. Freddy, B. E. Watkins, and T. R. Stephenson. 2009. Effect of Enhanced Nutrition 
on Mule Deer Population Rate of Change. Wildlife Monographs:1-28; Hurley, M. A., J. W. Unsworth, P. Zager, M. 
Hebblewhite, E. O. Garton, D. M. Montgomery, J. R. Skalski, and C. L. Maycock. 2011. Demographic Response of 
Mule Deer to Experimental Reduction of Coyotes and Mountain Lions in Southeastern Idaho. Wildlife 
Monographs:1-33.; T.D. Forrester, and H. U. Wittmer. 2013. A review of the population dynamics of mule deer 
and black-tailed deer Odocoileus hemionus in North America. Mammal Review 43:292-308.; K.L. Monteith, V. 
C. Bleich, T. R. Stephenson, B. M. Pierce, M. M. Conner, J. G. Kie, and R. T. Bowyer. 2014. Life-history 
characteristics of mule deer: Effects of nutrition in a variable environment. Wildlife Monographs 186:1-62. 
25 C.J. Bishop, G. C. White, D. J. Freddy, B. E. Watkins, and T. R. Stephenson. 2009. Effect of Enhanced Nutrition 
on Mule Deer Population Rate of Change. Wildlife Monographs:1-28. 
26 M.A. Hurley, J. W. Unsworth, P. Zager, M. Hebblewhite, E. O. Garton, D. M. Montgomery, J. R. Skalski, and C. L. 
Maycock. 2011. Demographic Response of Mule Deer to Experimental Reduction of Coyotes and Mountain 
Lions in Southeastern Idaho. Wildlife Monographs:1-33. 
27 T.D. Forrester and H. U. Wittmer. 2013. A review of the population dynamics of mule deer and black-tailed 
deer Odocoileus hemionus in North America. Mammal Review 43:292-308. 

https://triblive.com/sports/outdoors/10756490-74/game-predator-predators
http://triblive.com/sports/outdoors/10756490-74/game-predator-predators
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North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission has stated, “while predation on adult deer has been 
documented, it is uncommon, and hunter harvest remains as the primary source of adult mortality 
in hunted populations” and “the most effective method to increase or stabilize deer numbers at 
statewide and regional scales is through regulatory changes in season lengths, bag limits, and 
timing of harvest.”28  
 

D. Claims that coyotes attack humans and pets and threaten livestock are greatly exaggerated. 
 
Such incidents are used to make coyotes a convenient scapegoat to justify killing them in large 
numbers. A recent study of coyote attacks on humans over a 38-year period (1977-2015) found 
only 367 documented attacks by non-rabid coyotes in Canada and the U.S., two of which resulted in 
death.29 In comparison, there are more than 4.5 million dog bites annually in the U.S., approximately 
800,000 of which require medical attention.30 While there is little data regarding how many pets 
are killed by coyotes annually, simple measures can be taken to greatly increase pet safety.31  
 
According to U.S. Department of Agriculture (“USDA”) data, livestock losses to wild carnivores are 
minuscule. In 2015, U.S. cattle and sheep inventories (including calves and lambs) numbered 
approximately 118.8 million animals.32  Of that total, 474,965 cattle and sheep (including lambs and 
calves) were lost to all carnivores combined (including coyotes, unknown predators, and dogs), or 
0.39 percent of the inventory.33  The predominant sources of mortality to livestock, by far, are non-
predator causes including disease, illness, birthing problems, and weather.34  The North Carolina 
Wildlife Resources Commission has noted that, based on USDA data, dogs are an equal or greater 
risk to sheep, goats, and cattle as compared to coyotes. The North Carolina Commission further 
noted that, while USDA data relies on surveys of producers, no verification of the cause of mortality 
is conducted, and “it is difficult to differentiate cause of mortality by an untrained person.”35 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
28 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 13-14. 
29 R.O. Baker and R. M. Timm. 2017. Coyote attacks on humans, 1970-2015: implications for reducing the 
risks. Human Wildlife Interactions 11(2):120-132. 
30 American Veterinary Medical Association. Dog Bite Prevention. Retrieved from 
https://www.avma.org/public/Pages/Dog-Bite-Prevention.aspx.  
31 Supervising dogs outdoors, keeping dogs on leashes, keeping cats indoors, and practicing “hazing” 
techniques with bold coyotes are effective methods reducing the risk of attack by a coyote. Coyote 
Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 10. 
32 See USDA. 2015. “Cattle and Calves Death Loss in the United States Due to Predator and Nonpredator 
Causes, 2015.” USDA–APHIS–VS–CEAH, available at: 
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_health/nahms/general/downloads/cattle_calves_deathloss_2015.pdf); 
USDA. 2015. “Sheep and Lamb Predator and Nonpredator Death Loss in the United States, 2015.” USDA–
APHIS–VS–CEAH–NAHMS, available at 
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_health/nahms/sheep/downloads/sheepdeath/SheepDeathLoss2015.pd
f).  
33 Id.  
34 For an in-depth discussion, see: Wendy Keefover, "Northern Rocky Mountain Wolves: A Public Policy 
Process Failure: How Two Special Interest Groups Hijacked Wolf Conservation in America," WildEarth 
Guardians www.wildearthguardians.org/site/DocServer/Wolf_Report_20120503.pdf 1, no. 1 (2012). 
35 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 10. 

https://www.avma.org/public/Pages/Dog-Bite-Prevention.aspx
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_health/nahms/general/downloads/cattle_calves_deathloss_2015.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_health/nahms/sheep/downloads/sheepdeath/SheepDeathLoss2015.pdf
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_health/nahms/sheep/downloads/sheepdeath/SheepDeathLoss2015.pdf
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E. Wildlife killing contests and other indiscriminate, lethal control methods will not prevent 
conflicts with humans, pets or livestock—and may increase them. 

 
Disrupting the coyote family structure may increase coyote attacks. Exploited coyote populations 
tend to have younger, less experienced coyotes that haven’t been taught appropriate hunting 
behaviors. These coyotes are more likely to prey on easy targets like livestock or pets. Additionally, 
exploited coyote packs are more likely to have increased numbers of yearlings reproducing and 
higher pup survival. Feeding pups is a significant motivation for coyotes to switch from killing small 
and medium-sized prey to killing sheep.36  
 
Open hunts and killing contests do not target specific, problem-causing coyotes. Most killing 
contests target coyotes in woodlands and grasslands where conflicts with humans, livestock, and 
pets are minimal—not coyotes who have become habituated by human-provided attractants such 
as unsecured garbage, pet food, or livestock carcasses.   
 

F. Prevention—not lethal control—is the best method for minimizing conflicts with coyotes. 
  
Eliminating access to easy food sources, such as bird seed and garbage, supervising pets while 
outside, and keeping cats indoors reduces conflicts with pets and humans.37 Practicing good animal 
husbandry and using strategic nonlethal predator control methods to protect livestock (such as 
electric fences, guard animals, and removing dead livestock) are more effective than lethal control 
at preventing conflicts.38 
   

II. Wildlife killing contests are symptomatic of a broader problem of misguided 
wildlife governance by state wildlife management agencies that fails to recognize 
and value the crucial ecological roles of native carnivores. 

 
Coyotes are an integral part of healthy ecosystems, providing a range of free, natural ecological 
services. For example, coyotes directly or indirectly help to control disease transmission, keep 
rodent populations in check, consume animal carcasses, increase biodiversity, remove sick animals 
from the gene pool, and protect crops. Unexploited coyote populations can contribute to ecosystem 
health through trophic cascade effects such as indirectly protecting ground-nesting birds from 
smaller carnivores and increasing the biological diversity of plant and wildlife communities.39  

                                                           
36 F. F. Knowlton, E. M. Gese, and M. M. Jaeger, "Coyote Depredation Control: An Interface between Biology 
and Management," Journal of Range Management 52, no. 5 (1999); B. R. Mitchell, M. M. Jaeger, and R. H. 
Barrett, "Coyote Depredation Management: Current Methods and Research Needs," Wildlife Society Bulletin 
32, no. 4 (2004). 
37 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 8. 
38 A. Treves et al., "Forecasting Environmental Hazards and the Application of Risk Maps to Predator Attacks 
on Livestock," BioScience 61, no. 6 (2011); P.J. Baker et al., "Terrestrial Carnivores and Human Food 
Production: Impact and Management," Mammal Review 38, (2008); A. Treves and K. U. Karanth, "Human-
Carnivore Conflict and Perspectives on Carnivore Management Worldwide," Conservation Biology 17, no. 6 
(2003); J. A. Shivik, A. Treves, and P. Callahan, "Nonlethal Techniques for Managing Predation: Primary and 
Secondary Repellents," Conservation Biology 17, no. 6 (2003); N. J. Lance et al., "Biological, Technical, and 
Social Aspects of Applying Electrified Fladry for Livestock Protection from Wolves (Canis Lupus)," Wildlife 
Research 37, no. 8 (2010); A. Morehouse and M. Boyce, "From Venison to Beef:  Seasonal Changes in Wolf Diet 
Composition in a Livestock Grazing Environment," Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 9, no. 8 (2011). 
39 S. E. Henke and F. C. Bryant, "Effects of Coyote Removal on the Faunal Community in Western Texas," 
Journal of Wildlife Management 63, no. 4 (1999); K. R. Crooks and M. E. Soule, "Mesopredator Release and 
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The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission has noted that, “[i]n their historic range, 
coyotes play an important ecological role in nature as an apex predator,” predation is normal, and 
“[w]hile the arrival of coyotes in the eastern landscape is generally viewed negatively, there are 
some ecological and human benefits resulting from their presence.”40 
 
Despite these myriad benefits, coyotes are given almost no protections under the law—in most 
states, they can be hunted and trapped year-round, and there are few or no limits as to how many 
coyotes can be killed or the ways in which they are killed. Comparatively, game populations receive 
a wide array of statutory and regulatory protections. 
 

III. Wildlife killing contests fly in the face of the Public Trust Doctrine. 
 
The Public Trust Doctrine is a foundational judicial principle mandating that governments protect 
and conserve natural assets including wildlife in a manner that benefits all citizens.41 Under the law, 
wildlife belongs to all citizens. The duty is derived from a long common law tradition requiring each 
state to protect and preserve the natural assets shared by its citizens.42 
 
Common law principles place a duty on the State, as a sovereign representative of the people, to 
hold common assets in trust for its citizens. This trust duty requires the State to preserve natural 
assets and to protect its citizens’ interests in those assets by safeguarding against their exploitation 
for private gain at the expense of the public good. These principles, known as the “public trust 
doctrine,” arose to protect the public’s access to tidelands and navigable waters, especially for use 
in navigation, commerce, and fishing. Over time, courts have recognized additional trust duties 
beyond such waters and uses. Case law recognizes that the doctrine expresses a state’s intrinsic 
responsibility to protect the public’s interest in shared natural assets, including wildlife.  
 
State wildlife management agencies are charged with fulfilling state trust duties. Agencies must 
strike a balance between protecting wildlife and competing demands. Implicit in this duty is the 
mandate that governments must retain control over management of natural assets, rather than 
relinquish oversight to non-state or private parties.43  
 
Wildlife belongs to all citizens, yet a small segment of the population can kill large numbers of 
coyotes (and other unprotected species) in killing contests with virtually no oversight from state 
wildlife agencies. Many wildlife killing contests occur on Bureau of Land Management and U.S. 
Forest Service lands—where a special recreation permit is often required but is rarely obtained by 
contest organizers. 
 
Most Americans are non-consumptive users of wildlife, preferring to see wild animals in nature, 
and to “shoot” them with a camera rather than with a gun. Indeed, in 2016, an estimated 75.9 billion 

                                                           
Avifaunal Extinctions in a Fragmented System," Nature 400, no. 6744 (1999); E. T. Mezquida, S. J. Slater, and 
C. W. Benkman, "Sage-Grouse and Indirect Interactions: Potential Implications of Coyote Control on Sage-
Grouse Populations," Condor 108, no. 4 (2006); N. M. Waser et al., "Coyotes, Deer, and Wildflowers: Diverse 
Evidence Points to a Trophic Cascade," Naturwissenschaften 101, no. 5 (2014). 
40 Coyote Management Plan. (Mar. 1, 2018). North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission: 11. 
41 See e.g., M.C. Blumm and A. Paulsen. 2013. The Public Trust in Wildlife. Utah Law Review.  
42 See Nat’l Audubon Soc’y v. Superior Court, 33 Cal. 3d 419, 441 (1983); Ctr. for Biological Diversity, Inc. v. 
FPL Group, Inc., 166 Cal. App. 4th 1349, 1360-63 (2008). 
43 See Illinois Cent. R.R. Co. v. Illinois, 146 U.S. 387 (1892). 
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US dollars was spent by individuals engaged in watching wildlife compared to 26.2 billion spent by 
hunters.44  Allowing wildlife killing contests to continue—especially on public lands—is antithetical 
to the Public Trust Doctrine. 
 

IV. Wildlife killing contests promote gratuitous violence, sending a dangerous 
message to youth. 

 
These contests serve no ecological or other purpose. Participants compete in these events to kill 
animals for fun and prizes. A 2018 video of an undercover investigation by the Humane Society of 
the United States showed contest participants amassing piles of coyote and fox carcasses to be 
judged for prizes, and laughing and posing for photos in front of the dead animals. In many contests, 
youth are encouraged to participate, and hunting equipment and high-powered rifles—including 
AR-15s—are awarded as raffle prizes. Betting and gambling add another unsavory dimension to the 
events. Wildlife killing contests send the message to our youth that killing is fun, animals are 
disposable, and life is cheap. 
 

V. Wildlife killing contests are cruel and unsporting—a blood sport akin to 
dogfighting or cockfighting.  

 
An untold number of animals are orphaned or injured during these events. Killing adult bobcats, 
coyotes, foxes, and other species will inevitably leave dependent pups to die from thirst, starvation, 
predation or exposure. The very nature of these events—where participants must kill as many 
animals as possible over a designated time period—leaves little room for practicing responsible 
hunting behavior to ensure a quick death and minimal suffering. Participants often use electronic 
calling devices to attract coyotes into rifle range with sounds that mimic prey or even the cries of a 
coyote in distress. Manipulating animals’ natural curiosity or compassion to lure them in for an easy 
kill is a reprehensible practice that disregards traditional hunting ethics. 
 
Killing contests that allow trapping endanger pets and imperiled wildlife. Trapping is an 
indiscriminate practice that captures animals regardless of age, sex or species, and often results in 
injury, pain, suffering or death of target and non-target animals alike. Body-gripping and killing 
traps and snares are inhumane, and the trapping and removal of wildlife, including target and non-
target species, can be ecologically destructive. Nationwide, these traps and other similarly non-
selective lethal control devices have unintentionally killed an untold number of pets, 150 vertebrate 
species,45 and thousands of mammals of at least 20 different taxa that are listed as threatened or 
endangered federally or in certain states.46 More than 80 countries and 7 states have banned or 
severely restricted the use of steel-jaw leghold traps.47 
 

                                                           
44 U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and U.S. Department of Commerce, 
U.S. Census Bureau. 2016 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation. 
45 Knudson, T. The killing agency: Wildlife Services’ brutal methods leave a trail of animal death—wildlife 
investigation. The Sacramento Bee, April 29, 2012. 
46 Bergstrom, B.J., L.C. Arias, A.D. Davidson, A.W. Ferguson, L.A. Randa, and S.R. Sheffield. 2014. License to kill: 
reforming federal wildlife control to restore biodiversity and ecosystem function. Conservation Letters 7: 131-
142. 
47 Fox, C.H. and C.M. Papouchis (eds.). 2004. Cull of the Wild: A Contemporary Analysis of Wildlife Trapping in 
the United States. Animal Protection Institute, Sacramento, California. 

https://blog.humanesociety.org/2018/05/undercover-video-takes-viewers-into-grisly-world-of-wildlife-killing-contests.html
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VI. The public does not support wildlife killing contests, and momentum is growing 
across the country to ban these abhorrent events. 

 
As with dogfighting and cockfighting—which have been condemned as cruel and banned in every 
state, with felony offenses for dogfighting in all 50 states—as the public’s awareness of wildlife 
killing contests increases the level of opposition to the practice is expected to increase 
concomitantly. Individuals, state and local organizations, and the National Coalition to End Wildlife 
Killing Contests are working to ban killing contests at the municipal, county and state level 
nationwide. In 2014, the California Fish and Game Commission banned predator killing contests, 
making it illegal to offer a prize, inducement or reward for killing native carnivores including 
bobcats, coyotes and foxes. Vermont followed with a ban on coyote killing contests in 2018. The city 
council of Albuquerque, New Mexico, passed a resolution in 2018 condemning coyote killing 
contests and calling for a statewide ban, and cities and counties in Arizona—including the Dewey-
Humboldt Town Council in 2018—passed similar resolutions in recent years.  
 

Conclusion  
 
We appreciate your dedication to protecting wildlife for the citizens of your state and are hopeful 
that you will recognize that wildlife killing contests are ecologically and ethically indefensible. 
These contests contravene sound wildlife management by ignoring the crucial role that native 
carnivores play in healthy ecosystems and failing to prevent—and likely even increasing—conflicts 
with pets, humans, and livestock. Allowing this cruel blood sport to continue makes a mockery of 
the Public Trust Doctrine and damages the reputation of sportsmen and state wildlife management 
agencies.  
 
For these reasons, and in recognition of the growing national outrage against these events, 
we strongly urge you to promulgate regulations and/or to support legislation that bans 
wildlife killing contests statewide. Like dogfighting and cockfighting, this issue is not going away. 
Banning wildlife killing contests will send the message that your agency represents the interests of 
all citizens and makes wildlife management decisions based on sound science and compassionate 
ethics. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this issue. We welcome a dialogue about these concerns. Please 
feel free to contact Camilla Fox at 415-945-3232 / cfox@projectcoyote.org  or Jill Fritz at 301-708-
9459 / jfritz@humanesociety.org. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

  
Camilla H. Fox  
Founder & Executive Director 
Project Coyote  

Jill Fritz 
Director, Wildlife Protection 
The Humane Society of the United States 

 
 
 

 

mailto:cfox@projectcoyote.org
mailto:jfritz@humanesociety.org
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DJ Schubert  
Wildlife Biologist 
Animal Welfare Institute 

 
And on behalf of:  
 

Stephen Wells 
Executive Director 
Animal Legal Defense Fund 
 
Jessica Johnson 
Chief Legislative Officer 
Animal Protection of New Mexico 
Animal Protection Voters of New Mexico 
 
Christopher B. Mowry, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of Biology, Berry College 
Atlanta Coyote Project 
 
Prashant Khetan 
Chief Executive Officer 
Born Free USA 
 
Collette Adkins 
Senior Attorney 
Center for Biological Diversity  
 
Leda Huta 
Executive Director 
Endangered Species Coalition 
 
Connie Poten 
President 
Footloose Montana 
 
Melissa Smith 
Executive Director 
Friends of Wisconsin Wolf and Wildlife 
 
Emily Renn 
Executive Director 
Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project 
 
 
 
 

Kara Holmquist 
Director of Advocacy 
Massachusetts Society for the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Animals 
 
Lynn Cullens 
Executive Director 
Mountain Lion Foundation 
 
Nancy Warren 
Executive Director 
National Wolfwatcher Coalition 
 
Donald A. Molde 
Co-Founder 
Nevada Wildlife Alliance 
 
Chris Schadler 
Co-Founder 
New Hampshire Wildlife Coalition 
 
Barbara Birdsey 
Founder 
The Pegasus Foundation 
 
Dr. John W. Grandy 
Representative  
Pettus Crowe Foundation 
 
Betsy Klein 
Co-Founder 
Plan B to Save Wolves 
 
Brooks Fahy 
Executive Director 
Predator Defense 
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Brenna Galdenzi 
President 
Protect Our Wildlife Vermont 
 
Kevin Bixby 
Executive Director 
Southwest Environmental Center 
 
Brett Haverstick 
Speak for Wolves 
 
Kirk Robinson, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
Western Wildlife Conservancy 
 
Christopher Smith 
Southern Rockies Wildlife Advocate 
WildEarth Guardians  
 
Maggie Howell 
Executive Director 
Wolf Conservation Center 
 
Rachel Tilseth 
Owner & Founder 
Wolves of Douglas County Wisconsin 
 
Lisa Robertson 
President 
Wyoming Untrapped 
 
Melissa Thomasma 
Executive Director 
Wyoming Wildlife Advocates 

 

 
 
 


