
The Political Context for 
Change



state political 
makeup

• Midwest: wildlife 
advocacy divide often 
urban/rural rather than 
between parties

• Illinois bobcats
• Michigan mourning doves, 

wolves



▪ GOP legislature and 

governor

▪ Democratic legislature and 

governor

▪ Mixed

▪ Unicameral/nonpartisan

political 
makeup of 
state 
government



Congress

Democrats in Wisconsin and 
Minnesota lead/support on 
wolf delisting.



“bipartisan 
support”

Doesn’t necessarily mean 
“public support.”

















limiting public 
input on wildlife 
issues



“right to hunt” 

• Congressional 
Sportsmen’s 
Foundation 
template

• Types of right to 
hunt amendments



Recommends language that includes:

1. Recognition of an individual right to hunt, fish, and harvest 
game

2. Preservation of the state’s power to regulate these 
activities and the codification of the Public Trust Doctrine

3. Preemption of the kind of local regulation that frustrates 
comprehensive, statewide fish and wildlife management

4. Protection of traditional hunting methods
5. Recognition of hunting and fishing as a preferred means 

of managing wildlife in order to protect against unproven 
contraception schemes and unwarranted use of 
government “sharpshooters,” and 

6. Clarification that private property rights are not affected or 
diminished.



“traditional 
methods”

Code for unpopular 
methods like trapping, 
baiting, and hounding. 





types of “right 
to hunt” 
amendments



Least restrictive:

An amendment that declares that the state’s citizens have the 
right to hunt, trap, fish and otherwise harvest game, subject to 
reasonable statutory and regulatory restrictions.



An amendment that:
• declares that the state’s citizens have the right to hunt, 

trap, fish and otherwise harvest game; and
• also restricts wildlife regulation in the state by:

o prohibiting any limitations on “traditional methods” of 
hunting, trapping and fishing; and/or 

o requiring that public hunting, trapping and fishing be 
the preferred means of wildlife management; and/or

o requiring that all wildlife management decisions 
ensure future recreational opportunities for hunters, 
trappers, and anglers.

Moderately restrictive:



An amendment that:
• declares that the state’s citizens have the right to hunt, 

trap, fish and otherwise harvest game; and that 
• eliminates all future legislative, administrative, and/or 

initiative-based efforts at restricting hunting, trapping or 
fishing activities in some way.

Most restrictive:



▪ Least restrictive

▪ Moderately restrictive

▪ Most restrictive

states with 
‘right to 
hunt’ lawsRight to fish

Right to 
fish

“…subject only to regulations that 
promote sound wildlife conservation and 
management and are consistent with 
Amendment 35 of the Arkansas 
Constitution.”

“…no law shall ever be passed making it a crime for the people to enter 
upon the public lands within this State for the purpose of fishing in any water 
containing fish that have been planted therein by the State”

Requires a two-thirds vote in order to 
adopt by initiative a state law allowing, 
limiting, or prohibiting the taking of 
wildlife or the season for or method of 
taking wildlife.  



End use of 
inhumane 
methods to 
manage 
wildlife

Arizona, 2010:
Proposition 109: Would 
have vested the state 
legislature with the 
exclusive authority to 
regulate hunting, thereby 
eliminating any opportunity 
for a ballot initiative, local 
ordinance, or 
administrative rulemaking 
that would restrict hunting.

Defeated 56.5% no to 43.5% yes



Montana: SB 236, Right to hunt, trap, and fish (2017)

Defeated on House floor



Maine, 2017

LD 5: Exclude wildlife 
issues from citizen 
initiatives

LD 11: The right to 
hunt and fish (also 
excludes wildlife 
issues from citizen 
initiatives)

Defeated in committee







other ways of 
silencing citizen 
input on wildlife 
issues

• Handing wildlife 
policy-making power  to 
unelected commissions 

• Passing referendum-proof 
laws

• Prohibiting certain non-lethal 
management methods



Tennessee, 2017



2013:
The Michigan legislature hands game species designation 

power to the unelected Natural Resources Commission 
(later overturned by voter referendum)







1. Recognition of an individual right to hunt, fish, and harvest 
game

2. Preservation of the state’s power to regulate these activities 
and the codification of the Public Trust Doctrine

3. Preemption of the kind of local regulation that frustrates 
comprehensive, statewide fish and wildlife management

4. Protection of traditional hunting methods
5. Recognition of hunting and fishing as a preferred means of 

managing wildlife in order to protect against unproven 
contraception schemes and unwarranted use of government 
“sharpshooters,” and 

6. Clarification that private property rights are not affected or 
diminished.



Michigan’s wolf management plan on 
the subject of a recreational hunt:



But the Michigan public does not support a wolf hunt.

2010 MSU statewide public opinion poll: 

“Most residents, including hunters, Northern Lower Peninsula (NLP) residents 
and minorities, highly value wolves, are not interested in hunting them and 
support the role of science in making decisions.”

Mertig, A. G. (2004). Attitudes about wolves in Michigan, 2002. Final report to Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources. Michigan State University: East Lansing, Michigan:

Overall high support for wolf recovery efforts; the majority of residents supported a 
“hands-off” approach as long as wolves did not injure people, Michiganders do not 
support consumptive uses of wolves.



Public support no longer 
wanted or needed. 

Easy fix: Just quietly change the plan, without 
public notice. 



summary

It’s not just ‘right to hunt’—be 
mindful of other attempts to 
silence the public in 
decisions that affect the 
wildlife managed in their 
trust. 



Thank you!
Working to End the Worst Cruelties Facing Wildlife


