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ADDENDUM TO 2010 OREGON WOLF  

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN  

 

On July 12, 2013, the Fish and Wildlife Commission (the Commission) adopted 

amendments to OAR 635-110-0010 and 635-110-0020.  OAR 635-110-0010 regulates 

harassment and take of wolves during Phase I (conservation) of the Oregon Wolf Conservation 

and Management Plan (the Plan). The amendments to OAR 635-110-0010 result in conflicts 

between that administrative rule and the Phase I portion of the Plan.  With respect to the 

conflicts, the administrative rule governs. 

 

OAR 635-110-0020 regulates harassment and take of wolves during Phase II 

(management) of the Plan.  The amendments to OAR 635-110-0020 do not result in conflicts 

with the Plan. Rather, the Commissionôs intent in amending OAR 635-110-0020 was to retain 

the substance of that rule by replacing the references in OAR 635-110-0020 to ñPhase Iò with the 

substantive requirements for Phase I that were in OAR 635-110-0010 prior to the July 12, 2013 

amendment. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
(October 2010) 

 
Gray wolves are listed as òendangeredó under the Oregon Endangered Species Act (ESA). The law 
requires the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission to conserve the species in the state. Anticipating 
the re-establishment of wolves in Oregon from the growing Idaho population, the Commission 
directed the development of a Wolf Conservation and Management Plan to meet the requirements 
of both the Oregon ESA and the Oregon Wildlife Policy. 
 
When this Plan was adopted in December 2005, the federal government managed gray wolves in 
Oregon as an òendangeredó species under the federal Endangered Species Act. The federal laws 
establish the current minimum level of wolf protection. In 2009, wolves were federally delisted in a 
portion of eastern Oregon and on August 5, 2010, a federal court decision had the effect of relisting.  
At the time of adoption of this updated Plan, all wolves in Oregon are federally listed as endangered 
and federal laws establish the current minimum level of wolf protection. Wolves remain listed as a 
state endangered species at the time of this 2010 update. So long as the wolf remains federally listed 
in Oregon as endangered, federal law may preempt provisions of this Plan (and associated 
administrative rules) that authorize harassment or take of wolves. 
 
The Wolf Conservation and Management Plan focuses on methods and procedures to protect 
wolves in the early stages of implementation so that the species can be delisted and a self-sustaining 
population persists. The Plan was built to meet the five delisting criteria identified in state statutes 
and administrative rules:  

¶ The species is not now (and is not likely in the foreseeable future to be) in danger of 
extinction in any significant portion of its range in Oregon or in danger of becoming 
endangered; and 

¶ The speciesõ natural reproductive potential is not in danger of failure due to limited 
population numbers, disease, predation, or other natural or human-related factors affecting 
its continued existence; and 

¶ Most populations are not undergoing imminent or active deterioration of range or primary 
habitat; and 

¶ Over-utilization of the species or its habitat for commercial, recreational, scientific, or 
educational purposes is not occurring or likely to occur; and 

¶ Existing state or federal programs or regulations are adequate to protect the species and its 
habitat.  

 
This Plan and the appendices describe measures the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife will 
take to conserve and manage the species. This includes actions that could be taken to protect 
livestock from wolf depredation and address human safety concerns. The following summarizes the 
primary components of the Plan:  

¶ Wolves that naturally disperse into Oregon will be conserved and managed under the Plan. 
Wolves will not be captured outside of Oregon and released in the state. 
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¶ Wolves may be considered for statewide delisting once the population reaches four breeding 
pairs for three consecutive years in eastern Oregon.1 Four breeding pairs are considered the 
minimum conservation population objective, also described as Phase 1. The Plan calls for 
managing wolves in western Oregon as if the species remains listed until the western Oregon 
wolf population reaches four breeding pairs. This means, for example, that a landowner would 
be required to obtain a permit to address depredation problems using injurious harassment. 

¶ While the wolf remains listed as a state endangered species the following will be allowed:  
o Wolves may be harassed (e.g. shouting, firing a shot in the air) to distract a wolf from a 

livestock operation or area of human activity.  
o Harassment that causes injury to a wolf (e.g., rubber bullets or bean bag projectiles) may 

be employed to prevent depredation, but only with a permit. 
o Wolves may be relocated to resolve an immediate localized problem from an area of 

human activity (e.g., wolf inadvertently caught in a trap) to suitable habitat. Relocation 
will be done by ODFW or Wildlife Services personnel but will not occur with wolves 
known or suspected to have depredated livestock or pets. 

o Livestock producers who witness a wolf ôin the actõ of attacking livestock on public or 
private land must have a permit before taking any action that would cause harm to the 
wolf.   

o Once federally delisted, wolves involved in chronic depredation may be killed by ODFW 
or Wildlife Services personnel. However, non lethal methods will be emphasized and 
employed first in appropriate circumstances. 

¶ Once the wolf is delisted, more options are available to address wolf-livestock conflict. While 
there are five to seven breeding pairs, livestock producers may kill a wolf involved in chronic 
depredation with a permit. Five to seven breeding pairs is considered Phase 2. 

¶ Seven breeding pairs for three consecutive years in eastern or western Oregon is considered the 
management objective, or Phase 3. Under Phase 3 a limited controlled hunt could be allowed to 
decrease chronic depredation or reduce pressure on wild ungulate populations.  

¶ The Plan provides wildlife managers with adaptive management strategies to address wolf 
predation problems on wild ungulates if confirmed wolf predation leads to declines in localized 
herds. 

¶ In the unlikely event that a person is attacked by a wolf, the Plan describes the circumstances 
under which Oregonõs criminal code and federal ESA would allow harassing, harming or killing 
of wolves where necessary to avoid imminent, grave injury. Such an incident must be reported to 
law enforcement officials.  

¶ A strong information and education program is proposed to ensure anyone with an interest in 
wolves is able to learn more about the species and stay informed about wildlife management 
activities. 

¶ Several research projects are identified as necessary for future success of long-term wolf 
conservation and management. Monitoring and radio-collaring wolves are listed as critical 
components of the Plan both for conservation and communication with Oregonians.  

¶ An economic analysis provides updated estimates of costs and benefits associated with wolves in 
Oregon and wolf conservation and management.  

¶ Finally, the Plan requires annual reporting to the Commission on program implementation. 

                                                 
1 The boundary between east and west wolf management zones is defined by U.S. Highway 97 from the Columbia River 

to the junction of U.S. Highway 20, southeast on U.S. Highway 20 to the junction with U.S. Highway 395, and south on 
U.S. Highway 395 to the California border. 
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INTRODUCTION  

 
Following an absence of nearly 60 years, a lone gray wolf entered Oregon in 1999. Wolf B-45, a 
radio-collared female from the Idaho experimental population, was one of three wolves documented 
in the state during the period January 1999 - October 2000. Wolf B-45, arguably Oregonõs most 
famous wolf, eventually was captured by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 
March 1999 near the Middle Fork of the John Day River and returned to Idaho. The other two 
wolves were found dead in Oregon. In May 2000 a radio-collared male wolf from Idaho was struck 
by a vehicle on Interstate 84 south of Baker City, and in October 2000 an uncollared male wolf was 
found shot between Ukiah and Pendleton. Through genetic analysis the uncollared wolf was 
determined to originate from the Idaho experimental population.  
 
The arrival of wolves sparked intense interest throughout the state as Oregonians debated the 
possibility of wolves dispersing into Oregon from Idaho and establishing a permanent population. 
Views ranged from concern about the effects of wolves on livestock and native ungulates to support 
for the return of a native species. The Oregon Cattlemenõs Association (OCA) in 2002 petitioned 
the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission (hereafter Commission) to have the wolf delisted. The 
same year, conservation groups filed a petition that the Fish and Wildlife Commission to adopt 
certain specific conservation measures for the wolf. Both the petitions were rejected by the 
Commission, OCAõs because it lacked certain scientific information required by law and the other 
because state law does not require the requested conservation measures for species listed before 
1995.   
 
The dispersal of wolves is expected as a result of the re-establishment of wolf populations in the 
states of Montana, Wyoming and Idaho through the federal wolf recovery program. As wolves in 
these states continue to increase in numbers and expand their range, wolf biologists predict they will 
disperse into Oregon from Idaho and establish breeding populations. Since the 2005 adoption of 
this Plan, wolves have dispersed from Idaho and in 2010, a minimum of 14 adult wolves are known 
to reside in Oregon. In addition, ODFW receives frequent reports of wolves in the Cascade 
Mountains and Blue Mountains. However, none of these reports have been verified. Historically, 
wolves occurred throughout most of the state. 
 
Upon learning of the wolfõs arrival in the state, the Commission initiated a public involvement 
process in 2002 to become informed about wolves and prepare for the arrival of this controversial 
species. At the conclusion of the review process in 2003, the Commission agreed that development 
of a state Wolf Conservation and Management Plan was necessary to address the arrival of wolves, 
to provide livestock owners with tools to deal with expected depredation, and to fulfill the 
conservation mandate imposed by the Oregon Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Commission 
appointed 14 members to a Wolf Advisory Committee (hereafter Committee) and tasked them with 
developing a recommended Plan. The Committee began working in November 2003 and completed 
an initial draft for review by the Commission in October 2004. Through a public rulemaking process 
that extended from November 1, 2004, through February 11, 2005, the Commission considered a 
òrulemaking packageó that consisted of the draft Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan 
and associated technical rules. On February 11, the Commission adopted a Plan and associated 
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rules2. At that time, the Commission recommended the 2005 Oregon Legislative Assembly make 
changes in Oregon law to fully implement the Plan. The Legislature took no action. The 
Commission continued to call for adoption of the three proposed legislative recommendations 
included in the February 2005 version of the Plan. Because the proposals were not adopted into law, 
the Commission moved all references to recommendations to the Legislative Assembly to Appendix 
P and adopted this Plan.  ODFW tried again during the 2007 Legislative Session to adopt into law 
the recommendations in Appendix P, but the bill failed to move out of legislative committee.  The 
2009 Oregon Legislature did however, reclassify wolves as a special status game mammal and the 
Plan is updated to reflect this change. 
 
The goal of the Wolf Conservation and Management Plan is to: 

 
ensure the conservation of gray wolves as required by Oregon law while protecting the 
social and economic interests of all Oregonians. 

 
To meet this goal, the Plan includes such tasks as identifying and managing toward population 
objectives, engaging in public outreach and education, developing a response strategy for damage, 
and conducting ongoing monitoring and research.  
 
In developing their recommended Plan, the Committee sought a product that is achievable, realistic, 
fair, flexible, cost-effective, defensible, sustainable and fundable, and which also engages the public 
and provides incentives for achieving wolf conservation goals. The Plan applies to all lands in 
Oregon with respect to the take provisions, except potentially those lands of Indian Nations which 
are identified as reservation lands and are managed under sovereign tribal authority. The Plan does 
not intend to require private landowners to take action to protect the species or to impose additional 
requirements or restrictions on the use of private land. 
 
This Plan was initially developed prior to wolves becoming established in Oregon and as such, 
answers to many important questions were unknown. Developers of the original Plan did not know 
unequivocally what habitat wolves would inhabit, how they would behave or what impacts they 
would have upon arrival in Oregon. Wolves have now become permanent residents of Oregon. 
Significant changes to the landscape since the extirpation of wolves make it difficult to use historical 
information to predict which areas are most suitable for them to inhabit today. Furthermore, 
information regarding wolf habitat and prey in other states has limited applicability to Oregon due to 
each stateõs own unique landscape. For example, Wilderness Areas are relatively small when 
compared with Idaho and open road densities on public lands are considered high. Livestock 
grazing is common across Oregon on public and private lands. The developers of this Plan did adapt 
information from states such as Idaho and Montana and used that information as a general guide. 
 
Successful management of wolves will require that the parties responsible for implementing this 
Plan are able to effectively and efficiently apply adaptive management principles. There are several 
aspects to the Plan that the developers believe will be critical to its success.  

                                                 
2 As with its other fish and wildlife management plans, the Commission adopted this Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan into Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) by reference. (See OAR 635-110-0000). It also adopted 
certain associated technical rules that implement (in enforceable terms) the portion of the Plan which regulates 
harassment and take of wolves. (See OAR 635-110-0000 through 635-110-0030 and 635-043-0096.) In the event of 
conflict between this plan and the associated technical rules, the technical rules govern. 
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1) Wolves need to be managed in concert with other species and resource plans. The way 
wolves are managed will affect and be affected by other species, particularly other top 
carnivores and primary prey. Each of these species (e.g., cougar, elk, deer and bear) has its 
own management Plan. However, because they are so interconnected, none of these species 
can be managed in isolation. 

2) An active information and education program must offer guidance and information about 
rules and regulations related to the Plan.  

3) Sufficient funds must be available to implement the conservation and management plan. 
 

Individuals representing many interests were involved in crafting this Plan by sharing their needs and 
balancing their interests with the interests of others. Therefore, this Plan will serve the broad 
interests of Oregonians only if implemented in its entirety. 
 
Since human tolerance has been and remains the primary limiting factor for wolf survival, building 
tolerance for this species will require acceptance of the Planõs approach to addressing wolf 
conservation and human conflicts. Non-lethal and lethal control activities actually may promote the 
long-term survival of the wolf by enhancing tolerance, and providing redress to citizens legitimately 
impacted by the wolf is essential. This also may mean recognizing the wolf as a native species with 
legal, social and biological value in Oregon, and taking actions to minimize conflict to achieve 
conservation goals. Effective enforcement of illegal actions taken to harm the wolf also is a key part 
of ensuring conservation. 
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I . BACKGROUND 

 
This chapter describes the context for development of the Oregon Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan. Contents include the history of wolves in Oregon, their biology and ecology, the 
legal situation regarding wolves in Oregon, and the process conducted by the Commission to 
develop the Plan. 
 

A. History of Wolves in Oregon 
 
The history of wolves in Oregon mirrors a familiar scenario played out across the western United 
States in the first half of the 20th century. Historical accounts point to a relatively wide distribution 
of wolves, although their abundance varied from place to place. As western immigration continued 
and wild prey populations were reduced, stock raisers found it necessary to protect their stock from 
carnivores. They eventually, with the assistance of governments, extirpated wolves entirely.  
 
Early History 
 
Evidence that wolves existed in Oregon can be documented through various means including 
archeological records, Native American accounts, journals and diaries of early explorers and 
pioneers, museum specimens, wolf bounty records, and various books and reports. The following 
written accounts3 offer some interesting observations:  

¶ òé(wolves) are exceedingly numerous in Oregon and Washington Territories, from the 
Cascades to the Rocky Mountain Divideé.ó  

-George Suckley, expedition Naturalist, 1853-55. 

¶ òéthe wolves are very numerous in this country and exceedingly troublesome.ó  
-Mr. Drayton, Wilkes Expedition, vicinity of Fort Walla Walla, 1841. 

¶ Lewis and Clark noted that seven elk killed by expedition hunters were òéuntouched by the 
wolves, of which indeed there are but a few in this countryé.ó  

-Lewis and Clark, winter of 1805-06, Fort Clatsop area, near the mouth of the Columbia 
River. 

 
Additional wolf location information was reported by biologist Vernon Bailey (1936): 

¶ òéin 1834 Wyeth reported several (wolves) killed along the Deschutes River.ó 

¶ òéin 1835 Townsend secured the type of this subspecies near Fort Vancouver just north of 
the Columbia River.ó 

¶ ò...in 1854 Suckley collected (wolf) specimens near The Dalles.ó 

¶ ò...in 1897 Captain Applegate reported them (wolves) formerly common, but at that time 
extremely rare in the southern Cascade region.ó 

¶ òéJewett reports one large male wolf takenéAugust 20, 1930, near Balm Mountain on the 
Umpqua National Forest.ó 

¶ ò...another old male wolf taken (1930)éon the shore of Crescent Lake in Klamath County.ó 

¶ ò...two other wolves were killed in Douglas County and one in Lane County during 1930, 
and one near McKenzie Bridge in Lane County in 1931.ó 

                                                 
3 Excerpted from Young and Goldman (1944) and Young (1946). 
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Ironically, wolves played a pivotal role in the formation of the early Oregon territorial government. 
Young and Goldman (1944) wrote òéefforts to destroy the wolf in this country were instrumental 
in formation of the Oregon Territory. The òwolf meetingsó of Oregon, officially the formal sessions 
of the Oregon Wolf Organization, drew pioneer leaders of the northwest together as did no other 
objective.ó With wolves and wolf eradication as the drawing card, meeting organizers were 
successful in assembling significant numbers of settlers to discuss formation of a civil government in 
the region.  
  
Wolf bounty records provide some indirect data on the distribution and abundance of wolves, 
although amounts offered by the state and counties may have influenced effort. The first wolf 
bounty in Oregon was established in 1843 at an Oregon Wolf Association meeting in the Willamette 
Valley. The bounty for a large wolf was set at $3 and was paid from òsubscriptionsó to the 
association. 
 
The Oregon State Game Commission (OSGC) began offering a $20 wolf bounty in 1913 in addition 
to the regular $5 paid by the state at the time. During the period of October 1, 1913 through May 
10, 1914, payments were made on 30 wolves in Oregon: Douglas County, 10; Crook County, 6; 
Clackamas County, 6; Linn County, 6; and Lane County, 1.4  
 
During the period 1913-1946, 393 wolves were presented for payment in Oregon (Olterman and 
Verts 1972). Many of these wolves were taken prior to the mid -1930s and no more than two wolves 
per year were bountied after 1937. The last record of a wolf submitted for bounty in Oregon was in 
1946 for an animal killed in the Umpqua National Forest in southwest Oregon.5  
 
Bailey (1936) authored the first major work on Oregon mammals, titled The Mammals and Life Zones of 
Oregon. He described wolves as present in most timbered areas of Oregon. He considered wolves to 
be the most common in the western portion of Oregon, from the western foothills of the Cascade 
Range to the Coast. This observation may have been influenced by the distribution of the human 
population rather than directly related to abundance of wolves. Information regarding wolves from 
other locations in Oregon where good habitat existed may not have been available.  
 
Olterman and Verts (1972), in a special report on endangered mammals of Oregon, sought to 
determine the distribution and abundance of native Oregon mammals which were rare, endangered 
or recently extirpated from the state. They located 80 wolf specimens in various museums and 
private collections that were collected from Oregon. They stated that òémost specimens were 
collected from the western slope of the Cascade Mountainsé. This distribution is not representative 
of the range originally occupied by the wolf in the state because the species probably was eliminated 
from some areas before 1913 when specimens were first preserved.ó At the time of their report, they 
believed the wolf to be extirpated from the state and the absence of populations in neighboring 
states to preclude natural immigration or re-establishment. 
 
A report compiled by Marshall (1996) stated no authentic gray wolf records were known between 
1946 and 1974. During the period 1974-1980, four records of wolves were noted. He considered at 
least two of these records to be tame wolves or wolf-dog hybrids.  

                                                 
4 From the Oregon Sportsman 2 (6):19, 1914, as quoted in Bailey 1936. 
5 OSGC Annual Game Report 1947. 
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Human attitudes toward wolves in North American have undergone significant changes during the 
second half of the 20th century. Strong support for wolf conservation has been documented 
throughout the United States (Mech and Boitani 2003). Cultural influences such as popular 
literature, the work of researchers, and the voice of conservationists such as Aldo Leopold have 
provided information and support for conservation. A 1999 poll of Oregonians showed a 70 percent 
support rate for the return of wolves to the state.6 These changes in wildlife values are embodied in 
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 and the Oregon ESA enacted in 1979. However, 
values and attitudes in the United States are complex and not homogenous. They depend on area of 
residence (rural-urban), occupation (agriculture/ natural resource-technical/service), and many other 
factors.  
 
Native American History7 
 
Wolves and native tribes coexisted for untold generations, not competing with one another, but 
complementing one another and adapting to an ever-changing seasonal system of events.  
 
As with other natural resources, tribal people learned the value of the wolves and revered them to a 
spiritual level. In tribal legends passed down through the generations, wolf, coyote and fox are 
related to one another and to the tribal peoples. Individual experiences with the wolf more often 
than not resulted in life-changing lessons. These experiences strengthened the connection between 
all surrounding events occurring within the natural world and helped maintain an order that 
everyone understood and respected. This order was circular, involving everyone and everything, 
with no one part being of greater importance than another. 
 
Following the influence of early Euro-American values in the late 1700s and early 1800s toward 
natural resources, the order began to change. As one part of the order after another began to fall out 
of place, it disrupted the whole. Soon there was an imbalance, causing the values and relationships to 
one another to be weakened. The tribal people as well as others suffer today because of this 
disorder. To be able to maintain and re-learn the value of one another, the tribal people believe the 
wolf should have its place without limits or restrictions so that future generations may have a 
complete circle once again. 
 
Euro-American History 
 
As the first European immigrants arrived in North America they brought with them an aversion for 
the wolf. This prejudice was founded either by direct contact with wolves in their homelands or was 
ingrained by their culture or religion. In fact, by the time immigrants departed their homelands, the 
wolf had been eradicated from some of those areas due to suspicion and dislike for the animal. Once 
in North America, the immigrants found wolves to be a threat to their domesticated animals. 
Domesticated animals were a necessary part of Euro-American life, not only to provide the food 
and the fiber needed for sustenance, but to provide transportation and the energy needed for tilling 
                                                 
6 Poll by Davis & Hibbitts, April 1999. The poll was commissioned by the Oregon Natural Desert Association (ONDA), 
and paid for by ONDA, Defenders of Wildlife, Oregon Natural Resources Council, and Predator Defense Institute. The 
poll consisted of 500 five-minute phone interviews with individuals randomly selected from statewide voter registration. 
Accuracy estimate is +/- 5 percent. 
7 This section provided by WAC member Ken Hall, member of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian 
Reservation. 
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the land. The ability of the wolf to kill the domesticated animals served to create a competition 
between Euro-Americans and the wolf. 
 
Wolf persecution was intense in Europe to the point that the last wolf was killed on the British Isles 
in the early sixteenth century under Henry VII. In Scotland, despite intense efforts to kill wolves, the 
immense Scottish forests offered safe retreats. Scotlandõs final solution was to burn the forests. At a 
time where wood was a major fuel source, this event demonstrates the severity of the extermination 
effort (Boitani 2003). 
 
Folklore of the time was very much a part of propagating the Euro-American cultural attitudes 
about wolves. òLittle Red Riding Hoodó and the òThree Little Pigsó were intended to be symbolic 
or metaphorical, but they had a profound effect on how wolves were viewed (ibid.).  
 
òThe Pilgrim Fathers arrived with all the prejudices, beliefs and devices that had been used to 
eradicate the wolf in their homelands and the war against the wolf in North America began in 
Jamestown, Virginia, when the first domesticated animals arrived in 1609. Plymouth Colony enacted 
a wolf bounty in 1630 and bounties were soon established in all the other settlements along the 
eastern seaboard. By 1700, the wolf had disappeared from New England (ibid.).ó  
 
Although the threats to human safety were low, incidents involving attacks on humans furthered the 
belief in Euro-American culture that the wolves must be exterminated. Lewis and Clarkõs journals 
report that on August 8, 1806, Sergeant Nathaniel Pryor had his hand bitten through by a wolf while 
he slept (Chuinard 1998). The combination of prejudices, religious beliefs, folklore, the need to 
protect animals which had been domesticated for the benefit of man, and actual human safety 
concerns led to a continuation of the extermination policy started by the Pilgrims on the eastern 
seaboard as the Euro-American population expanded westward. 
 
As the western migration began, wolves were systematically killed by the expanding human 
population. òThe removal of the bison from the Great Plains may have fostered an increase in wolf 
population because of the large numbers of bison carcasses left by hunters.éThe removal of the 
bison allowed for the expansion of domesticated animals and for the expansion of cropping, into 
areas of North America with wolf populations which were unnaturally inflated, at a time when the 
wolvesõ natural prey base was exterminatedó (Mech and Boitani 2003). This served to create a level 
of predation on domesticated animals that was unacceptable to citizens throughout the country. In 
1915 the responsibility of predator control became a responsibility of the U.S. government with the 
establishment of the Division of Predator and Rodent Control. Official hunters were paid to kill the 
last wolves. Stories about the killing of the last remaining wolves were widely published and they had 
the effect of strengthening the rationale regarding the need for extermination. 
 
Interestingly, the dislike of wolves was a factor in organizing the Euro-Americans. Meetings that 
were held to discuss the need for extermination of wolves were in many cases the starting points for 
many of the state and local governments that were formed in the western expansion of North 
America. 
 
In his chapter on òWolf Conservation and Recoveryó in Wolves, Behavior, Ecology, and Conservation 
(2003), Luigi Boitani writes: By 1930, the wolf had disappeared from almost all the forty-eight 
contiguous states, including Yellowstone National Park (Jones 2002). The last wolves were killed in 
Arkansas in 1928, in Oregon in 1946 and in Colorado and Wyoming in 1943 (Busch 1995). Only the 



 

Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan /Chapter I ð Background Page 8    

wolves of the Lake Superior region survived a bit longer: the last wolves in Wisconsin were slain 
between 1950 and 1970, although bounties in Wisconsin and Michigan were repealed in 1956 and 
1960 respectively (Thile 1993). A few wolves may have remained in Michigan after 1970 (Henderson 
et al. 1975). Several hundred wolves did survive in northern Minnesota. 
 
Wolves were granted protection from the long-held Euro-American pursuit to exterminate them by 
passage of the federal ESA in 1973. As a result of this legislation, the wolf was re-introduced into 
the contiguous 48 states by the reintroduction of Canadian wolves into central Idaho and 
Yellowstone National Park. These actions indicate that the cultural beliefs of Euro-Americans may 
be softening in regard to the historical position of extermination. 
 

B. Biology and Ecology  
 
A discussion on the biology and ecology of wolves includes physical characteristics, pack size, 
reproduction, food habits, movements and territories, dispersal, mortality, genetics, and population 
growth. Significant numbers of books and papers have been written on these subjects. Efforts to 
condense these for the western United States have been undertaken during development of other 
state management plans. Appendix B, Wolf Biology and Ecology, includes a description of this topic 
that was adapted from the Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plan (2002). 
Appendix B also includes citations of books and papers on recent research. Much of the research 
specific to the western United States has been conducted in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
Because portions of this ecosystem contain some non-hunted ungulate populations and have no 
livestock grazing, the results may not be directly transferable to Oregon in all aspects. Appendix B 
also provides a summary of wolf diseases. 
 

C. Legal Status 
 
Overview 
 
 In Oregon, wolves are subject to both the federal ESA and the Oregon Endangered Species Act 
(Oregon ESA). These laws are independent but somewhat parallel. As the federal government eases 
protections for the wolf under the federal ESA, the regulatory spotlight may shift to the Oregon 
ESA as well as to underlying state wildlife statutes and regulations. But so long as the wolf remains 
federally listed, it is crucial to consult both federal and state law to understand the protections that 
pertain to wolves in Oregon.  
 
In January 2004 the USFWS developed an òInterim Response Strategy for Reporting Gray Wolf 
Activity in Oregonó. In 2007, this document was replaced by the "Federal/State Coordination 
Strategy for Implementation of Oregon's Wolf Plan" (see Appendix C). The purpose of the 
document was to guide agency response to specific events that trigger a need for wolf management. 
Within the document, a common understanding of roles and responsibilities is discussed to ensure 
close coordination of agenciesõ actions to conserve wolves. The strategy was not intended to direct 
recovery of wolves in Oregon, but to ensure actions by agencies were consistent with the applicable 
state and federal laws. Now, the Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan is the primary 
document governing the departmentõs wolf conservation and management actions.  
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This Plan is based on an analysis of the federal and state laws that govern the management of the 
wolf. The federal ESA sets the minimum level for wolf management while the wolf remains listed 
federally. Oregonõs ESA also provides the fundamental legal authority and direction for this Plan 
and is implemented under the stateõs legal authority to manage wildlife within the boundaries of 
Oregon. Local governments express the concerns of their citizens. The Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan is a statewide document that integrates state policy across all Oregon to provide a 
consistent approach for wolf management.   
 
Legal Status ð Federal 
 
Wolves gained endangered status in 1974 with their listing under the federal ESA. In 1987, USFWS 
completed the Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan. Four years later Congress initiated 
an administrative process to reintroduce wolves into Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho. 
Extensive public input showed general support for wolf recovery, and the U.S. Secretary of Interior 
approved reintroduction. In 1995 and 1996, 66 wolves were captured in Alberta and British 
Columbia, Canada. Of those, 35 were released in central Idaho and 31 were released into 
Yellowstone National Park. 
 
Wolves were protected as a ònon-essential experimental populationó under the federal ESA within a 
specified zone that included portions of Idaho, Wyoming and Montana. The original 66 wolves had 
increased to an estimated population of 1706 wolves in the three-state area by the end of 2009. 
 
In April 2003, the USFWS established the Western Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of gray 
wolves and down-listed their federal ESA classification from òendangeredó to òthreatenedó because 
of their recovery progress. At the same time, special regulations under section 4(d) of the ESA were 
adopted. These rules provided livestock producers more options to deal with problem wolves than 
are available under the endangered status. The 4(d) rules (since vacated by a federal court decision) 
were very specific and included numerous conditions. As a condition of de-listing the wolf in the 
Western DPS, the USFWS required state management plans for Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming to 
ensure the conservation of the species into the future. No such state Plan was required of Oregon. 
After considering the reality and impacts of wolves moving into the State as well as its legal 
obligations under the Oregon ESA, Oregon decided to craft its own management Plan. 
 
Gray wolves in Oregon, when the Plan was adopted in 2005, were under the primary jurisdiction of 
the USFWS and were federally listed as endangered under the federal ESA of 1973. The 2007 
Federal/State Coordination Strategy for Implementation of Oregon's Wolf Plan (Strategy) was 
developed to emphasize close coordination between USFWS and ODFW, and outlined procedures 
for dealing with wolves while wolves remained federally listed. On May 4, 2009, wolves in the 
eastern third (east of Hwy. 395/78/95) of Oregon were removed from the federal ESA. Following 
that delisting, the Strategy was not needed in the federally delisted portion of Oregon other than to 
track unconfirmed reports of wolf activity. However, on August 5, 2010, federal protections for 
wolves in Oregon were reinstated, which had the effect of relisting as endangered. Because the 
federal ESA preempts any less-protective state regulations, the federal ESA sets the minimum level 
for wolf protection so long as the wolf remains federally listed. Once federally de-listed, the Oregon 
ESA will apply until wolves are delisted by the Commission.  
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Legal Status ð State of Oregon 
 
Wolves have been classified as endangered in Oregon under the Oregon ESA8 since the Oregon 
ESA was established by the Oregon Legislature in 1987, and continue to be listed as endangered at 
present. When the Oregon Legislature enacted the Oregon ESA in 1987, it grandfathered onto the 
Oregon list all species native to Oregon that were then listed under the Federal ESA.9 State law 
generally does not allow òtakeó (i.e., killing or obtaining possession or control according to the State 
of Oregon definition10) of wolves.  
 
The Oregon ESA requires the conservation of listed species, and defines conservation as òthe use of 
methods and procedures necessary to bring a species to the point at which the measures provided 
under ORS 496.171-496.182 (the Oregon ESA) no longer are necessary. Such methods and 
procedures include, but are not limited to, activities associated with scientific resource management 
such as research, census taking, law enforcement, habitat acquisition and maintenance, propagation 
and transplantationó ORS 496.171(1).11 Thus, so long as the wolf remains listed under the Oregon 
ESA, the Commission is required to conserve the species in Oregon, according to the Oregon 
Attorney General (See Appendix D). The law provides an array of management tools from which 
the Commission may choose when determining how to conserve the species. Those tools include 
some which may permit regulated take of wolves for particular purposes, if the Commission 
determines such take is consistent with conservation of the species in Oregon. In other words, 
successful conservation should lead to delisting and strive to ensure that future òrelistingó is 
unnecessary. Within the context of the conservation mandate, consistent with the federal ESA and 
to the extent allowed by wolf biology, the Commission has authority under the state ESA and other 
statutes to develop a conservation and management plan for wolves in Oregon that eventually will 
lead to delisting. 
 
While much of the focus related to wolves has focused on the state and federal ESA, eventually it 
will be Oregonõs wildlife policy that will guide long-term management after state delisting. The 
wildlife policy includes a number of co-equal management goals, one of which is òéthat wildlife 
shall be managed to prevent the serious depletion of any indigenous specieséó (ORS 496.012).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 The Oregon ESA appears at Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 496.171-192. The prohibition on taking state-listed 
species is at ORS 498.026(1). 
9 ORS 496.004(6) and (17); 171(2); and .176.(1)(a); and OAR 635-100-0100(8). 
10 ORS 496.004(16). Note that, unlike the federal ESA definition of òtake,ó the Oregon definition does not extend to 
harming and harassing. 
11 Any such habitat protections would only be obligated on public land, however, since ònothing in (the Oregon ESA) is 
intended, by itself, to require an owner of any private land to take action to protect a threatened species or an 
endangered species, or to impose additional requirements or restrictions on the use of private land.ó ORS 496.192(1). It 
is important to note that certain conservation and management mechanisms under the Oregon ESA would apply only to 
state-owned lands or the authorities of state agencies. Others, such as the òtakeó prohibition, apply anywhere in Oregon 
ORS 498.026(1). 
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 County Actions  
 
Beginning in 1999, upon learning of the reintroduction of wolves in Idaho, local governments in 
northeast Oregon took actions to respond to potential wolf migration into Oregon. Wallowa County 
convened a Wolf Summit in Enterprise in February of 2000. This meeting brought parties of interest 
together to share information about wolf presence in Oregon.  
 
Several counties passed resolutions calling for wolves to be returned to Idaho by the USFWS. 
Supporting resolutions were also passed by the state and national county associations. These 
resolutions call for consultation with local officials before wolves can be permitted to remain in their 
jurisdiction. Copies of these resolutions can be obtained by contacting the Association of Oregon 
Counties.  
 

D. Wolf Plan Development 
 
The arrival of three wolves from Idaho into Oregon in 1999 and 2000 spurred a series of events 
which eventually led the Commission to direct ODFW staff to organize four informational 
workshops. These workshops, held in 2002, allowed the Commission to examine wolf issues and 
discuss wolf biology and ecology. Twenty-nine speakers from various states including Oregon 
addressed the Commission regarding the political, social, economic and biological aspects of wolf 
management. Members of the public were provided the opportunity to observe and listen to the 
proceedings but did not interact with the presenters or Commissioners. 
 
The Commission learned from several wolf experts that wolves would continue to disperse into 
Oregon and eventually establish a permanent population.12 It was clear from the testimony that 
wolves would be just as controversial in Oregon as in other states with wolf populations. Concern 
for the welfare of livestock, big game herds, pets and humans were on the minds of Commissioners 
and others in attendance.  
 
Following the workshops, the Commission initiated a public process that involved 15 town hall 
meetings held throughout the state in late 2002 and early 2003. The majority of 2,639 oral 
statements and questions and 1,502 written comments received during the three-month process fell 
into 12 òthemesó when reviewed and analyzed by ODFW staff: 

1. Human and pet safety should/should not be a concern 
2. Do/do not write a management plan 
3. Educate the public about wolves and wolf issues 
4. ESA listing questions and comments 
5. Improved ecosystem health  
6. Compensation for livestock losses 
7. Cost of wolf management 
8. Depredation of wolves on livestock 
9. Suitable wolf habitat: there is, there is not, is there? 
10. Revenue loss to agency and rural communities 
11. Predation on wildlife (mostly deer/elk) and/or the loss of hunting opportunities 
12. Yes to wolves, no to wolves, with no other concern or recommendation provided 

                                                 
12 List of wolf experts: Ed Bangs, Curt Mack, and Carter Niemeyer. 
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It was stated and recognized at the March 2003 Commission meeting that there is a large 
constituency for delisting the wolf and keeping the species out of Oregon. The Commission was 
also advised of a 1999 poll showing 70 percent approval for wolves.13 By the March 2003 meeting, 
the Commission decided to initiate a process to develop an Oregon Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan based on: science-based information from invited wolf biologists at the 
Commission sponsored workshops; a review of the oral and written comments received from the 
public during the wolf town hall meetings; a summary of other statesõ wolf management plans and 
how those plans address the concerns and comments heard during Oregonõs town hall process; 
information on strategies to provide livestock owners with flexibility to address wolf depredation; 
and a legal analysis of the Commissionõs wolf conservation requirements.  
 
In April 2003, a planning process was approved which included the formation of the Wolf Advisory 
Committee. At that time, the Commission adopted as a working goal for the Wolf Conservation and 
Management Plan: òto ensure the long-term survival and conservation of gray wolves as required by 
Oregon law while minimizing conflicts with humans, primary land uses and other Oregon wildlife.ó 
This goal was later modified by the Committee as follows: òto ensure the conservation of gray 
wolves as required by Oregon law while protecting the social and economic interests of all 
Oregonians.ó 
 
The Commission also developed guiding principles to direct the work of the Committee and the 
planning process: 

1. Commission provides direction to write a wolf management Plan based on òconservationó 
of wolves, as required by state law. 

2. Commission will select a òWolf Advisory Committeeó to advise the Commission on wolf 
issues and draft a wolf management plan. 

3. Ideas from wolf management plans produced by other states will be considered. 
4. The themes and concerns expressed by the public through town hall meetings and written 

comments must be considered and incorporated in the final Plan. 
5. Active re-introduction of wolves will not be considered. Natural dispersal of wolves from 

the Idaho population will be accepted.  
6. The final Plan will be consistent with the Oregon ESA (ORS 496.171-496.192) and the 

Oregon Wildlife Policy (ORS 496.012). 
7. A final Plan will strive for flexibility in managing wolf populations while providing needed 

protections for wolves. 
8. A final Plan will seek relief for livestock producers from expected wolf depredation. 
9. The Committee and the final Wolf Conservation and Management Plan will maintain its 

focus on wolves and will not address public land grazing or other public land management 
issues. 

A final Plan will address impacts to prey populations, including deer and elk. 
 
Finally, the Commission adopted a draft framework for the Wolf Conservation and Management 
Plan that incorporated components of other state wolf Plans, Oregonõs big game species 
management Plans, and the concerns of Oregonians. This framework was not intended to suggest a 
course of action in advance of the advisory committee process, but to initially guide the Committee. 

                                                 
13 Poll by Davis & Hibbitts, April 1999.  
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In June 2003 the Commission appointed 14 members to the Committee after a public nomination 
process. During the course of Plan development two Committee members were replaced due to 
other obligations which took precedence over their participation (see Appendix E for a list of Wolf 
Advisory Committee members). After their first meeting, the Committee members agreed upon a 
slightly revised framework and the Commission approved the revised version at their January 9, 
2004, meeting.  
 
The Committee met 10 times throughout the state, with the assistance of the department and an 
independent facilitation team, to develop a draft Wolf Conservation and Management Plan for the 
Commission. The Committee also was assisted by a Wolf Technical Committee composed of wolf 
experts from many parts of the country. These experts acted as a resource for the Committee and 
ODFW as the Plan was constructed, and several of them gave presentations at Committee meetings. 
A òResource Rosteró of technical experts can be found in Appendix F. In addition, the Committee 
was provided with resource materials from peer-reviewed literature and other state wolf 
management plans. Information provided to the Committee can be seen in Appendix G. The 
Committee members also shared articles, literature and information with one another throughout 
the planning process via e-mail, hard copy and conversation. A list of òMember Suggested 
Resourcesó can be found in Appendix H. 
 
The Commission adopted the draft Plan in October 2004 and released it for a full public review 
process through rulemaking. During the mid-point of the public process, the Wolf Advisory 
Committee (WAC) reconvened to assess the public comments received to that point and 
recommended several changes to the Commission (see Appendix I).  
 
The Commission adopted a final Plan and associated administrative rules on February 11, 2005.  
Legislation was subsequently introduced to the 2005 Legislative Assembly to address the three areas 
of statutory changes recommended in the Plan. The legislation failed to move out of the House 
Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee. These legislative recommendations can be found in 
Appendix P. On October 1, 2005, the Commission re-entered rulemaking to move all references to 
the recommended changes to an appendix. The changes were adopted by the Commission 
December 1, 2005. 
 
The adopted Wolf Conservation and Management Plan requires the department to conduct a 5-year 
review.  In March of 2010, the Commission provided direction regarding the process to review the 
Plan.  Specifically the department was to seek out key stakeholders and solicit input and 
recommended changes to the Plan and Administrative Rules. In May-June 2010, ODFW staff met 
with the following stakeholder groups: 
 

¶ Baker County Natural Resource Advisory Committee 

¶ Defenders of Wildlife  

¶ Hells Canyon Preservation Council 

¶ Nez Perce Tribes 

¶ Oregon Cattlemen Association 

¶ Oregon Department of Agriculture 

¶ Oregon Farm Bureau 

¶ Oregon Hunters Association 
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¶ Oregon Sheep Growers Association 

¶ Oregon Wild 

¶ U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

¶ U.S. Forest Service 

¶ Umatilla Tribes 

¶ USDA Wildlife Services 
 
Comments and recommendations were summarized and an analysis of policy issues raised by 
stakeholders, which included several alternatives, was presented to the Commission in August 2010. 
The public had two opportunities to testify before the Commission regarding changes to the Plan 
and Administrative Rules before the final adoption in October 2010 
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II.  WOLF CONSERVATION  
 
 There cannot be a single recipe for wolf conservation that can be applied in all ecological and social contexts. Rather, 

there are several diverse solutions depending on the needs of both humans and wolves at the local level.  
Mech and Boitani, 2003 

 
This chapter focuses on methods and procedures that lead to conservation of wolves in Oregon. 
The Oregon ESA, under which the gray wolf is listed as endangered, requires the òconservationó of 
listed species, and defines òconservationó as: 
 
òéthe use of methods and procedures necessary to bring a species to the point at which the 
measures provided under ORS 496.171 to 496.182 are no longer necessary. Such methods and 
procedures include, but are not limited to, activities associated with scientific resource 
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management such as research, census taking, law enforcement, habitat acquisition and 
maintenance, habitat protection and restoration, propagation and transplantation.ó 14 

 
Before the wolf can be delisted under the Oregon ESA, conservation must be achieved. This 
definition, and the Commissionõs long-term goal for listed species, requires sufficient actions be 
taken to ensure that future protections under the Oregon ESA would not be required. In other 
words, successful conservation should lead to delisting and strive to ensure that future òrelistingó is 
unnecessary.  
 
The criteria for delisting come from the Oregon ESA and the Commissionõs rules. In essence, they 
require the Commission to make the following determinations for delisting to occur:  

¶ The species is not now (and is not likely in the foreseeable future to be) in danger of 
extinction in any significant portion of its range in Oregon or in danger of becoming 
endangered; and 

¶ The speciesõ natural reproductive potential is not in danger of failure due to limited 
population numbers, disease, predation, or other natural or human-related factors affecting 
its continued existence; and 

¶ Most populations are not undergoing imminent or active deterioration of range or primary 
habitat; and 

¶ Over-utilization of the species or its habitat for commercial, recreational, scientific, or 
educational purposes is not occurring or likely to occur; and 

¶ Existing state or federal programs or regulations are adequate to protect the species and its 
habitat. 

These determinations must be based upon verifiable scientific information.15 
 
Conservation Approach 
 
A conservation approach for wolves was designed to satisfy delisting criteria while encouraging 
human tolerance for wolves and ensuring distribution of wolves across the Oregon landscape. 
Conservation of the gray wolf will be achieved through an approach that establishes objectives for 
wolf distribution, population management, and monitoring. The objectives are as follows: 

¶ Permit establishment of a naturally reproducing wolf population in suitable habitat16 within 
Oregon, connected to a larger source population of wolves, which allows for expansion into 
other areas of the state. 

¶ Promote social tolerance for wolves by effectively and responsibly addressing conflict with 
competing human values through the use of management measures consistent with long-
term wolf conservation in all phases of wolf management status under this Plan. 

                                                 
14 ORS 496.171(1). 
15 ORS 496.176; OAR 635-100-0112 Removing Species from State List. 

 
16 Suitable habitat (e.g., high, medium, low suitability) is defined by factors including availability of natural prey, level of 
human occupation, level of livestock activity, and density of open roads. As habitat generalists, wolves are able to survive 
in many places. Therefore, unsuitable habitat likely will be defined by human tolerance. Without specific data or 
experience with wolves on the Oregon landscape, defining the range of habitat suitability must be necessarily vague at 
this point in time. 
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¶ Set separate population objectives for two regions of the state: east and west of a line 
defined by U.S. Highway 97, U.S. Highway 20, and U.S. Highway 395 (see Figure 1: Divide 
Between East and West Wolf Management Areas). 

¶ Set a conservation population objective for eastern Oregon of four breeding pairs of wolves 
present for three consecutive years (a breeding pair is a pack of wolves with an adult male 
and an adult female with at least two pups surviving to the end of December (see page 26).  

¶ Set a management population objective for eastern Oregon of seven breeding pairs of 
wolves present for three consecutive years. 

¶ Protect wolves entering western Oregon, following delisting, under a management regime 
that replicates Oregon ESA protections. 

¶ Set a conservation population objective for western Oregon of four breeding pairs of wolves 
present for three consecutive years.  

¶ Set a management population objective for western Oregon of seven breeding pairs of 
wolves present for three consecutive years. 

¶ Determine the status of the wolf population in Oregon through a comprehensive 
monitoring program. 

¶ Develop and implement agreements with other agencies and/or organizations to help 
achieve wolf conservation. 
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Figure 1. The boundary between east and west wolf management zones is defined by U.S. Highway 97 from the Columbia River to the junction 
of U.S. Highway 20, SE on U.S. Highway 20 to the junction with U.S. Highway 395, south on U.S. Highway 395 to the California border. 
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A. Wolf Distribution  
 
Objectives  

¶ Permit establishment of a naturally reproducing wolf population within Oregon connected 
to a larger source population of wolves, which allows for expansion into other areas of the 
state. 

¶ Promote social tolerance for wolves by effectively and responsibly addressing conflict with 
competing human values through the use of management measures consistent with long-
term wolf conservation in all phases of wolf management status under this Plan. 

 
Strategies 

¶ Expect wolf populations to become established in eastern Oregon before wolves reach 
western Oregon. 

¶ Allow wolves to establish packs in Oregon through dispersal from adjacent states and not 
through active reintroductions involving transport of wolves from outside the state. 

¶ Establish two wolf conservation regions in Oregon to provide maximum flexibility in 
achieving wolf conservation goals for the state. 

¶ Wolf distribution will not be restricted by management zones, property ownership 
boundaries, or other administrative designations, unless adaptive processes deem them 
necessary. 

¶ Management actions will support wolf packs that occupy large, contiguous blocks of public 
land with minimal human activity and adequate prey base. 

¶ Translocation of wolves within the state may be used where needed to achieve conservation 
objectives. 

 
Historically, wolf distribution in Oregon was thought to include much of the state (see Chapter I). 
During the nearly 60 years that wolves have been absent from Oregon, humans have significantly 
altered the landscape throughout the state. Habitat once occupied by wolves has been significantly 
reduced by development and land conversion, and now exists in fragments rather than contiguous 
blocks. Road densities have increased dramatically and the human population has grown to more 
than three million people. 
 
Wisdom et al. (2000) suggested four major challenges to wolf conservation within the Interior 
Columbia Basin: excessive mortality from humans, mortality related to roads, displacement from 
habitat by human activities, and population isolation. Humans have indeed changed the Oregon 
landscape to great extent during the past 150 years. Wolves are habitat generalists, and thus a wide 
range of Oregon ecosystems are theoretically capable of supporting wolves. In some areas, wolves 
are capable of occupying habitats that might be considered marginal based on human population 
densities and land management practices, and with few conflicts. Nevertheless, it will be difficult to 
predict the specific areas in the state wolves will occupy first, and also difficult to predict where it 
will be possible for the species to persist. The ability to persist will be determined largely by the 
degree of human tolerance for the species across the stateõs vast rural landscapes.  
 
Continued wolf movement into Oregon from adjacent states is likely given the current population of 
wolves in the state of Idaho (an estimated 835 wolves in 65 reproductive packs at the end of 2009 
USFWS. 2009 Annual Report). The wolf population in Oregon will grow as wolves from other 
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states enter Oregon through natural dispersal. The natural dispersal method, adopted by the 
Commission as a guiding principle,17 differs from wolf restoration efforts in the Rocky Mountain 
Recovery Area where wolves were captured elsewhere and released into secure and remote areas 
with abundant prey, no livestock and few humans (USFWS 1994). 
 
The natural dispersal method provides an ongoing connection to a larger source population in 
Idaho. The Idaho population is expected to continue to supply new dispersing wolves to Oregon, 
which will diversify the gene pool and fill in home ranges that become vacant due to lethal control, 
natural mortality, unintended mortalities or westward dispersal. The natural dispersal method also is 
free of some of the costs and risks (financial, political and biological) that accompany active 
reintroduction. For example, wolves may not stay in the areas identified as suitable wolf habitat or 
could be subject to transplant- or capture-related injuries. In addition, natural dispersal eliminates 
the need to choose, in a public process, which areas of the state initially are occupied by wolves. This 
Plan, rather than choosing specifically where wolves will go, merely intends that the wolf population 
in Oregon eventually occupy both the east and west side of the state. 
 
Wolves have established breeding pairs and/or packs in the eastern portion of Oregon through 
dispersal from the Idaho population. There is some evidence of wolf activity as far west as the 
Cascade Mountains, but resident wolves or packs have not yet been confirmed. Establishing two 
wolf conservation regions in the state acknowledges this situation and provides opportunities for 
active management of wolves in the eastern portion of the state following delisting while 
maintaining needed protections for wolves that enter western Oregon. To ensure connectivity to the 
Idaho population of wolves, delisting cannot occur in Oregon until four breeding pairs of wolves are 
present for three consecutive years in the eastern region.  
 
Establishing conservation population objectives for both regions provides the needed protections to 
ensure establishment of wolves in both areas regardless of their status under the state ESA. It likely 
will take a number of years for wolves to disperse into western Oregon and establish breeding pairs 
through natural dispersal processes. Establishing separate wolf conservation regions in Oregon 
allows state delisting goals to be achieved in eastern Oregon while ensuring continued protections 
for wolves in western Oregon.  
 
Due to the proximity of Idaho wolf packs to the Oregon border, the northeastern portion of the 
state has been the area initially occupied by wolves. There is some evidence (i.e. sign) that wolves 
may occur at low numbers in the Cascade Mountains, although there is no evidence that they have 
become established. It could take one to two decades for eastern and western Oregon to reach 
management population objectives. Wolves could possibly occupy portions of the high desert region 
of southeastern Oregon if human tolerance is sufficient and prey is adequate. However, the rate of 
wolf dispersal into and throughout Oregon cannot be predicted. The ability of wolves to reach areas 
of habitat outside northeast Oregon is assumed but unproven, with the large expanse of private land 
in the center of the state being a potential obstacle. To help achieve conservation of wolves in 
Oregon, the state will be divided into two distinct regions defined by U.S. Highway 97, U.S. 
Highway 20, and U.S. Highway 395 (see Figure 1). 
 
The habitat requirements of any wildlife species determine the speciesõ potential or likely distribution 
on the landscape. Some species have very specific habitat requirements whereas others, like the gray 

                                                 
17 See pages 12-13. 
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wolf, are considered habitat generalists. Wolves can occupy a variety of habitats provided adequate 
prey is available and they are tolerated by humans. Absent conflicts with humans, much of Oregon 
could support wolves. Wolves in Idaho currently are found predominantly in landscapes that are 
relatively remote, lightly roaded, and contain substantial forest cover and abundant prey.18 It is 
expected that wolves should be able to persist in similar habitats in Oregon. As habitat generalists, 
gray wolves will be able to establish packs where prey is sufficient and human tolerance is high. The 
specific habitat chosen will be determined by prey availability and human tolerance and probably will 
include forests and rangeland habitats. (See Figure 2: Primary Vegetation and Land Cover in 
Oregon) 
 
Habitat such as wilderness areas or other areas away from livestock use offers the best chance for 
success provided prey is sufficient. Habitats in northeastern Oregon with few potential human 
conflicts include Eagle Cap, Wenaha-Tucannon, North Fork John Day and Strawberry Mountain 
wilderness areas, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, designated roadless areas on public lands, 
and areas characterized by low density of open roads (See Figure 3: Forested, Roadless and 
Wilderness Areas in Oregon). Such areas would be characterized as highly suitable because human 
densities and activity levels are low and ungulate numbers are considered adequate to support 
wolves. Wolf presence in these areas will be supported through management actions. 
 
Because wolves have been absent for so many years in Oregon, it is difficult to predict where wolves 
will eventually become established in the landscape. Figures 3 (Forested, Roadless and Wilderness 
Areas in Oregon) and 4 (Wilderness and Roadless Land in Eastern Oregon and Central Idaho) 
display forested public wilderness and roadless areas in Oregon and in eastern Idaho, areas that offer 
highly suitable habitat. A comparison of the two figures shows that Oregon lacks the vast acres of 
highly suitable habitat that are present in Idaho. As wolf activity is documented through discovery of 
individual wolves or wolf pack activity, efforts to radio-collar individual wolves will be initiated. By 
monitoring and observing wolves regularly, determinations regarding the habitats they select and 
occupy will be possible. Management decisions will be evaluated for reducing conflicts per available 
prey, competition with other carnivores and human activities.

                                                 
18 Curt Mack, Nez Perce Tribe wolf biologist, February 2004 presentation to the Oregon Wolf Advisory Committee.  
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Figure 2. Primary vegetation and land cover in Oregon (Source: National Land Cover Data 1992).  
 



 

Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan /Chapter II ð Wolf Conservation   Page 23 

 
Figure 3.  Forested land in Oregon, National Forest boundaries, and the location of wilderness, roadless, and wilderness study areas. 
 


