
MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

2021 MOUNTAIN LION QUOTAS 

1. I support this proposal. And I would support even higher quotas in the following years.

Ryan Greenside   Missoula, MT 

2. To whom it may concern,    I respectfully disagree with the change/requirement that necessitates a Special Use

Permit for setting traps on The Nature Conservancy Lands.  A Special Use Permit creates a blanket exclusion

from trapping Nature Conservancy Lands unless that special permit is granted by the powers that be.  Instead,

trapping should generally be allowed, except for specific, excluded areas with heavy use.  Having applied for

similar special use permits for state lands, I have personally seen the difficulty in obtaining such permits.

Respectfully yours,  D. Steintl

D. Steintl   Missoula, MT

3. The quota that really needs addressed is the region 6 quota allowing only 4 lions in what amounts to slightly less

than 1/4 of the state of Montana is slightly absurd. This is one of the fastest filling quota areas in the state and

could easily support a quota of 12-15

BUD MARTIN   zortman, MT 

4. I think that it is imperative that the Lion Quota in unit 140 be raised. When FWP combined units 132 and 140

last year the quota was reduced. Historically these two units have had a larger quota and due to the new

configuration of units for mountain lion that quota was reduced. As an outfitter and guide I have witnessed first

hand the sheer volume of cats in this unit. Often times we will cross 5 or more mature lion tracks in a morning of

hunting for lion. In addition, we are now encountering lion groups of 3-5 cats during the day in the fall season in

this area. The mule deer hunting in this area has become horrible and I believe that is a direct correlation to the

increase in the lion population. There is information that is readily available that this unit actually has one of the

most dense populations of lions in the state. The following link shows that this area had the most observations

of lions of any in the state for the last several decades

http://fieldguide.mt.gov/RangeMaps/GenObsMap_AMAJH04010_FS.jpg     This is easily confirmed on

fiedguide.mt.gov . So why is this unit not managed consistent with these confirmed sightings? We need to raise

the quota in this unit to 20-25 cats at least.

Patrick M Tabor II   Swan Lake, MT 

5. From: Cody Carr <huntwithcody@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 12:59 PM

To: FWP Wildlife <fwpwild@mt.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] lion quotas

To the Commission:  First off I want to thank each and every one of you as being a commissioner is a giant commitment 

and a big undertaking.  I am a second generation outfitter in region 1 and 2,/  MOGA director.  I know not all of the 

information can be used for this meeting on lion quotas, but I feel this needs to be said.  The graphs were provided by 

fwp and show my local area.  Please call me with any questions. (406)360-8106    Thanks Cody  
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After talking to biologist Molly Parks, Jay Colbe, etc. I feel that all the biologist other than region 1 want mountain lions 

in Montana managed by a general quota or at least a season that has a cleanup like regions 2 hybrid season.  We have 

incredible data (Region 1 and 2 mountain lion studies) setting in Helena that I was told would be out to the public by 

July.  This was also what I was told last year.  I know from what I was told that the Region 1 study will show region 1 will 

have way more cats than they thought they had.  Our FWP commission needs to have their hands on this information 

even if it is not completely done.   

 

Suggestions for Region 1 FWP quota setting. 

 

1  On the three years I looked at our female and tom harvest: They have not been met to objective in region 1. 

 a. 2018 / 2019 females were under harvested by up to 70% in some region 1 districts.  In order to fix this 

they made lion tags SEX specific.  Region 1 quota for females in 2020 was 105 and only 61 were harvested.  Thats only a 

58% harvest on females.  Why do we have lion seasons structures that don’t meet the exact number of lions that need 

to be removed off the land-scape.  (ULM  Ungulates Lives Matter!!!) 

 

2. Get rid of sex specific tags.  This tag system creates an enforcement issue as cats being sexed wrong and left 

under the tree as it is difficult to sex lions as a young hounds-men / hunter.  There is no pressure to get out there and 

harvest your lion as your tag is good for the entire season. Anti-hunters can apply for tags and not hunt!   

 

3. The FWP Commission needs to get their hands on the studies to make the best decisions with the intel they 

have at this time.  Our ungulate populations should not have to wait because of covid excuses and etc. 

 

4.   The Data I was sent from my local biologist for my area in region 1 show that lions in region 1 age class is 

dropping considerably.  This is due to lack of lions being harvested because of the special draw seasons.  To many cats 

and fangs out they're feeding on declining ungulate populations.  This type of special draw system actually creates a 

younger age class of predators as they are over populated.  If we have a special draw system in place I would assume 

region 1 fwp is trying to allow lion hunters the opportunity to harvest a big cat.  This season structure is doing the exact 

opposite.   

 

5.  I know of a hounds-men that is treeing over 75 lions a year in region 122 for the last three years in a row and has only 

been running on the weekends.  (TOO MANY CATS)  

 

6.  Unless the commission can get their hands on the lion studies I feel the Commission should increase all region 1 areas 

by 25% harvest and get rid of the sex specific tags as they do not work as planned.  The reason for increase is the under 

harvest of lions years after year and the data does not lie.  We now have young cats that are over populated trying to 

feed on a declining level of ungulates.   

 

7.  Recently district 130 was merged with another hunting district.  This takes opportunity from many houndsmen as 

now district 130 fills from the now merged district.  The quotas should be increased as 130 is next to urban areas and 

border vast roadless country.  This districts quota should be increased. 
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8.  Special lion tag holders have no incentive to harvest their lion.  (Anti-hunters applying for tags / A cat hunter holding 

out for their biggest lion / people without hounds apply / etc. )  Region one either needs to be a hybrid season or a 

general quota.   

 

9.  Our ungulate population should never follow our predator populations.  Shouldn’t it be the other way around!   

 

10.  Create hunter opportunity harvesting predators to create even more opportunity harvesting elk, deer, and moose! 

 

11.  FWP commission needs to determine a correlation between increased populations of predators and declining 

ungulate populations. Also hold FWP accountable for not managing our ungulates to a acceptable number and not 

looking at correlations of added predators to landscape.  In the past at fwp meetings biologist in region one threaten 

sportsmen with turning their elk and deer areas into special draw if they complain about elk deer and predator 

populations.  Special draw should always be the last tool fwp should look too.  We can create opportunities for 

sportsmen in Montana harvesting predators and if that is not enough we can look to wildlife services.  Idaho is doing this 

very thing as we speak! 

 

12.  Region one should look at their neighbor region two as a model as they do not have quota run overs like in the 

90’s.  There is better technology and ability to shut the season down without run-overs.  Region 2 harvest year after year 

the exact amount of lions from each district the biologist set to be harvested. 

 

13.  In areas with low ungulate levels or struggling Bighorn sheep populations fwp commission should establish predator 

management zones to give ungulates and sheep the recovery period they need.     

 

14.  Why do we still manage lions at the same levels when we have added wolves and grizzly to the predator pool.  We 

should be harvesting lions as to the available ungulate population instead of their historical numbers with the addition 

of wolves and bears.   

 

Suggestions for region 2: 

1.  I love the hybrid season as it give hunters the opportunity for a longer season if they were lucky enough to draw the 

tag, but there is a cleanup mechanism if they do not with the opening of the February 1 hybrid season.   

 

2.  Region 2 should drop their quota’s in region 200 and 202 only for females by 20%.  Tom quotas’s should be raised in 

202 and remain the same for 200  

Information below obtained from Fwp and is for Region one  

MOUNTAIN LION HARVEST: 
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Sanders County includes mountain lion management units (LMU) 121,122,123, and 124. We report lion harvest number 

retrospectively back to 1990 (or earliest available data) at the LMU level. Note that all 2020 numbers should be 

considered incomplete as the 2020-2021 season is still open in the hunting districts listed above at the time of data 

compilation. Results are shown in graphical format, but we provide tabular summaries in Appendix C. 

 1.     LMU 121: West Clark Fork 

  

Figure 15. Total annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 121 (1990-2020). Solid blue line indicates smoothed trend 

(Loess regression).  
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Figure 16. Sex-specific annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 121 (1990-2020). Solid lines indicate smoothed 

trends (Loess regression).  

 

Figure 17. Sex-specific annual age estimates for reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 121 (1990-2020). Points 

represent cementum age estimates and are jittered for visual purposes. Solid lines indicate smoothed trends (Loess 

regression).  
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Figure 18. Male cementum age estimates for reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 121 (1990 to 2020). Points 

represent cementum age estimates and are jittered for visual purposes. Solid lines indicate quantile regression lines 

(50th ,75th ,95thquantiles). Although the average age has remained relatively constant (lowest blue line; quantile = 0.50), 

means can be misleading. Note that the oldest 5% of harvest male lions (top blue line; quantile = 0.95) have gotten 

younger over time.  

2.     LMU 122: Thompson River 
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Figure 19. Total annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 122 (1990-2020). Solid blue line indicates smoothed trend 

(Loess regression).  

 

Figure 20. Sex-specific annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 122 (1990- 2020). Solid lines indicate smoothed 

trends (Loess regression).  
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Figure 21. Sex-specific annual age estimates for reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 122 (1990- 2020). Points 

represent cementum age estimates and are jittered for visual purposes. Solid lines indicate smoothed trends (Loess 

regression).   

3.     LMU 123: Clark Mountain

 

Figure 22. Total annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 123 (1990-2020). Solid blue line indicates smoothed trend 

(Loess regression).  
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Figure 23. Sex-specific annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 123 (1990-2020). Solid lines indicate smoothed 

trends (Loess regression).  

  

Figure 24. Sex-specific annual age estimates for reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 123 (1990-2020). Points 

represent cementum age estimates and are jittered for visual purposes. Solid lines indicate smoothed trends (Loess 

regression).  
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4.     LMU 124: Arvilla 

  

Figure 25. Total annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 124 (1990-2020). Solid blue line indicates smoothed trend 

(Loess regression).  

 

Figure 26. Sex-specific annual reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 124 (1990-2020). Solid lines indicate smoothed 

trends (Loess regression).  
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Figure 24. Sex-specific annual age estimates for reported mountain lion harvest in LMU 124 (1990-2020). Points 

represent cementum age estimates and are jittered for visual purposes. Solid lines indicate smoothed trends (Loess 

regression).  

Appendix A: Black Bear Summary Tables 

Table A.1. BMU 104 total annual harvest, age, and proportion of harvest that is females 2000-2019.  

BMU LICYR Total Harvest 
Age estimate 

sample size 

Mean 

cementum 

age estimate 

Std. dev. 

Cementum 

age 

estimate 

Female 

proportion 

of total 

harvest 

104 2000 78 78 8.03 5.79 0.29 

104 2001 74 74 7.03 5.19 0.27 

104 2002 82 82 5.46 5.01 0.26 

104 2003 87 87 4.90 3.76 0.36 

104 2004 92 91 5.23 4.38 0.33 

104 2005 83 82 6.41 5.44 0.41 

104 2006 81 80 5.66 4.73 0.23 

104 2007 83 81 7.00 5.68 0.33 

104 2008 43 43 7.21 5.71 0.21 
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104 2009 67 65 6.60 4.51 0.37 

104 2010 78 0     0.33 

104 2011 67 1 2.00   0.28 

104 2012 79 0     0.30 

104 2013 57 0     0.25 

104 2014 84 0     0.15 

104 2015 113 47 3.70 3.35 0.30 

104 2016 92 70 6.59 5.50 0.47 

104 2017 73 66 5.80 3.88 0.27 

104 2018 73 65 5.80 4.56 0.33 

104 2019 85 75 6.53 4.86 0.38 

104 2020 65 0     0.28 

  

Table A.2. BMU 105 total annual harvest, age, and proportion of harvest that is females 2000-2019. 

BMU LICYR Total Harvest 
Age estimate 

sample size 

Mean 

cementum 

age estimate 

Std. dev. 

Cementum 

age 

estimate 

Female 

proportion 

of total 

harvest 

105 2000 77 75 4.53 3.63 0.36 

105 2001 86 86 4.51 4.14 0.35 

105 2002 96 96 4.84 4.56 0.40 

105 2003 128 118 5.52 4.05 0.32 

105 2004 115 114 5.38 4.44 0.32 

105 2005 89 85 5.14 4.66 0.33 

105 2006 105 100 4.64 3.96 0.42 

105 2007 128 124 4.67 4.07 0.39 

105 2008 63 60 4.33 4.05 0.37 

105 2009 91 88 4.53 4.87 0.36 

105 2010 114 0     0.36 

105 2011 120 0     0.36 

105 2012 126 0     0.37 

105 2013 132 1 22.00   0.33 
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105 2014 127 0     0.35 

105 2015 151 68 2.54 2.29 0.33 

105 2016 173 146 4.90 4.65 0.42 

105 2017 127 115 4.76 3.93 0.30 

105 2018 126 118 4.50 4.16 0.42 

105 2019 139 119 4.34 3.36 0.34 

105 2020 123 2 10.50   0.38 

   

Table A.3. BMU 108 total annual harvest, age, and proportion of harvest that is females 2007-2019. 

BMU LICYR 
Total 

Harvest 

Age 

estimate 

sample 

size 

Mean 

cementum 

age 

estimate 

Std. dev. 

Cementum 

age 

estimate 

Female 

proportion 

of total 

harvest 

108 2007 60 57 3.82 3.77 0.33 

108 2008 113 103 4.43 4.28 0.31 

108 2009 122 113 5.00 4.20 0.30 

108 2010 68 0     0.40 

108 2011 81 0     0.44 

108 2012 68 0     0.43 

108 2013 46 0     0.37 

108 2014 66 0     0.30 

108 2015 58 21 3.81 4.35 0.34 

108 2016 60 51 5.39 4.26 0.47 

108 2017 56 49 5.67 4.62 0.36 

108 2018 59 52 5.92 4.89 0.31 

108 2019 67 59 6.22 5.07 0.19 

108 2020 66 0     0.42 

 

Appendix B: Wolf Harvest Summary Table 

Table B.1. WMU 121 wolf harvest summary. Male, female, and total annual harvest. Note that when M+F ≠ total, the 

difference reflects harvest for which sex was unknown. The proportion of annual harvest from hunters and trappers and 

the proportion of wolves with black pelts are included.  
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LICYR males females total 
Proportion 

Hunter 

Proportion 

Trapper 

Proportion 

pelt=black 

2009 2 4 6 1.00 0.00 0.17 

2011 7 5 12 1.00 0.00 0.00 

2012 12 6 18 0.61 0.39 0.39 

2013 8 9 17 0.65 0.35 0.12 

2014 10 7 17 0.41 0.59 0.12 

2015 12 9 21 0.33 0.67 0.10 

2016 11 8 19 0.63 0.37 0.21 

2017 10 8 18 0.28 0.72 0.39 

2018 17 8 26 0.31 0.69 0.23 

2019 12 15 27 0.33 0.67 0.33 

2020 18 21 39 0.21 0.79 0.18 

  

Appendix C: Mountain Lion Harvest Summary Tables 

We report mountain lion harvest data for 2015-2020 only. Previous harvest summaries are available in the Region 1 

2015 Mountain Lion Report (Coltrane, J. 2015).  

Table C.1. Mountain lion harvest in LMUs 121,122,123, and 124 2015-2020. 

HUNT DISTRICT LICYR Females Males Total 

121 2015 6 9 15 

121 2016 6 8 14 

121 2017 6 10 16 

121 2018 2 7 9 

121 2019 5 7 12 

121 2020* 9 4 13 

122 2015 3 5 8 

122 2016 5 6 11 

122 2017 6 5 11 

122 2018 6 6 12 

122 2019 5 5 10 
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122 2020* 6 5 11 

123 2015 1 2 3 

123 2016 2 3 5 

123 2017 3 3 6 

123 2018 1 3 4 

123 2019 4 1 5 

123 2020* 4 2 6 

124 2015 1 2 3 

124 2017 1 2 3 

124 2018 1 1 2 

124 2019 0 2 2 

124 2020* 1 1 2 

* Season not closed at time of data compilation 
 

  

6. From: Michael Colpo <lzj@mtintouch.net>  

Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 9:15 AM  

To: FWP Wildlife <fwpwild@mt.gov>  

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: mountain lion proposal comments for May 3, 2021 deadline from Mike Colpo of Big 

Timber MT.  

 

Mountain lion HD’s 560, 520, 313,314,316,317 Quota changes HD 560 current quota 8 w/4 female sub quota – 
propose increase 4 Historical high for several years was 14 and the low was 7, female sub quota of 4 came into 
play about 8 to 10 years ago. Due to current data at hand for eco region 3 shows population trends on an 
upward curve to 1200 to 1400 mtn lions and a decreased number in mule deer numbers across 
the Absoroka Beartooth face in HD560. The number of sightings and frequency in the town of Big Timber 
and low-lying residencies in HD560 and take locations of mtn lion in 560 shows increased lion population in 
area. Age class of male lions has gone down over the years also showing an increase in lion populations and 
with more frequency of increased females treed and take in sub quota is showing increased lion 
population and increase in female population is tied to mule deer decline as we know female predation on 
deer is higher than males than large males that prey on larger ungulates as studies show.  HD 520, 313, 314, 
316, 317 are also in need of increase due to connectivity to 560 and Yellowstone Park in which we know by 
colored cats of travel to and from YP (YP has not been sharing data with FWP according to area 
Biologist) impacting population and predation. These HD’s need an increase of 3 to 4 lions, In HD’s 520, 313, 
316 and 314 the impacts on bighorn sheep (560 has sheep also) has been evident hence the increase in quota 
is needed.  HD 520 current quota 5 female sub quota 2 – propose increase 4 HD 313, 316 are combined 
current quota 4 - female sub quota 1 – propose increase 4 HD 314 current quota 6 female sub quota 2 – 
propose increase 4 HD317 current  quota 6 female sub quota 2 – propose increase 4 The combination 
of increases in these areas was made in part in conversations with our area FWP Biologist as to this direction 
due to connectivity of areas and lions. He didn’t so much make it a point to say region 3 areas should be 
increased as not to encroach on region 3 biologist, suggestion was more on a common-sense basis as to 
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connectivity of like region. Also, consideration was given to discussions with houndsman and landowners in 
these districts on increases in lions and in increased female populations. I don’t know what the historical 
quotas are except for HD560 in which the Biologist and I live and hunt in but knowing impacts by traveling 
males and female density in HD560 it would lead one to believe that these bordering areas are seeing same 
increases in population. All areas are in eco region 3 except for 520, but all areas affect unlimited bighorn 
sheep areas. Note: That area Biologist did not give numbers that should be added, but he said doing the math 
and looking at data and upward trends shows in eco region 3 shows quota increase is warranted in HD560 
with emphasis put on increased female quota. I know that proposals aren’t germane to female and male take 
at this time just suggestion of lion quota increase, but explanation as to justification to increase is being 
explained.   
  
   
Comments from Justin Paugh, FWP Wildlife Biologist R5, regarding the current lion situation in the Big Timber 
Area:   
  
Track observations from lion hunters and big game hunters indicate lion numbers are higher than they were 5-
10 years ago.    
  
Complaints of lions in or near town were common over the past few years but seem to have lessened during 
the past year. Complaints from rural landowners about seeing lion tracks or lions are still frequent.    
  
The lion harvest quota has not been reached in 570, the quota is not constraining harvest and 
complaints/conflicts are minimal.    
  
The harvest quota in 580 has been reached 5 of the last 17 years.  Harvest is primarily constrained by private 
land access, not quotas.    
  
District 560 has hit or exceeded the harvest quota 8 of the last 11 years.   In the past, quotas have been 
adjusted to track changes in lion numbers using the best available harvest data in conjunction with reports 
from hunters and landowners.    
  
FWP Lion Management Plan population models suggest an increasing population across the state.  These 
models have some limitations including their inability to address density dependent population growth.  While 
they indicate an increasing population trend, the specific lion numbers estimated by the models should be 
used with caution.    
  
Over the past four years, I’ve been reluctant to make lion quota changes in my districts because I’ve been 
waiting for completion of the new Lion Plan and lion management objectives.  Currently, no lion management 
objectives have been established for R5 districts. Without established objectives, a wildlife biologist has no 
management direction.  Are we managing for more lions, fewer lions, trophy lions, reduced conflict?  I have 
personal opinions but the quota recommendations I make must be guided by management objectives, not my 
personal biases.  We need objectives, then we can set quotas to move us towards those objectives. That is 
why I have not made recent quota change recommendations despite the apparent increase/high lion numbers 
in 560.   
   
We’ve learned that managing lions at the geographic scale of an individual hunting district is ineffective 
considering the scale at which lions move across the landscape.  If the objective is to reduce lion numbers, 
quota increases are needed across a group of adjacent hunting districts. Quota increases in one district won’t 
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have significant impacts on the lion population.  Increases to female harvest will reduce lion populations more 
effectively than increasing male harvest.      
  

 

7. From: Haley Stewart <hstewart@humanescoiety.org>  

Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 10:45 AM 

To: FWP Wildlife <fwpwild@mt.gov>  

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments regarding proposed 2021 mountain lion quotas  

Dear Chairperson Robinson, Chief Wakeling, and Members of the Commission, 

 

I am submitting the attached comments regarding FWP’s proposed 2021 mountain lion hunting quotas. 

Please do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions. Thank you so much for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Haley Stewart 

 

Haley Stewart 
Program Manager, Wildlife Protection 

 

hstewart@humanesociety.org  

P 240-660-0427 

humanesociety.org [humanesociety.org] 

 

 

 

The Humane Society of the United States is the nation’s most effective animal protection organization, fighting for all anima ls for more than 60 years. 

To support our work, please make a monthly donation [secure.humanesociety.org], give in another way [humanesociety.org] or 

volunteer [humanesociety.org]. 
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