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CHAIR CANCELA: 
We will begin the hearing with Assembly Bill (A.B.) 50. 
 
ASSEMBLY BILL 50 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions relating to the imposition 

of certain fees, civil penalties and administrative fines by the State 
Environmental Commission. (BDR 40-181) 

 
JENNIFER CARR, P.E. (Deputy Administrator, Division of Environmental Protection, 

State Department of Conservation and Natural Resources): 
I am here to introduce and support A.B. 50 that amends provisions related to 
the public water systems’ law in Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 445A, and 
provisions related to the subdivision of land in NRS 278. I have submitted my 
written testimony (Exhibit C). 
 

SENATOR GOICOECHEA MOVED TO DO PASS A.B. 50. 
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

* * * * * 
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
We will now open the hearing on A.B. 101. 
 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/79th2017/Bill/4717/Overview/
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ASSEMBLY BILL 101 (1st Reprint): Revises provisions governing the 

management of wildlife. (BDR 45-187) 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN MICHAEL C. SPRINKLE (Assembly District No. 30): 
I would like to address comments that were heard concerning the proposed 
amendments to this bill. When A.B. 101 was initially heard in the Assembly, 
there was a great deal of opposition to the bill. 
 
Many changes have been made to the original bill, and I would like to credit the 
people that came forward to create the version that you see before you today. 
There was a lot of time and effort put into this bill. I am frustrated that some of 
the people, at the last minute, still continue to oppose the bill. 
 
The intention of this bill is to allow the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) 
more flexibility in how they manage all wildlife, especially predators. This would 
ensure accountability in how the $3 application fee that is charged for 
processing a game tag is being utilized. This bill also takes into consideration all 
methods of predatory management, not just lethal means. That is why I brought 
this bill forward. 
 
This bill does not intend to cease management of predators by lethal means or 
prevent NDOW from managing big game animals and mammal populations. The 
bill allows for management of big game animals as well as sage grouse and all 
other endangered species environments. It allows NDOW to use their expertise 
in managing predators and other big game populations including lethal 
management as necessary. This bill removes the 80 percent mandate of lethal 
management of predators. It allows for possible matching of federal funds, and 
it requires NDOW to report how these funds are being spent so we can get a 
good sense of what this money is being used for and how it is benefitting the 
State. 
 
The Department must still consider the recommendations of the Nevada Board 
of Wildlife Commissioners and continue to take public testimony of opinions of 
all affected by big game management into consideration. 
 
LESLEY PITTMAN (Nevada Wildlife Alliance): 
Since the discussion of this legislation began in 2016, one thing has been made 
very clear to all of the stakeholders. We all have the same desired outcomes 
which are healthy wildlife populations, bountiful grazing ecosystems, thriving 
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ranches and plentiful game for hunters to bring home to their families. 
Conversations with stakeholders demonstrate that there is a difference in 
opinion concerning the most cost-effective methods to achieve those goals. To 
what degree does lethal predator control contribute to those outcomes? The 
Nevada Wildlife Alliance would argue very little and has tried to provide the 
evidence to make that case. Other stakeholders argue that predator control is 
the only or best way to achieve the future we all desire. When 
Assemblyman Sprinkle authored and amended the bill a variety of options were 
considered. Removing the predator fee altogether, so we are not back and forth 
in this fight from session to session; reverting back to the language that existed 
prior to the changes that were made in 2015; or amending various components 
of the bill with exclusion of the reporting language. 
 
The Nevada Wildlife Alliance has been open to all of the suggested changes, but 
there has been no consensus among the stakeholders. What does remain clear 
is that the vast majority of stakeholders want to see an end to the rule that 
80 percent of the funds must be spent to kill predators. We believe that 
Assemblyman Sprinkle has done the best possible job of crafting a bill that will 
delete the 80 percent provision and ultimately achieve the goals we all desire. 
No stakeholder is happy with all the provisions of A.B. 101, and it is highly 
unlikely we will be in agreement. We urge you to support A.B. 101 and 
Assemblyman Sprinkles’ approach. Give the experts at NDOW the discretion to 
apply methods that work best. Let us hand them back their toolbox. 
 
LYNN CULLENS (Executive Director, Mountain Lion Foundation): 
The Mountain Lion Foundation is a national nonprofit organization with 
1,200 supporters in Nevada. I have submitted my written testimony (Exhibit D). 
 
JANA WRIGHT: 
I am in support of A.B. 101. This bill allows for more discretion by NDOW in 
utilizing the $3 fee charged for processing a game tag application. 
Assembly Bill No. 291 of the 71st Session in 2001 set guidelines for the use of 
a $3 fee, but the language in NRS 502 was gutted by A.B. No. 78 of the 
78th Session in 2015. 
 
Section 3, subsection 1, paragraphs (a) through (d) allow for monies collected 
from this fee be used to for a predatory management plan, management and 
enhancement of game mammals, wildlife habitat restoration and going after 
federal matching grants for the programs that might qualify for the 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/NR/SNR1040D.pdf


Senate Committee on Natural Resources 
May 4, 2017 
Page 5 
 
Pittman-Robertson Act’s three-to-one matching grant dollars for non-lethal 
projects. 
 
Section 3, subsection 4, paragraph (a) removes the unnecessary layer of having 
the State Department of Agriculture’s Predatory Animal and Rodent Committee 
(PARC) weigh in on the adoption of a predation plan. The members of PARC can 
send comments to the Commission or attend their meetings. 
 
Section 3, subsection 4, paragraph (b), removes the 80 percent mandate for 
money to be used for lethal predatory management, which was controversial 
during the hearing of A.B. No. 78 of the 78th Session in 2015. 
 
Section 3, subsections 6 and 7, require a detailed report of the predation 
management plan with specific deliverables, which is needed. 
 
Please vote in support of A.B. 101 to get closer to the original legislation on the 
use of this fee. 
 
PATRICK DONNELLY (Center for Biological Diversity): 
I am a Nevada wildlife advocate for the Center for Biological Diversity. We are a 
nationwide nonprofit organization with an office in Las Vegas and more than 
1.3 million members nationwide. We are in support of this bill. This bill corrects 
grievous problems concerning A.B. No. 78 of the 78th Session, which allowed 
NDOW flexibility in implementing wildlife conservation programs. This would 
ensure that the funds are not wasted on inefficient predator control programs. 
Numerous studies have concluded that lethal predator management programs 
are frequently ineffectual at achieving their stated aims. The 2018 draft of the 
NDOW predator management program details how the 80 percent of the $3 fee 
will be spent. It includes nearly $400,000 of lethal mountain lion control and 
nearly $300,000 of lethal coyote removal. While conventional wisdom suggests 
that lethal predator removal will bolster big game members, the science does 
not support this. In fact, there is scant evidence that lethal predator control is 
an effective means of management. For example, the removal of coyotes is 
highly problematic. Killing coyotes actually increases the population of coyotes. 
There have been so many studies to confirm this that we now can regard it as 
an undisputable fact. A 2011 study of the effects of coyote removal on mule 
deer populations found zero correlation between decreased coyote density and 
increased mule deer numbers. Assembly Bill 101 would give NDOW the 
flexibility to develop and implement big game management conservation 
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programs that are demonstratively effective. Wildlife conservation is thought of 
as habitat conservation. The $1 million NDOW is legally obligated to spend on 
predator removal in 2018 could restore thousands of acres of degraded habitat 
bolstering big game numbers. 
 
The bill in its current form is a compromise that ties NDOW’s hands. The 
original bill may have been too restrictive of how NDOW spent this money. This 
compromised version will allow maximum flexibility in developing a wildlife 
conservation program. We encourage you to support A.B. 101. 
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
Could you tell us how killing coyotes actually leads to a higher coyote 
population? 
 
MR. DONNELLY: 
Coyotes will increase their litter size in response to lethal removal because their 
offspring are not surviving to adulthood. There will also be a reduced 
competition for food when the coyotes are juveniles, which means more will 
survive to reproductive age. 
 
LORI BELLIS: 
I am a native Nevadan from a hunting and fishing family. I am also a retired 
biologist and I have worked across the State. I am testifying in support of 
A.B. 101. I have submitted my written testimony (Exhibit E). 
 
CRAIG DOWNER: 
I live in Minden and I am a wildlife ecologist. I have attended meetings of the 
organization, No BearHunt Nevada. As a wildlife ecologist, I am very concerned 
about the integrity of the living community and ecosystem. Predators play an 
important role in toning the population or increasing what is called the natural 
balance of the natural living community. I think it is high time that people pull in 
their horns a bit on planet earth. Look at all of our machines, the pollution we 
generate, and our consumptive patterns that are throwing the life community 
out of balance. I think it is hypocritical to target a predator that has evolved for 
millions of years to appease certain consumptive habits or macho killing habits 
of our species. Let us come clean and accept responsibility for what is 
happening here on this earth. I am also a wild horse advocate. I think there is 
extreme prejudice shown by certain vested interests, both in this State and 
elsewhere. It really gets to me. I do not know if I have Indian heritage, but 
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people used to say I am probably a reincarnated Indian. I identify with the 
natural world, and I support this bill because I think it is a step in the right 
direction. 
 
We cannot have immediate blanket change and get exactly what we want. Life 
is about compromise. Definitely, I think the emphasis should be placed on 
healthy habitats. Let us not continue our same old blind traditions. I think the 
establishment has to show more compunction these days and willingness to 
change. Otherwise, I think we are facing a very tragic situation with global 
warming. We have to learn to respect all the species including those predators 
like the mountain lion. This is a magnificent animal and has the largest 
distribution of any carnivore of its size. It actually helps its prey species. Unlike 
many hunters, they take the least fit, whereas the hunters often take the most 
fit and end up degrading the population. 
 
I urge you to pass this bill. I think it is a step in the right direction and that it is 
outrageous to use 80 percent of the fee for predator control. 
 
DON MOLDE: 
I support the flexibility and the reporting option for NDOW. This subject has 
been controversial since it started. I would like to focus on Chair Cancela’s 
question regarding coyote information. I have followed the numbers on the 
predator issue very closely since this program began. The Department has 
conducted three studies concerning the effectiveness of killing predators to see 
if it has done anything to help the deer population. 
 
The Department looked at Project 17 a number of years ago, which was a 
coyote killing project in the Ruby Mountains, near Secret Pass in the East 
Humboldt Range. This showed no benefit over several years and over $500,000 
was spent. Similarly, Project 18, which was a coyote and mountain lion killing 
project north of Gerlach revealed no benefit to mule deer populations, despite 
killing over 1,000 coyotes and dozens of mountains lions. Projects 14 and 15 
were five-year projects situated in Lincoln County on both sides of Highway 93 
between Pioche and Panaca. That project cost approximately $500,000 and 
killed over 1,000 coyotes. The predator biologist and graduate student who 
conducted this study were unable to find any benefits for mule deer. That study 
dramatically demonstrates that NDOW was killing more coyotes at the end of 
five years than when they started. One would expect a decline, but that did not 
happen. Furthermore, the coyotes that were killed at the end of this study were 
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juveniles and primarily males, which is the kind of coyote you do not want. In 
addition, that study showed that the litter size had tripled in that area over five 
years. Therefore, the study demonstrated no benefit to mule deer. I can send 
you the study if you are interested. 
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
Absolutely, if you send the studies I will distribute them to the Committee. 
 
KAREN LAYNE: 
I am a former Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioner from 2012 to 2015. I also 
served on the NDOW Wildlife Damage Management Committee in 2015. I 
support A.B. 101. I would like to reiterate what has been said in previous 
testimony. I sat through these meetings and tried to understand what was 
happening with the money that was being spent. I thought this was an 
important issue, but I came away very frustrated with the number of predators 
killed and money spent, but no effectiveness of the measures was addressed. I 
think this was an issue for everyone on that Committee. My sense while sitting 
on that Committee was the idea that the more predators you kill, the better off 
you are. Showing me numbers of animals killed did not tell me what happened 
to the mule deer population that they were looking at or any of the other 
animals that they may have transplanted and were trying to protect. This 
continues to be my level of frustration with all of these predator projects. I think 
it is extremely important that you receive copies of how the money is spent. 
Over that period, we made no advancements whatsoever. I was unhappy to see 
A.B. No. 78 of the 77th Session in 2015 with regard to these fees. We were 
not looking at what it was doing to the predators. 
 
LEAH STURGIS: 
I am here representing the Sturgis Ranch and myself and we support A.B. 101. 
We have been ranching in the rural Carson Valley since 1949 and have always 
been passionate champions for a science-based approach to wildlife 
management. Assembly Bill 101 is a reasonable common sense bill, which aims 
to benefit all native species. We do not agree with the opposition who seeks to 
kill predators in a reckless and callous manner. We refute the idea that the 
ranchers want to see predators killed en masse or without just cause. Our 
family has always been ranchers and conservationists at the same time. We 
have a large conservation easement to ensure that our 800 acres are never 
developed. My mother served on the board of the Nature Conservancy in 
Nevada for several years before joining the National Council of the World 
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Wildlife Fund where she currently serves. Livestock depredations are handled by 
wildlife services with federal monies from the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA APHIS). I want to clarify that 
this bill does not affect ranchers and the system for which depredations are 
currently handled. I also reached out to the Bently Ranch and they have 
expressed their support for this bill in their written statement (Exhibit F). 
 
JANA HOFEDITZ: 
I live in Palomino Valley and am here to support A.B. 101. I hope you are taking 
everyone’s comments to heart. This bill opens up options. I do not know the 
fears of someone that does not support this bill. I think this bill is inclusive and 
we have to start thinking about education. We have to be leaders in Nevada and 
have to move ahead. 
 
CARON TAYLOE: 
I am a Washoe County resident. I am not a biologist; I am not a hunter; I am not 
someone suspicious of NDOW or the Commission. I am just someone who loves 
wildlife and would like to see a biologist be able to make decisions about 
wildlife. I think that is what this bill is about, and I support it. 
 
COLETTE KALUZA: 
I live in Minden, Nevada and support this bill. I am just an average person from 
the general public and I am here to represent them. I have been talking to 
people about wildlife and habitats and they are also supportive. I am reaching 
out to the public so they know who their elected officials are, their records, and 
how they vote on these subjects. I want transparency, and I want constituents 
to know how their elected officials are voting. 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN IRA HANSEN (Assembly District No. 32): 
I have been involved with this process for a long time. I can show you 
conclusively that predator controls have had substantial impacts on mule deer 
population expansions in Nevada. I was very involved in the passage of 
A.B. No. 291 of the 71st Session passed in 2001. Sportsmen and sportswomen 
had gone to NDOW with the predator issue and they consistently said that while 
they recognized there was a problem, they lacked the funds to manage them. I 
hear the people that have been testifying today about how we need to manage 
habitat and we agree with them completely. Currently, NDOW’s budget is 
approximately $44 million, which is for wildlife only. Following the passage of 
A.B. No. 291 of the 71st Session, the sportsmen and sportswomen set up a 
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separate fund exclusively for predator projects. This fund brings in 
approximately $500,000 per year. There are no taxpayer dollars involved with 
this whatsoever. This $3 fee was set up for the exclusive purpose of predator 
control. What we have discovered was that NDOW, and you will find this is 
consistent with the biological community, does not like the idea of predator 
control. It is like the flat earth mentality to them. Sportsmen and sportswomen 
think that predator control needs to be implemented. I have submitted a large 
graph (Exhibit G) that illustrates the buck and coyote harvest from 1969 
through 2015. 
 
When there was such lethargic implementation of the program, we came back 
to NDOW in 2015 and said we gave you approximately $44 million and we 
want you to spend 80 percent of the $500,000 that sportsmen and 
sportswomen have paid. These funds were clearly intended for predator control 
projects. They were not doing it. The sportsmen and sportswomen have given 
$6.5 million to this program since it began in 2001. From a legislative 
perspective, when individuals have paid into a dedicated fund for years, and it 
gets diluted, then money from that fund goes into the general wildlife budget. 
That is an absolute violation of the intent of that fund. I also would like to point 
out that one of the reasons we set this up as a separate fund is because these 
are lethal methods and under the federal rules you cannot receive matching 
funds. That is why we made it a separate fund. The Department wants to put it 
back in their budget so they can get three-to-one matching funds. If they do this 
they cannot do predator control with the money. Therefore, NDOW is taking 
this money that has been paid by sportsmen and sportswomen and telling them 
they have been wrong all of these years. As sportsmen and sportswomen, we 
completely reject that idea of putting this money in the NDOW General Fund. 
We want to keep these programs. 
 
There is a book produced by NDOW, called Nevada’s Mule Deer. I have 
submitted a small graph, (Exhibit H) that is in that book, which is inaccurate. I 
do not know if this was done intentionally, but I brought it to their attention and 
it has not been changed. Nevertheless, the coyote harvest portion of that graph 
does not include the total harvest in the State. That is only the fur harvesting 
according to USDA APHIS Wildlife Services (WS). If you look at the consistent 
harvest of coyotes and mule deer bucks, there is a very strong correlation. 
When there are high coyote harvest years, a couple of years later there will be a 
substantial increase in the mule deer population. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/NR/SNR1040G.pdf
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I will quickly go over the predator control history in Nevada. In 1950, we had a 
breakout of rabies in Nevada. The federal government got involved and the 
Predator Control Program was established. If you look back at the explorers in 
Nevada, there were literally no deer in Nevada. Deer populations remained 
extremely low, well into the 1930s. In the late 1930s, they developed an 
exceptionally aggressive Predator Control Program that was significantly 
expanded during World War II. The mule deer population followed that exact 
curve. In 1940, 9,000 deer tags were sold in Nevada and 1,700 deer were 
harvested. By 1963, 66,000 deer tags were sold and there were 26,000 deer 
harvested in Nevada. In 1970, the deer population was 200,000. This totally 
collapsed when the Predator Control Program was discontinued in the early 
1970s. President Nixon outlawed the use of 10-80 poison and the deer 
population dropped to 95,000 in 1975. During that time, the fur harvest 
intensified and there was this campaign to reap the harvest of over 
20,000 coyotes in Nevada. Then what happened? In 1988, we had the highest 
deer population since the 1950s with a population of 250,000 deer. In 1993, 
that population was reduced to 140,000. In the 1990s, there was a series of 
very wet winters and NDOW consistently predicted that the populations of mule 
deer would expand and come back. They have not. The small graph, Exhibit H, 
demonstrates the drop off in population. We have seen the lowest population of 
mule deer since 1975, when everyone in the State went into panic mode and 
we hit 95,000. Currently, the population of mule deer in Nevada is 94,000. 
Therefore, there is a strong correlation between predator control harvest 
programs and mule deer population expansion. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
You said the $3 sportsmen and sportswomen fee only generates $500,000? I 
think it is more than that. 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN HANSEN: 
That was an average, but it is approximately $600,000 a year. That is a 
substantial commitment on the part of the sportsmen and sportswomen. This is 
an additional fee above the $44 million that is paid for the other tags. I paid 
over $100 this year just for my trapping, fishing and hunting licenses, including 
my duck stamp, upland game and trout stamps. All of this money is contributed 
by sportsmen and sportswomen. That is where the $44 million comes from. 
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SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I am fine with it if NDOW uses this money for predator control or places it in its 
General Fund; however, as far as taking off the $3 fee, I am not getting that 
message from the sportsmen and sportswomen who I represent. Are you 
getting this message? 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN HANSEN: 
I represent 38,000 square miles and 7 counties. Sportsmen and sportswomen 
are a huge portion of that population, and this is not the message I am getting 
from them. This is the reason why we put this program back together in 2001. 
The sportsmen and sportswomen want these kinds of programs in place and 
they want to fund it properly; however, it is still controlled by NDOW. The 
sportsmen and sportswomen are very frustrated because it is clear that within 
NDOW there are certain people that do not like the program. The Department 
put a biologist named Pete Bradley in charge of the Predator Control Program. 
He is an ardent opponent and had written aggressively about how predator 
control is unnecessary and a bad thing. That is how NDOW deals with it, and 
this is where the frustration comes in. 
 
In the 78th Session, we told NDOW that we are paying all this money and you 
are not doing anything with it other than studying food habits of coyotes, which 
they have studied since the 1910s. Everybody knows what coyotes eat. We do 
not need to study that anymore with this money. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I think there is some middle ground, and we know why we brought this issue 
here. My point is that the sportsmen and sportswomen are not clamoring to 
spend it in a different way. In fact, most of them are supportive of lethal 
control. 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN HANSEN: 
Thank you, Senator, I agree 100 percent. 
 
GERALD LENT: 
I was Chair of the Board of Wildlife Commissioners for two years and Vice Chair 
for one year. I am opposed to this bill. It will eliminate the Predator Control 
Program as it was intended. I was one of the original sponsors of A.B. No. 291 
of the 71st Session in 2001, which enacted the $3 fee for this program. With 
the help of Assemblyman Harry E. Claiborne and Assemblyman John Carpenter 
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and 12 other legislators, a survey of hunters was done to see what sportsmen 
and sportswomen wanted. This came about because we were losing our mule 
deer population in Nevada. Eighty-seven percent of the hunters said they 
thought predators were the reason for the demise of the mule deer and they 
were willing to pay an additional fee for a Predator Control Program. 
 
Assemblyman John Carpenter wrote to Governor Brian Sandoval to tell him of 
his displeasure about the way the predator program was going. 
Assemblyman Claiborne also wrote the former director, Ken Mayer, of NDOW. 
Director Mayer wrote back to Assemblyman Claiborne saying: 
 

Game Division personnel have received clear direction from me to 
gather crucial information regarding the effects of predation 
management for the protection of this species. Increased fawn 
survival and increased over-winter survival is being observed in 
some areas. 
 

Therefore, he admitted it works. These were knowledgeable Legislators involved 
in this predator bill. It is clear that the intent of this legislation was to control 
the effect of predation on our wildlife, including the sage grouse. I urge you to 
reject this bill. 
 
I know a great deal about Project 19 in area 014 of Nevada and have written 
three articles about it. I have heard testimony here today saying this project did 
not work. I have a graph that shows for the ten years that this predator 
program was in effect, the deer population went up. This proves that this 
worked. There is only one deer predator project in the State, and you cannot 
say that is representative of all mule deer statewide. 
 
JOEL BLAKESLEE: 
Most of what I was going to say has already been said. I think it is important to 
understand the concept of how predator management is done. There are two 
ways of doing it. There is surgical and there is prophylactic. Prophylactic is 
trying to kill a large group of animals over a large area. The other way is the 
surgical method where you go in during the reproductive time of year when the 
fawns are being born. Some of the testimony from the opposition speaks of 
prophylactic control on things that are done surgically. That sounds good and 
makes their point very well, but I can tell you that there are things that need to 
be understood before you make a decision. I cannot explain it in two minutes. 
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President Theodore Roosevelt started a Predator Control Program at the 
Kaibab Plateau in Arizona. The deer increased to the point that they ate 
themselves out of house and home. Predator management works if you are 
willing to do what it takes. It is closely tied in with carrying capacity. Those are 
concepts that need to be understood. Out of the 67,000 people that apply for 
big game tags, I think that the majority of them believe that their money is 
being spent for lethal predator management. 
 
REX FLOWERS: 
I am opposed to A.B. 101. First, this bill requires reporting to the Legislature, 
which means Legislators will manage wildlife and not wildlife managers. There 
is no room for that. Wildlife needs to be managed by NDOW. Second, this law 
was only changed to its current state in 2015. We have not given ourselves an 
opportunity to see whether the change works. I would hope that each of you 
would be respectful to your fellow Legislators and give this law an opportunity 
to be proven or disproven without stepping into it so early. 
 
JEREMY DREW (Board of Wildlife Commissioners): 
The discussions you have heard on both sides of this issue are indicative of the 
conversations we have every time we have a meeting on this subject. This is 
the third consecutive Session in which we have addressed this program, and the 
Commission will implement whatever the Legislative Body passes as we have in 
the past. We appreciate the changes to the bill that were made in the Assembly. 
Our opposition today is based on three changes the Commission has identified 
through our open public meetings. 
 
One change would be in section 3, subsection 1, paragraph (a). Our 
recommendation would be to strike “and the management and enhancement of 
game mammals.“ In section 3, subsection 1, paragraph (c), line 24, we propose 
changing the word “and” to “or.” In section 3, subsections 6 and 7, we suggest 
replacing that language with the language that was adopted in A.B. No. 345 of 
the 76th Session. I can provide this language to the Committee. In terms of 
reporting requirements and the guidance that is required of the Commission, we 
have no issue with that being provided to the appropriate Body of the 
Legislature, we just want to see some consistency in reporting for NDOW rather 
than developing two separate reports. 
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
Did you provide those amendments to the sponsor in advance of this meeting? 
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MR. DREW: 
I did not provide these specific amendments today. We talked about this on the 
Assembly side. When our body reviewed this, we had two conflicting 
amendments on the Assembly side and had developed this platform. I would be 
happy to get together with the sponsor and go over them if he has questions. 
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
When did the Board decide on those amendments? 
 
MR. DREW: 
It would have been last week or the week before. I will get you the date. 
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
I feel there was plenty of time if that meeting was last week to have had a 
conversation with the sponsor. I would like to go on record to say that perhaps 
we could have had something resolved before we got to this hearing. 
 
MR. DREW: 
Point taken, thank you. 
 
CHAIR CANCELA: 
I echo Senator Ratti’s concerns. If the sponsor were to agree with this 
amendment, would that change the Commission’s position? 
 
MR. DREW: 
I believe we could support the bill with those changes. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I agree with my colleague, Assemblyman Hansen. The bill has been a work in 
progress on the Assembly side and has been in flux for weeks. I did not engage 
in this because there are some things that I do not like in the bill. However, 
there are some things that are workable in the bill. I am uncomfortable 
chastising someone because this has been a work in progress, and I think the 
sponsor to the bill will agree with that. It has changed a lot since it came out, 
and we were hoping that it was going to get better. 
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JANINE HANSEN (State President, Nevada Families for Freedom): 
I live in Elko County and am a constituent of Assemblyman John C. Ellison of 
Assembly District 33. He has asked me to read his statement because he could 
not be here. 
 

I strongly oppose A.B. 101. I am also sorry that we were not able 
to get Elko’s opinion on the matter. We believe it is important to 
get feedback from all affected stakeholders. 
 
First of all, I would like to say we changed the management of 
wildlife in 2015 for a reason. The $3.00 fee that was being 
collected from sportsmen’s established in 2001, was not being 
used as it was intended—which was for the management and 
control of predatory wildlife. 
 
We saw a problem, and fixed it. A.B. 101 not only brings that 
problem back, but also makes it worse by diverting that money 
away from predation. We always talk about listening to the will of 
the people and doing good by them. A.B. 101 blatantly ignores the 
will of the people and the intent of what we did in 2001 and 2015. 
 
It is for this reason and others from my colleagues that I strongly 
oppose A.B. 101. 

 
I would also like to put my own position on the record. I cover many bills, and 
this is the one that my husband got upset about. We are both hunters and we 
feel that this is a betrayal to the sportsmen and sportswomen who are paying 
the fee. The money should be used for what it was originally supposed to be 
used for. 
 
I live on a hobby ranch in Elko County. There is no one on three sides of me and 
I have had over 30 chickens, 28 turkeys, goats, and horses. We have had 
problems with coyotes, and until we took action they continued to kill our birds. 
There is a problem and that is just a small example of what can happen on a 
ranch or farm. If you do not take care of the predators, you lose your animals, 
which is a huge investment. We need to be aware that this is a problem in our 
rural communities. This does not affect people that do not live out in the 
country. I live on a dirt road and I do not live right in Elko. We are opposed to 
A.B. 101. 
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LARRY JOHNSON (President, Coalition for Nevada’s Wildlife, Inc.): 
We are neutral on this bill. We have been involved with the amendments on this 
bill on the Assembly side and testified in strong opposition to this bill as it was 
originally written. Many clauses in this bill were set against sportsmen and 
sportswomen and to wildlife in general. This bill has come a long way. I echo 
the requests of Wildlife Commissioner, Jeremy Drew, concerning his proposed 
changes. We have to clearly understand that predators eat meat and they make 
a difference. We work very carefully when we harvest elk, big horn sheep, 
antelope and mule deer. All of a sudden, we are told that predators should be 
off limits and that management of predators is unnecessary, that this is all part 
of a natural system. That is not quite true. 
 
We commissioned a study with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
Sheldon National Antelope Range. The biologists collared does and conducted 
intensive studies. Fawn recruitment rates were falling as low as 13 percent per 
year. It takes a minimum of 30 fawns per year to maintain a stable population. 
The biologists reported that 93 percent of the antelope fawns were being killed 
in their first week on the ground by predators. There are scientific studies on 
both sides of this issue. 
 
Mountain lion removals in New Mexico were key to the recovery of a big horn 
sheep population that was plummeting. You can point to studies across the 
West where this has worked. We do surgical predator removal on fawning 
grounds for deer and antelope in the spring when those babies are hitting the 
ground, and it is effective. 
 
The sportsmen and sportswomen of this State definitely support this program 
and think it is necessary. This bill has come a long way with the amendments. I 
think there are a few additional changes that can be made. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I think there was a statement by someone that said NDOW’s 
2018 Predator Control Program has $400,000 in the account for lethal control 
on mountain lions. 
 
TONY WASLEY (Director, Nevada Department of Wildlife): 
Those numbers surprised me as well. I do not know what those numbers are 
right now, but I can provide that report to the Committee. 
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SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
How much does the $3 fee generate on an annual basis? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
It generates approximately $600,000. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
When A.B. No. 78 of the 78th Session was passed in 2015, you already had 
you programs in place for that year. Therefore, the programs we are looking at 
for success are the 2016 and 2017 programs. 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
That is correct. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
And so, we have a year or more of data. I am very close to some of the areas 
that you focus on in your NDOW newsletter. People have to understand that 
Project 22 in the Diamond-Roberts Mule Deer Fawns Area, was started before 
A.B. No. 78 of the 78th Session was passed in 2015. We have seen significant 
improvement there although we have had a couple of major fires. The 
Pinto Creek and Diamond Peak Fire were not that serious. I live there, so I know 
what those deer numbers are and I know the recruitment ratios have almost 
doubled on the Diamond Mountains. This is good and I am looking forward to 
seeing the data as we get into this years’ fawning season. I feel strongly that 
some of these program areas we are working on may see this same success if 
we give it another 18 months. I am asking the sponsor, although there have 
been some great changes in the bill, to not move that 80 percent requirement 
out of this bill. 
 
Assemblyman Sprinkle, I will commit to you that during the next Session I will 
come back and help you. I think what the Commission would like is to have a 
couple of the handcuffs taken off in the bill, which I think is worthwhile. If we 
can leave the bill as it is now and put the language that was deleted back into 
the bill, we have some middle ground and it is workable. Mr. Wasley, I do not 
expect you to give me an opinion, but I would like to have another year to see 
the exact benefits of the 80 percent lethal control. I have seen great success in 
various areas. 
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MR. WASLEY: 
We have heard testimony of accusations of misappropriation of funds from both 
sides of this bill today. It has been said that if money is spent on killing 
predators, that is misappropriation or if we do not spend it all on predators, it is 
misappropriation. I would point out that NDOW does not act unilaterally in 
implementing this program. We receive oversight and direction from the 
Commission. We develop a plan that is approved through a public process. 
Historically, the Commission has set an informal goal of achieving 75 percent of 
expenditures having to do with some form of a lethal predator control 
component. The Department has been tasked with that implementation. In some 
regards, the 80 percent is not necessarily that different from what has been 
done historically. However, it does create some challenges such as we 
witnessed this past year when the State relied on the WS to conduct the 
majority of the removal of predators. The WS was sued by WildEarth Guardians, 
which created a cessation of predator removal activities and wilderness study 
areas. The WS also had an aircraft incident that created a temporary grounding, 
which set NDOW scrambling to get contractors in place to meet that 80 percent 
requirement. Having the 80 percent for predator control in statute does not 
allow for those flexibilities or weather-dependent predation management 
activities and can also be concerning. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I was one of the first ones to call Mark Jensen from WS, because he has the 
ability to contract for predator control. I do not think anyone has been beating 
on your door saying you only spent 78 percent of the $3 fee. This was only a 
number we were trying to achieve because I think many sportsmen and 
sportswomen feel very strongly that it is necessary to expend that much. Are 
there any obstacles to stop you from matching the other 20 percent of the 
$3 fee for federal funds? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
No, there is not. We use a portion of that 20 percent to leverage to learn more 
about predator behavior and I think one of the challenges with the testimony we 
heard today is the broad generalizations. If someone finds a study that 
demonstrates an ineffectiveness, they apply that to the whole State. There is 
not enough time, money or energy to adequately address these problems 
statewide. We try to use the best science and surgical approach. Part of that 
best science and surgical approach is understanding the behavior and pattern of 
these animals. I know there has been some ridicule over a study that looked at 
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the diet of coyotes, but if coyotes are eating rodents and logomorphs, it does 
not make much sense to use the $3 predator fee to remove them and expect to 
see anticipated benefits. So knowing what those rodent cycles are like, what 
alternative prey and diet items are like, and when they are likely to eat those 
items, help us to better utilize those funds more efficiently and responsibly. 
 
SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
It should not be difficult to have some type of threshold in the bill regarding 
what percentage would be used for lethal predator control. This would free up 
the other percentage to be matched with federal funds. This money could be 
dedicated to wherever you wanted it to go. I think this is a good bill and there is 
some good language in here, but I am not ready to give up on lethal control. 
 
SENATOR SETTELMEYER: 
You talked about surgical approach and this is what we do on the ranch. We do 
not do it all of the time, but when coyotes start killing our calves, this is what 
we do. As surgical methods are limited due to insufficient State resources, are 
you focusing on populations in the districts that Senator Goicoechea represents? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
That is one project, but we have other places and projects. When we say 
surgical, there are two areas that we think we can increase the likelihood of 
achieving the intended benefit. One of those areas is on fawning grounds. We 
know there is a high rate of predation on fawns and if we can do preemptive 
reduction and density of potential predators in those areas the benefit is more 
likely. We also know that when animals are concentrated on the winter range 
and in deep snow their mobility is hindered and they become an easy mark for 
predators. They may also be in a weakened condition because of the winter and 
have limited mobility because of the snow depth. Those are two examples 
where we can strategically remove predators and increase the likelihood of 
achieving the desired benefit. 
 
SENATOR MANENDO: 
Out of curiosity, what is NDOW’s position regarding the 80 percent of the fees 
that are used for lethal control? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
The Department will implement whatever this Body says we need to. I believe 
the way that I characterized some of the challenges of initially implementing this 
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80 percent is that there are aspects of predator control that are circumstantial. 
Whether it is dependent on a contractor, weather, or having a statutory limit on 
anything can create concern when you are depending on variables that are out 
of your control. I understand the intent and we will do our best to achieve that 
if that is the decision of this Body. 
 
SENATOR MANENDO: 
So, no official position. 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
Our position is that we will implement what we are instructed to implement by 
this Body. 
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
I have a question about the science. We have heard many people testify. More 
people came up and said that they were scientists on one side, but what is 
NDOW’s impression? I always find it a bit stunning in the environment of this 
particular Committee how much fee payers want to be regulators in this 
organization. I am from local government where we apply fees to all types of 
different things and when the developer pays their development fee, they do not 
get to tell the engineer where the road should go. We rely on the engineer to tell 
us where the road should go. I have to say there is a sense of, because we pay 
the fee, that we should get to say down to the micromanagement level what is 
done with that fee. I think Assemblyman Hansen asked if we want Legislators 
doing wildlife management and to me—this is Legislators doing wildlife 
management. I want to know how NDOW uses science, not the opinions of fee 
payers or the opinions of people that are opposed to killing predators. Is there 
legislation that allows you to make these decisions? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
The Department has a preamble in our Predator Management Plan that explains 
NDOW’s philosophy relative to predator control. What I typically say is there is 
a time and place for predator control, but it is not all the time and every place. 
Science shows us that there are a set of criteria. There is one scientific paper in 
particular, that dove into all of the scientific literature that they could locate. It 
looked at the criteria that all the successful projects had in common, and the 
criteria that was lacking from the unsuccessful projects. Key points that were 
recommended were the size of the project, a population that was below 
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carrying capacity, and a few other variables. We try to use that science to 
direct our approach to increase the likelihood of success. 
 
Again, I think the range of testimony that we heard today is indicative of the 
challenges around this issue. For some, any lethal control is too much and for 
others, anything short of 100 percent use of this $3 fee on lethal removal is 
inadequate. For some, every animal that is removed that could potentially prey 
on a deer or a big horn sheep equates to additional animals, and in scientific 
terms is additive mortality and compensatory mortality. For some, all mortality 
by predators is considered additive and for every predator you remove you are 
saving other animals. Science shows us that is not the case. We try to be as 
surgical, strategic and based in science as we can. Where we draw that line, as 
you have seen here today, is not going to make everyone in the room happy. 
We draw that line with the assistance of this Body, the Wildlife Commission, 
17 county advisory boards and the public stakeholders. No matter where we 
draw that line, we are going to have people that are upset, whether it be 
construed as lethargic implementation or aggressive implementation. 
 
SENATOR RATTI: 
I appreciate that answer and have a question. You say you draw that line from a 
governance level with Legislators, Wildlife Commissioners and your local 
committees. Where does the science fit into drawing that line? 
 
MR. WASLEY: 
The Department does the best job we can to bring in science. We have had 
some challenges with implementing 80 percent in Year One, scientifically. Part 
of that is independent of the fact that it is a percent number, part of it is 
capacity constraints, and part of it has been due to the challenges I previously 
mentioned facing WS. Could the Department have the amount set like that and 
implement it in a scientifically defensible and justifiable way? Probably, but it 
would take time, resources and additional personnel. Is it realistic? What would 
be the actual benefit of that? Only time would tell. There would certainly be a 
component that is research- or knowledge-based because we simply do not 
have adequate knowledge. We can oversimplify and say that we know what 
coyotes eat, but what coyotes eat one year and what they eat the next is 
drastically different. Coyotes eat meat, but they also eat grasshoppers. Certain 
times of the year that is all they eat, and that is all that is in their feces: 
undigested grasshopper legs. Understanding what and when they eat is all part 
of the science in being surgical and strategic. 
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SENATOR GOICOECHEA: 
I think the same year that A.B. No. 78 of the 78th Session was adopted was 
when the numbers were 74 percent to 76 percent expended in lethal control. 
Again, I want to bring up that $400,000 or $450,000, whatever is generated 
for predator control is not a lot of money. On the other side, we have the other 
20 percent that can be matched with federal dollars to help you with your 
scientific research program. It is not as if we are saying that every dollar that 
comes from that $3 fee has to be spent on the ground killing something. There 
is a research component as well and clearly match able. I believe it does help to 
have it in statute because it draws the line there. You can look at your budget, 
and it is clear where this money goes. I think we need to give this program 
another year to be able to establish numbers and benefits. Many people in the 
room say you just want to kill something, but I am third generation from this 
area and we have lambed many sheep and I know what predators do. 
 
ASSEMBLYMAN SPRINKLE: 
I want to close this out by saying that I pride myself in being an honest 
Legislator who is always willing to work toward consensus and listen to all 
sides of an issue. I am more than happy to work with the Senate to see if we 
can get to a position that is agreeable and acceptable without losing the original 
intent of what we are trying to accomplish. Regardless of where this bill ends 
up, I would still be happy to work with Senator Goicoechea in the Interim. 
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CHAIR CANCELA: 
There being no further comments, we will adjourn at 3:08 p.m. 
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