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Mailing Address: P.O. Box 43200, Olympia, WA 98504-3200 • (360) 902-2200 • TDD (360) 902-2207 

Main Office Location:  Natural Resources Building, 1111 Washington Street SE, Olympia, WA 
 
June 29, 2026 
 
The Honorable June Robinson  
Chair, Senate Ways and Means 
303 John A. Cherberg Building 
Post Office Box 40438 
Olympia, WA 98504-0438 
 
The Honorable Mike Chapman 
Chair, Senate Agriculture, Water,  
Natural Resources, and Parks 
402 Legislative Building 
Post Office Box 40424 
Olympia, WA 98504-0424 

The Honorable Timm Ormsby 
Chair, House Appropriations 
315 John L. O’Brien Building 
Post Office Box 40600 
Olympia, WA 98504-0600 
 
The Honorable Kristine Reeves 
Chair, House Agriculture and 
Natural Resources  
132F Legislative Building 
Post Office Box 40600 
Olympia, WA 98504-0600 

 
Dear Chairs,  
 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) previously requested an 
extension to reporting deadline in Section 308(28) of Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 5167. 
That section required the Department to evaluate the feasibility of a “pay for presence” program 
to defray some of the costs incurred by livestock producers operating in areas where wolves are 
present.  
 
The Department and the Wolf Advisory Group (WAG) investigated what a pay for presence 
program would look like in Washington, including the costs and benefits of such a program, and 
that work is being expanded pursuant to the proviso. The Department also collaborated with the 
Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) to assess this issue.  
 
The final report is attached and describes the potential alternatives, estimated costs, and 
feasibility of the program, including thoughts on administering the program. If you have any 
questions about this report, please reach out to our Wolf and Grizzly Bear Policy Lead 
Subhadeep Bhattacharjee, Ph.D. at Subhadeep.Bhattacharjee@dfw.wa.gov or 564-669-0258.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mick Cope 
Wildlife Program Director, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

mailto:Subhadeep.bhattacharjee@dfw.wa.gov
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Introduction 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) worked with the Department’s Wolf Advisory 
Group (WAG) and the Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) to explore the concept of a 
“Pay for Presence” (P4P) program to defray some costs incurred by livestock producers who ranch in the 
presence of wolves. This work was directed by a budget proviso in Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 5167 
in 2025 (Appendix A). The proviso also directed the Department to report back to the appropriate 
legislative committees.  

This report includes four alternatives already being explored or implemented in other  states in the 
western U.S., the existing wolf-livestock conflict mitigation processes in Washington, and the 
components of the P4P proposal developed through work done by the WAG in consultation with WSDA. 
This final proposal includes the estimated cost of the proposed program, feasibility, and the appropriate 
administering agencies for this program. 

Background 
A major challenge in biodiversity conservation is protecting globally valued species that may create 
economic burdens for local communities. Large predators can impose significant costs on rural 
households, making it difficult for people to sustain their livelihood. Because the costs and benefits of 
predator conservation are so diverse and difficult to reconcile, effective protection requires turning 
global values into tangible local benefits. Financial incentives, or "payments to encourage coexistence," 
are a common strategy used to offset negative impacts while simultaneously reducing economic loss to 
rural communities. Various financial instruments such as compensation, revenue-sharing, and 
conservation payments are used globally to increase tolerance for and help offset economic loss caused 
by large carnivores (Dickman et al. 2011, Barnes 2015, Skonhoft  2017, Morehouse et al. 2018, Harris 
2020, Macon 2020, Heydinger et al. 2022). 
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Potential alternatives from the western United 
States and Washington state 
In the U.S., states including California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Colorado have experimented with 
unconventional models to compensate livestock owners for losses due to grazing around wolves and 
other carnivores.   

California model 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) launched a Wolf-Livestock Compensation Pilot 
Program in June 2023, which included Pay for Presence as “Prong 3” of its strategy. California's Wolf-
Livestock Compensation Pilot Program was a $3 million grant initiative enacted by the California 
Legislature that fully exhausted its funding by March 2024. Managed by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the program distributed 109 grants to 36 individual livestock producers across 
four counties (Siskiyou, Lassen, Plumas, and Tulare) to mitigate and compensate for the impacts of six 
known wolf packs. Funding was allocated across three distinct categories: $1,919,825.12 for nonlethal 
deterrent methods (Prong 2), $945,130.93 for "pay for presence" to offset indirect livestock impacts 
(Prong 3), and $135,043.95 for direct, verified livestock losses (Prong 1). Geographically, Siskiyou County 
received most of the program's resources—accounting for 62 grants totaling over $2 million (67.3% of 
the fund)—which directly correlates with the county experiencing 57 of the state's 68 confirmed or 
probable wolf-livestock depredation events recorded during the pilot period. CDFW is committed to 
evaluating and refining the program with additional state funding. In April 2024, CDFW published a 
summarized report on this pilot program. 

Colorado model 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), during the development of the “Colorado Wolf Restoration and 
Management Plan”, had technical working groups provide recommendations on compensating for 
indirect losses like P4P models. Under the CPW framework, P4P options are designed to provide 
financial reimbursement for the indirect operational and economic impacts that gray wolves inflict on 
livestock herds. Recognizing that a carnivore’s constant presence on the landscape causes systemic 
stress to domestic herds, this program allows eligible producers to seek compensation for non-lethal, 
production-related damages. These indirect impacts typically include documented decreases in livestock 
weaning weights, lowered herd conception or pregnancy rates, and the value of missing calves or sheep 
in large, rugged open-range settings where timely physical carcass confirmation is functionally 
impossible. To prevent fraud, ranchers must generally provide historical baseline production records to 
prove their herd's metrics were negatively impacted by local wolf activity, and eligibility typically hinges 
on the producer having at least one previously confirmed direct wolf depredation event on their 
operation. 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213084&inline
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=222082&inline
https://cpw.widencollective.com/assets/share/asset/wixcpz0wez
https://cpw.widencollective.com/assets/share/asset/wixcpz0wez


Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 5 

CPW funded the "Pay for Presence" program through a $350,000 annual General Fund allocation to the 
Wolf Depredation Compensation Fund, with deficits covered by federal grants and state wildlife funds. 
Because claims have surpassed this base funding, with 2025 damages exceeding $1.07 million, 
alternative revenue sources, including "Born to Be Wild" license plate funds, were used to cover costs. 
This has intensified concerns from CPW and citizens about the long-term cost of wolf-livestock conflict 
compensation expenditure. 

New Mexico model 
In New Mexico, the Mexican Wolf/Livestock Coexistence Council historically launched a proactive P4P 
program to incentivize Mexican gray wolf recovery while mitigating financial strain on ranchers across 
New Mexico and Arizona. Financed by the federal Wolf Livestock Loss Demonstration Project Grant 
Program alongside private matching funds, the initiative established an innovative paradigm by shifting 
away from traditional, reactive direct-kill compensation. Instead, the Mexican Wolf/Livestock 
Coexistence Plan utilized a formula based on factors like wolf pup survival, herd exposure, and proximity 
to wolf dens to compensate producers for the indirect costs of operating in carnivore territory. This 
approach specifically recognized that the mere presence of wolves triggers economic damage, including 
undetected depredations, stress-related livestock weight loss, reduced reproductive rates, and 
increased management costs.  

Unlike reactive direct compensation programs, which only pay out when a carcass is physically 
confirmed, this P4P formula calculated payments based on the ongoing presence of wolves across entire 
herd grazing areas. As the Mexican gray wolf population successfully expanded, the acreage under wolf 
territory grew exponentially. This inflated the total payout obligations far beyond what the fixed grant 
size of federal appropriation of $300,000 could absorb. When budgets tightened, administrators were 
legally and politically forced to prioritize Prong 1 claims (direct, verified livestock kills) and immediate 
non-lethal tools over the more abstract, proactive payments meant to cover stress-related weight loss 
and decreased reproductive rates. The federal grants required a significant matching contribution from 
private conservation groups and relying on philanthropic donations resulted in the program's budget 
being vulnerable, making it an unstable long-term foundation for working cattle ranches. Therefore, the 
Southwest P4P model gradually phased out and became inactive between 2020 and 2021, primarily due 
to its structural reliance on short-term federal grants and private philanthropic donations that failed to 
scale with wolf recovery. 

Arizona proposal 
The Arizona Livestock Loss Board (ALLB), in partnership with the Arizona Game and Fish Department 
(AZGFD), proposed to utilize a P4P program to compensate ranchers for indirect costs and livestock risks 
associated with Mexican gray wolf activity. Established in 2013, this framework proposed to 
complement direct depredation compensation and non-lethal deterrent funding by paying producers for 
hosting wolves on their land. A total amount of $285,000 was appropriated and spent during 2013 to 
2018 for “pay for presence” on wolf-livestock overlapped areas. However, no other information was 
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available after 2019 on this program initiative as the program could not become operational due to 
funding constraints. 

Washington’s existing process 
Currently in Washington, two types of compensation programs in practice under WDFW are: 

• Compensation for direct losses - Dead or injured cattle with confirmed or probable depredation 
determinations, and  

• Indirect losses of livestock -  Physiological changes to livestock associated with wolf activity in 
the proximity leading to reduced weights, missing cattle, and pregnancy failure when compared 
to  losses from the three years immediately prior to the current claim. 

A total of $ 50,000 is appropriated to WDFW each fiscal year for these programs by the Washington 
state legislature.  

Apart from the compensation program, WDFW and WSDA receive general fund appropriations for 
implementing proactive and responsive nonlethal measures prescribed in agency response protocols.  
These state general funds are used in concert with a personalized license plate wolf management 
surcharge fund, and from federal conflict mitigation matching grants. These funds are used for cost-
sharing Damage Prevention Cooperative Agreements for Livestock (DPCA-L) with producers, Washington 
Department of Agriculture administered pass-through grant programs for range riding performed by 
NGO groups (funded in northeast Washington counties only), and for other tools and strategies 
intended to avoid and mitigate wolf-livestock conflicts. These include, but are not limited to, a state 
contracted range rider program, and WDFW-deployed wolf dissuasion equipment (fladry, Foxlights, 
Radio-Activated-Guard Box or RAG Box, etc.). 

Potential new Pay for Presence (P4P) model  
As directed by the legislature, WDFW, in association with the WAG and in collaboration with WSDA 
developed a P4P Program.  If implemented, it would revise/replace the current compensation program. 
By creating an alternative to the current indirect compensation program as a tiered P4P strategy, this 
proposal is intended to create a simplified and trusted program that reduces paperwork and process 
burdens on producers and agency staff, in turn allowing for quicker department processing and 
producer compensation.  

This proposal would not create a change to the DPCA-L program that cost-shares with producers who 
wish to apply for funding for non-lethal tools. Producers would be able to apply to any or all three 
programs (direct, indirect/P4P, and/or DPCA-L) if funding was available. 

Purpose and planning of Washington’s P4P proposal 

The purpose of a P4P program is to offset the indirect costs associated with wolf presence near 
livestock, including but not limited to impacts on fertility rates (i.e., “open rates”), lower weight gains in 
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cattle leading to a reduction in market value, and related labor costs which may be difficult to quantify 
using current metrics and valuation methods.  

The program is intended to provide an accessible, expedient compensation framework that addresses 
livestock producer concerns about Washington’s current indirect compensation programs and support 
the state’s commitment to wolf recovery.  

The following are details of the proposed tiered P4P Program. 

Affected area 

The WAG proposed to begin the P4P concept as a “Pilot Phase” in Northeast (Ferry, Stevens, Pend 
Oreille, and Okanogan counties) and Southeast Washington (Walla Walla, Columbia, Garfield, and Asotin 
counties) counties and include cattle only as the affected livestock. This proposed Pilot Phase could 
address potential funding constraints if implemented statewide and focus resources on areas 
experiencing the greatest number of livestock-wolf interactions. After the success of an initial pilot 
program is determined, the area/class of livestock could be appropriately expanded. 

Program application and eligibility requirements 

Livestock producers would complete a simple qualifying application to WDFW showing they meet the 
following requirements:   

1. The producer’s operation (i.e., the whole or majority of land owned and operated by the 
producer, or private pasture with a current written or verbal lease agreement, or public land 
grazing allotment) is within the pilot county areas. 
 

2. The producer owns a minimum of 20 head of livestock that are part of a for-profit livestock 
business or commercial livestock operations. 
 

3. The producer’s operation overlaps with a known wolf activity area during the grazing season 
(spring to fall of a calendar year) and in the previous calendar year. 
 

4. The producer actively uses nonlethal deterrents. The specific type of nonlethal deterrents 
considered most appropriate is not mandated by WDFW but collaboratively determined by the 
producer and WDFW’s Wildlife Conflict staff and documented in a standard non-lethal 
deterrents start-of-season checklist. In the absence of a current year’s signed checklist, the 
previous year’s signed checklist could remain in effect. 

P4P three-tiered program structure 

• Tier 1: Pastures with documented, consistent presence of wolves during the current grazing 
season (spring to fall of a calendar year) and previous calendar year. 

• Tier 2: Tier 1, plus have previous confirmed or probable loss(es) in any of the immediately past 
three years. 
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• Tier 3: Tier 2, plus experiencing losses in the current calendar year (confirmed or probable 
losses due to wolves are compensated through the direct loss program). 

Livestock Producers would be compensated an amount determined by the tier that applies to their 
situation, with increased amounts provided to those in higher tiers. If a producer advances tiers, a 
second adjusted payment would be provided at the end of the grazing season/ fiscal year to reflect 
increased indirect costs. 

Payment base rate 

The three-tiered P4P model would include a payment base rate per head associated with wolf presence 
(i.e., the payment rate for Tier 1-eligible producers). The total indirect compensation through the P4P 
model would be based on the number of livestock a producer grazes each year, as reported to WDFW’s 
Wildlife Conflict Specialists. 

Impact of additional direct loss 

If direct loss is experienced, the payment base rate would increase to account for non-consumptive 
effects and the probability that missing animals could be attributed to wolves. A depredation 
investigation with a “probable” or “confirmed” determination would be required to qualify for the 
higher tiered payment rate. 

Non-lethal deterrents 

The use of non-lethal deterrents would be required for P4P compensation. Non-lethal deterrents would 
be consistent with the wolf-livestock protocol, collaboratively agreed upon by the producer and WDFW, 
and documented in a signed, pre-season checklist. Additional non-lethal deterrents may be needed if 
and when a producer moves to the next tier. 

Documentation for estimating fair market value  

Fair market value (FMV) would apply to P4P indirect losses and separate direct loss compensation. FMV 
will adjust with market forces and will be determined based on producer receipts. Animals can be 
compensated based on the highest value for sex and age class of the breed at time of desired sale with 
appropriate documentation (i.e., receipts of past or comparable sales). WAG also proposed keeping the 
FMV for calculating the base level payment rates from the dynamic reports of Northwest Direct Cattle 
Report (WA/OR/ID/UT) | Economics, Statistics, and Market Information System and Sale Results Thurs. 
June 4th – Toppenish Livestock Commission. 

Estimated costs 

As previously mentioned, WDFW is appropriated a total of $50,000 each fiscal year for ‘direct’ and 
‘indirect’ compensation claims submitted by producers impacted by wolf-livestock conflict. Based on 
historical claims, this level of funding does not meet the actual cost of economic losses incurred by 
ranching operations or livestock husbandry practices in areas of  Wolf presence.   

https://esmis.nal.usda.gov/publication/northwest-direct-cattle-report-waoridut-0
https://esmis.nal.usda.gov/publication/northwest-direct-cattle-report-waoridut-0
https://toppenishlivestock.com/sale-results-thurs-march-16-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-34/
https://toppenishlivestock.com/sale-results-thurs-march-16-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-copy-34/
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Using calculations from the WAG P4P model, the following are the per-head values proposed in the P4P 
Pilot proposal. Calculations are based on 2022 USDA Census of Agriculture cattle inventory statistics (the 
most recent available), a sample of cattle sold by Washington producers in 2023 and 2024, and the 
estimated spatial coverage of counties within the pilot area by known wolf pack territories at the end of 
2023. Cost estimates assume that all eligible producers apply for compensation. 

 

 

  

Estimated Cost Summary 

Using calculations from the Subtask Group’s model, the following are the per head values proposed 
in the P4P pilot proposal.  

Tier 1. Payment base rate = $120.90 / $1,746.00 = 6.9% FMV (@4:1 missing rate) 

Tier 2. Payment rate = $352.35 / $1,746.00 = 20.2% FMV 

Tier 3. Payment rate = $430.90 / $1,746.00 = 24.7% FMV 

Adjusted payment rate for Tier 1: 6.8% FMV 

FMV in November 2024:  $1,746.00 

Estimated eligible heads of cattle across eight counties in November 2024: 37,504 heads 

6.8% x $1,746.00 = $118.72 (payment per head) 

Total cost proposed for Tier 1 as estimated in November 2024:  

$118.72 x 37,504 head = $3.11 million 

 

The estimated overall cost for the first pilot phase year: 

Tier 1. $3.11 million 

Tier 2. TBD on cost estimate in addition to Tier 1. Need annual depredation data (i.e., number of 
producers with probable and/or confirmed depredations for the last three years per year) 

Tier 3. TBD on cost estimate in addition to Tier 1 and Tier 2. Need annual depredation data (i.e., 
number of producers with probable and/or confirmed depredations during the current grazing 
season or year) 



Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 10 

Feasibility and administering agency 
Pay for Presence models in this report range in implementation cost, from $100,000 per fiscal year to 
over three million of annual appropriations and expenditure across the western United States. 
Currently, Washington invests approximately $50,000 per fiscal year and increasing this investment 
could be challenging. The financial feasibility of the potential new Washington P4P Program could be 
improved by adopting alternative strategies such as reducing the number of pilot phase counties or by 
restructuring tiers in the model.  

WDFW and WSDA need to collaborate in administering this program due to their various management 
authorities and expertise. WSDA could provide the current, verifiable cattle census information of the 
counties to be included in the pilot phase, where WDFW will provide details of “known or consistent 
wolf activity areas” across these counties. WDFW’s Wildlife Conflict staff will  work with the producers 
to determine the agreeable and applicable non-lethal deterrence measures and provide professional 
assistance to investigate potential wolf-mediated livestock depredation investigations. 

Either agency could administer payments to participating producers. However, these agencies would 
likely need further appropriations to recruit two full-time employees (2.0 FTEs) and one or two seasonal 
employees to administer and implement the program. 

As a potential alternative to this P4P program, more funding could be provided to WDFW from the 
legislature, allowing WDFW to pay all indirect claims in the same fiscal year. Currently, appropriated 
funding for the biennium will likely be spent with claims from the first fiscal year. Unfunded claims will 
need to be held, and funds would be disbursed in the next biennium. 
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Appendix A – Budget proviso language in 
Washington State Substitute Senate Bill 5167 
(2025), Sec. 308 (28) 
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