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OPINION

OUR VIEW

OTHER VIEWS

After wolves swam across the 
Snake River — back into a place 
they called home thousands of years 
before it was called Oregon — 
ODFW came up with a plan to deal 
with the animal.

The plan was not perfect, but it 
was good enough. 
Despite some 
reservation, 
environmental 
groups agreed to 
play by the rules 
of the plan and 
so did sportsmen 
and sportswomen, 
ranchers and 
recreationalists. 
So did the state. 
The wolf plan 
became the law of 
repopulation, for better or worse.

Way back in 2012 we wrote an 
editorial about how we hoped the 
next thee years would proceed:

“The state has a plan in place that 
deals with the controversial animal. 
New arguments regarding that plan 
may be raised now that it’s clear 
that wolf numbers are increasing 
faster than expected, but the state 
is working under guidelines that 
seem set in stone until 2015. At that 
time, it is hoped that wolves will 
have a strong enough foothold that 
they can be delisted from the federal 
Endangered Species Act and can be 
managed by ODFW as any other 
wildlife species.”

What we hoped for came true. 
There were a few updates to the plan 
along the way and it’s now 2015. 
Oregon has been home to at least 
four breeding wolf pairs for the last 
three years. That’s the sustainable 
population threshold required in 
order for Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife to start delisting wolves 
from the Endangered Species List in 
the state.

Yet environmental groups are now 
balking at beginning that process. 
The cannon has been stuffed with a 
volley of lawsuits and many more 
will follow soon. They also want an 

the delisting decision to be taken out 
of ODFW’s hands.

It doesn’t seem right. We agreed 
years ago to rules that gave wolves 
the protection they needed to get 
a footing in this state. Now they 

have it. They 
have spread 
across much of 
Eastern Oregon 
and are now 
living in central 
and southern 
parts of the 
state. We should 
be slapping 
ourselves on the 
back with how 
quickly and how 
successfully these 

animals have returned to their place 
in the food chain.

And then we should start the 
process to delist them.

Yes, the population is still fragile. 
And wolves must have a place in our 
woods from here on out. They need 
protection on the frontier of their 
range, and there needs to be strict 
rules on how and why livestock 
owners or the state can kill them. 
Hunters, too, should have their 
chance at bagging a wolf, but in the 
same kind of managed hunt that we 
use to keep our game populations 
healthy.        

To all the wolf haters who want 
to kill them all because of the way 
these animals live and eat, we’re 
sorry to say that delisting doesn’t 
mean open season. Wolves have 
to be a part of this state from here 
on out, damage to livestock and 

notwithstanding.
With the threat of lawsuits 

hanging in the air, the pressure is on 
ODFW to decide what to do now 
that we have graduated from the old 
plan. 

Later this year, ODFW staff will 
decide whether or not they favor 
delisting.

Quite simply, we do.

Stick with the plan: 
delist wolves

There are times, in our national 
political conversation, when 
the good news is so pathetically 

puny that it actually makes you feel 
worse.

Like speculation that if things go 
really well this spring in Washington, 
Congress may be able to keep the 
Highway Trust Fund from going 
bankrupt. Or that New York’s State 
Legislature might be able to pass some 
reforms, were it not distracted by a 
potential indictment of the Senate’s majority 
leader.

It gives you the same sensation you might 

and the insurance company called to assure 
you that they’re replacing the porch light.

This brings us to 
Wednesday’s Supreme 
Court ruling on judicial 
elections.

I know “judicial 
elections” is possibly not 
the topic you were hoping 
for. However, this is truly 
exciting news:

The nation’s top court 
has decided that it’s OK 
for the state of Florida to 
prohibit judicial candidates 
from calling up people who 
are likely to have business 
before their court and asking 
for contributions.

The majority opinion 
stressed that Florida 
still allows judges up 
for re-election to create 
campaign committees to 
do their fundraising. Also 
to write thank-you letters 
to donors. Chief Justice John Roberts added 

“give speeches and put up billboards. They 
can contact potential supporters in person, 
on the phone, or online. They can promote 
their campaigns, on radio, television or other 
media.” Don’t want the world to think we’re 
getting carried away.

The reform community was thrilled. This is 
how low our expectations for clean elections 
have dropped, people.

“Great news,” said the nonpartisan 
advocacy group Justice at Stake.

“A momentous victory for public faith in 
the integrity of our judicial system,” said an 
attorney at the Campaign Legal Center.

We are talking here about a 5-4 decision. 
Four of the nine justices felt this was going 
too far. Antonin Scalia — what would we 
do without Scalia? — found the whole idea 
of restricting judges’ ability to hit up trial 
lawyers for money a “wildly disproportionate 
restriction” upon judicial candidates’ right of 
free speech.

“Look, any time we can get a campaign 

majority, the response should be: hallelujah,” 
said Fred Wertheimer of Democracy 21.

money out of political campaigns since the 
beginning of time. And what have you and 
I done? Zip. So he and his fellow reformers 
deserve a happy day and the last word. After 

we sigh a deep sigh.
Roberts provided the swing vote 

on the decision, an irony not lost on 
pretty much anybody. It’s been Roberts
who’s led the court in castrating 
limits on the role of big money in 
other elections. The difference in this 
case, he explained, is that “judges 
are not politicians.” While Roberts 
thinks his own profession needs to 
appear impartial and above the fray, 
he appears to feel that there’s no need 

whatsoever for the public to believe that 
candidates for, say, president of the United 
States, aren’t being swayed by rich donors.

The case was brought by Lanell Williams-
Yulee, a plaintiff who you’ve got to feel at 
least a little bit sorry for. She ran for a seat on 

the county court in Tampa 
and sent out a general 
appeal for donations, 
promising to “bring fresh 
ideas and positive solutions 
to the judicial bench.” It 
produced no contributions 
whatsoever. The incumbent 
walloped her in a primary. 
And then, to add insult 
to injury, the Florida Bar 
charged Williams-Yulee 
with violating its rule on 
personal solicitation of 
donations, recommended a 
reprimand and ordered her 
to pay $1,860 in court costs.

Williams-Yulee argued 
that her First Amendment 
rights were being violated. 
In the real world, the level 
of public interest in judicial 
elections is generally so 
minimal that she’d probably 

have needed George Clooney, a rock band and 
several really adorable kittens to attract any 
voter attention.

There are ways to make the selection 
of judges better. You could provide public 

matching fund system that the court ruled 
unconstitutional in 2011. Or give the whole 

committee of experts, a process known as 
“merit selection.” Who could be against merit 
selection? A whole bunch of places, actually.

“In recent years I have been distressed 
to see persistent efforts in some states to 

judges,” former Justice Sandra Day O’Connor 
said last year.

O’Connor has made merit selection her 
grand crusade since she retired in 2006. On the
one hand, that’s a great cause. On the other, 
her departure triggered the current Roberts era,
which then turned our presidential elections 
into one long dating game between candidates 
and corporate oligarchs.

But at least it’s constitutional to draw a 
line for judges at the thank-you letter stage. 
Whoopee.

Gail Collins joined The New York Times 
in 1995 as a member of the editorial board 
and later as an Op-Ed columnist. In 2001 she 

of the Times’s editorial page.

When good news is not news
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The nation’s 
top court has 
decided it’s 

OK to prohibit 
judicial 

candidates 
from asking for 
contributions 
from people 
likely to have 

business before 
their court.

Editor’s note: Letters to the editor regarding issues on the May ballot must be
received by the East Oregonian by 5 p.m. May 7 to ensure publication in our May 9 
edition. Letters received after the deadline will be posted online but not in print. Email
them to editor@eastoregonian.com or drop them at 211 S.E. Byers in Pendleton.

We agreed years 
ago to rules that 
gave wolves the 
protection they 
needed to get a 

footing in this state.  
Now they have it.


