
 
 

House Committee on Agriculture, Land Use, Natural Resources, and Water  

900 Court Street NE Salem, Oregon 

 

March 23, 2025 

RE: Opposition to HB 2403, legislation to increase inhumane predator killing by USDA 

Wildlife Services  

Dear Chairs Helm and Owens, Vice Chair Finger McDonald, and Members of the Committee: 

 

HB 2403 would authorize unaccountable government districts to raise money for killing wildlife 

deemed a threat to private property, without any requirement to consider nonlethal alternatives. 

The undersigned organizations and individuals oppose this bill on grounds it would continue an 

outdated approach to human-wildlife conflict that focuses on killing wildlife instead of co-

existence. 

Background 

 

HB 2403 would authorize special districts that collect money from landowners “for the purpose 

of funding county services to prevent, reduce and mitigate damage to property from predatory 

animals.” (Section 2(1)(a).) Targeted animals could include coyotes, cougars, bears, wolves, 

rabbits, beavers, and birds deemed destructive to agriculture. (Section 1(6).) A similar program 

was created in 2015 but sunset after 2021. Bills in 2021, 2022, and 2023 to continue the program 

did not pass. 

Reasons to Oppose HB 2403 

 

The money would go to a federal program known for cruel and unnecessary killing.  

In practice, money raised by the districts would go, as it has in the past, to “Wildlife Services” – 

a highly controversial program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture that carries out “predator 

control” on public and private lands with poisoning, trapping, snaring, aerial gunning, and paid 

hunters. (See 'That's a bloodbath': How a federal program kills wildlife for private interests, 

NPR investigation (2024); Exposed – USDA’s Secret War on Wildlife (short documentary film); 

The Rogue Agency, Harper’s Magazine (2016).) In 2023, the most recent year for which we have 

data, Wildlife Services killed 124,826 wild animals in Oregon, including 237 bears, 3,202 

coyotes, 114 mountain lions, and 80 red foxes using methods including neck and leg snares, 

steel-jawed leghold traps, cage traps, and aerial gunning; and 55 coyote and red fox dens, where 

young pups are kept, were gassed.1  

 

Killing carnivores worsens conflicts with livestock. 

Science increasingly shows that killing carnivores doesn’t reduce conflict, and in fact likely 

increases conflict by disrupting the natural territorial and competitive processes in carnivore 

social structures, causing more young, inexperienced animals to fill the landscape. Carnivores 

such as cougars, coyotes, and wolves have complex social structures, and resident older animals 

https://www.npr.org/2024/10/10/g-s1-26426/wildlife-services-usda-wild-animals-killed-livestock
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qSV8pRLkdKI
https://harpers.org/archive/2016/03/the-rogue-agency/


 

 

defend their territory from dispersing animals. Study after study has shown that when resident 

animals are killed, it leaves a void on the landscape for younger dispersing animals who are more 

likely to seek easier prey such as livestock (please see Effects of Human Hunting on Cougar and 

Human Conflicts, 17-minute video presentation by Dr. Robert Wielgus, leading carnivore 

researcher (2023); and Killing Coyotes Is Not As Effective As Once Thought, Researchers Say, 

National Public Radio (2019).2  

 

There would be no requirement to consider nonlethal alternatives.  

HB 2403 includes language that would permit use of district funds for nonlethal measures. 

However, it would not require recipients of district funds to use or even consider such 

measures.3 Given Wildlife Service’s record for emphasizing killing of wildlife as its preferred 

solution to human-wildlife conflict (see references above), any state-created funding mechanism 

for the program should include requirements to consider and use nonlethal alternatives. Effective 

nonlethal methods include livestock guardian animals, Foxlights, penning, fladry, range riding, 

and livestock carcass disposal. 

 

The districts would be unaccountable to the public.  

HB 2403 includes a provision specifically designed to prevent the public from holding the 

special districts accountable. (Section 8.) Thus, even if HB 2403 had something in it to protect 

the public interest in wildlife (which it doesn’t), the bill would prevent enforcement of that. 

 

Oregon needs a broader conversation on the role of government in “predator control.”  

In addition to receiving money from “predator damage control districts,” “Wildlife Services” 

receives money from general fund appropriations to the Department of Agriculture and the 

Department of Fish and Wildlife. Before resurrecting “predator control districts,” Oregon should 

take a hard look at how this money is spent, whether it results in excessive and unnecessary 

killing of wildlife, and whether public funding should be discontinued or at least have additional 

sideboards. One or more members of our coalition would welcome a chance to participate in a 

workgroup on these issues. 

 

Signed,  

 

Oregon Wildlife Coalition: Bird Alliance of Oregon, Cascadia Wildlands, Defenders of 

Wildlife, Humane Voters Oregon, Humane World for Animals, Oregon Wild, Think Wild, 

Western Environmental Law Center, and Willamette Riverkeeper. 

 

Other signatories: 

 

Mark Salvo 

Conservation Director 

Oregon Natural Desert Association 

 

Wally Sykes 

Director 

Northeast Oregon Ecosystems  

 

Michelle L. Lute, PhD 

Executive Director 

Wildlife for All 

 

R. Brent Lyles 

Executive Director 

Mountain Lion Foundation 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iVnVYGdxuvk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iVnVYGdxuvk
https://www.npr.org/2019/06/14/730056855/killing-coyotes-is-not-as-effective-as-once-thought-researchers-say
https://sanangelo.tamu.edu/files/2013/08/Livestock-Guardian-Dogs1.pdf
https://www.amazon.com/s?k=foxlights+night+predator+deterrent&i=lawngarden&hvqmt=e&tag=googhydr-20&ref=pd_sl_srvk0e6h4_e
https://westernlandowners.org/working-wild-challenge/
https://www.usda.gov/about-usda/news/blog/2022/12/15/alternative-uses-fladry
https://westernlandowners.org/working-wild-challenge/
https://westernlandowners.org/working-wild-challenge/


 

 

Amy Stuart  

Bitterbrush Broadband Co-leader 

Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

 

Adam Bronstein 

Oregon Director 

Western Watersheds Project 

  

Cyndi Anderson 

Willamette Valley Broadband Co-leader 

Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

  

Kim Kelly 

Legislative Affairs Program Director 

Animal Legal Defense Fund  

 

 

 

Mary Fleischmann  

Central/Eastern Oregon Bitterbrush 

Chapter Leader 

Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

  

John Rosapepe 

Pacific Northwest Representative 

Endangered Species Coalition  

  

Brooks Fahy 

Executive Director 

Predator Defense 

 

Michelle McSwain 

Hydrologist/Assistant Field Manager, BLM 

(retired) 
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https://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife-services/publications/pdr?
https://www.predatordefense.org/docs/coyotes_Crabtree_letter_5-17-2023.pdf
https://pw.bentoncountyor.gov/documents/awpp-annual-report-2019/

