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ADDENDUM TO 2010 OREGON WOLF
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

On July 12, 2013, the Fish and Wildlife Conssion (the Commission) adopted
amendments to OAR 63E10-0010 and 638.10-0020. OAR 635110-0010 regulates
harassment and take of wolves during Phase | (conservation) of the Oregon Wolf Conservation
and Management Plan (the Plan). The amendments to OBRIEB0010 result in conflicts
between that administrative rule and the Phase | portion of the WRigim.respect to the
conflicts, the administrative rule governs.

OAR 6351100020 regulates harassment and take of wolves during Phase II
(management) dhe Plan.The amendments to OAR 633.0-0020 do not result in conflicts
with the Plan. Rather, the Ceolii028wastoretais i nt en
the substance of that rule by replacing the referencesin OARBB3 02 0 t o A RHease 1| 0
substantive requirements for Phase | that were in OARLG8®010 prior to the July 12, 2013
amendment.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(October 2010)

Gray wolves are |isted as oOendangeredo6 under
requires the Oreg Fish and Wildlife Commission to conserve the species in the state. Anticipating
the reestablishment of wolves in Oregon from the growing Idaho population, the Commission
directed the developmentao¥Volf Conservation and Management telareet the iguirements

of both the Oregon ESA and the Oregon Wildlife Policy.

When thifPlan was adopted December 2005, the federal government redgeay wolves in

Oregon as an oendangeredod species under the f
estabsh the current minimum level of wolf protectlarR009, wolves were federally delisted in a

portion of eastern Oreg@mdon August 5, 201@federal courtlecision had the effect of relisting.

At the time of adoption of thigodatedPlan, & wolvesn Oregorarefederally listed as endangered
andfederal laws establish the current minimum level of wolf proté¢timesremain listed as a

state endangered species at the tities@010updateSo long as the wolf remains federally listed

in Oregm 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 eargfages of implementation so that the species can be delisted audtaisaiy
population persists. TRdéanwas built to meet the five delisting criteria identified in state statutes
and administrative rules:
1 The species is not now (and is not likellge foreseeable future to be) in danger of
extinction in any significant portion of its range in Oregon or in danger of becoming
endangered; and
T The speciesd natur al reproductive potentia
population numberdjsease, predation, or other natural or huslated factors affecting
its continued existence; and
1 Most populations are not undergoing imminent or active deterioration of range or primary
habitat; and
1 Overdutilization of the species or its habitat fenwrcial, recreational, scientific, or
educational purposes is not occurring or likely to occur; and
1 Existing state or federal programs or regulations are adequate to protect the species and its
habitat.

This Plan and th&ppendices describe measure®tagon 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 tiePlan
1 Wolves that naturally disperse into Oregon will be conserved and managedRiader the

Wolves wilhot be captured outside of Oregon and released in the state.
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1 Wolves may be considered for statewide delisting once the population reduieeslitogir
pairs for three consecutive years in eastern Grégonbreeding pairs are considered the
minimum conservation population objective, also described as Phagdahcalis for
managing wolves in western Oregon as if the species reméainstiistes 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.
1 While the wolf remains listed as a statengedad species the following will be allowed:
0 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.
0 Harassment that causes injury to a wolf (e.g., rubber bulletskmadopenjectiles) 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 tsygjable habitat. Relocation
will be done by ODFW or Wildlife Services persdmutedill not occur with wolves
known or suspected to have depredated livestock .or pets
o Livestock producers who witness a wolf 0&i
private land must have a perp@fore taking any action that would cause harm to the
wolf.
0 Once federally delistadhlves involved in chronic depredation may be kyi€@DFW
or Wildlife Services personnel. However, non lethal methods will be emphasized and
employed first in apppoate circumstances.
1 Once the wolf is delisted, more options are available to addrdisgstotik conflict. While
there are five to seven breeding paiestock producersay kill a wolf involved in chronic
depredationvith a permit. Five to severebding pairs is considered Phase 2.
1 Seven breeding pdiios three consecutive years in eastern or western Gyegosidered the
management objective, or Phadén8er Phase 3 a limited controhedtcould be allowed to
decrease chronic depredatomeduce pressure on wild ungulate populations.

1 ThePlanprovides wildlife managers with adaptive management strategies to address wolf
predation problems on wild ungulates if confirmed wolf predation leads to declines in localized
herds.

1 Inthe unlikelyevent that a person is attacked by a wolRl#melescribes the circumstances
under which Oregonds criminal code and feder
of wolves where necessary to avoid imminent, grave injury. Such an incidenmepmsed to
law enforcement officials.

1 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.

1 Several researclopacts are identified mscessary for future success of-teng wolf
conservation and management. Monitoring andgaliioing wolves are listed as critical
components of thBlanboth for conservation and communication with Oregonians.

1 An economicralysis providagpdatedestimates of costs and benefits associated with wolves in
Oregon and wolf conservation and management.

1 Finally, thélanrequires annual reporting to the Commission on program implementation.

' 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 Mitinwa$.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 19988, &Volf B
radiocollared female from the Idaho experimental populatsmme of three wolves documented

in the state during the period January 18@%ber 2000. WolfB 5, ar guabl y Or egon
famous wolf, eventually was captured by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in
March 1999 near the Middle Fofkhee John Day River and returned to Idaho. The other two

wolves were found dead in Oregon. In May 2000 ac@ltdiced 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
possibilityof 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 s(P@A}in282.petiflohed Or ego
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 measurdldarolf. Both the petitions were rejected by the
Commi ssi on, OCAO6s because it | acked certain s
because state law does not require the requested conservation measures for species listed before
1995.

The dispersal of wolves is expected as a result oegtalstkshment 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 thewotimgologists predict they will
disperse into Oregon from Idaho and establish breeding popugitioagsh€005adoption of

thisPlan, wolves have disperé®m Idaho and in 2018,minimum ofL4 adultwolvesareknown

to reside in Oregon. In atldn, ODFW receives frequent reports of wolves in the Cascade
Mountains and Blue Mountairowever, none of these reports haeen verified. Historically,
wolvesoccurredhroughout most of the state.

Upon | earning of t heCommissiolisitiatad arpubkcanlolvementt he st
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 stat&Volf ConservatiomndManagement Plavas 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). TeierCommis
appointed 14 members to a Wolf Advisory Committee (hereafter Committee) and tasked them with
developing a recommend&dn The Committee began working in November 2003 and completed

an initial draft for review by the Commission in October 2004.ghhaquublic rulemaking process

that extended from November 1, 2004, through February 11, 2005, the Commission considered a
orul emaking packagedé that consisted of the dr
and associated technical rules. Onuaeprll, the Commission adopt&deaand associated
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ruleg. At that time, the Commission recommended the 2005 Oregon Legislative Assembly make
changes in Oregon law to fully implemenPtha The Legislature took no action. The

Commission continued tall for adoption of the three proposed legislative recommendations
included in the February 2005 version oPtae Because the proposals were not adopted into law,
the Commission moved all references to recommendations to the Legislative Assepeloigito Ap

P and adopted thilan 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
20090regonLegislatureid howeverreclassyfwolvesas a special status game maranththe

Plan isupdatedo 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 intersts of all Oregonians.

To meet this goal, tiianincludes 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 arskaech.

In developing their recommend@dn the Committee sought a product that is achievable, realistic,
fair, flexible, costffective, defensible, sustainable and fundable, and which also engages the public
and provides incentives for achieving waankervation goals. TR&napplies 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 aufPlantjodhe
notintend to require private landowners to take action to protect the species or to impose additional
requirements or restrictions on the use of private land.

ThisPlanwasinitiallydeveloped prior to wolves becoming established in Oregon and as such,
ansvers to many important questions were unknbewvelopers of theriginalPlandid not know
unequivocally what habitat wolves wtdbit how they would behave or what impacts they

would have upon arrival in Oreg@/olves havaowbecome permanent resids 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 andypreother states has limited applicability to Oregon due to
each stateds own unique | andscape. For exampl
compared with Idaho and open road densities on public lands are considered high. Livestock
grazing is aamon across Oregon on public and private lands. The developemBlahthisadapt
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 respoimsfikEmenting this
Planare able to effectively and efficiently apply adaptive management principles. There are several
aspects to thelanthat 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. (See11AB0E®). 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 OARIGEHO0 through 635100030 and 636430096.) 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 otbelespand 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., cougaraeikbdgdras its
own managemeRtan. However, becauseyare 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 toRtza

3) Sufficient funds must be available to implerhentdnservation and management plan.

Individuals representing many interests were involved in craftitigrihissharing their needs and
balancing their interests with the interests of others. Therefdpéarhisl serve the broad
interests of Oragnians 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 acceptancepof tlaappiosch to addressing wolf

conservation and man conflicts. Notethal and lethal control activities actually may promote the
longterm survival of the wolf by enhancing tolerance, and providing redress to citizens legitimately
impacted by the wolf is essential. This also may mean recognizingatha walive 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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l. BACKGROUND

This chapter describes the context for development ©Ofélgen Wolf Conservati@and
ManagemerRlan Contents include the history of wolves in Oregon, their biology and ecology, the
legal situation regarding wolves in Oregon, and thepomelucted by the Commission to

develop thé&lan

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 thé"2fentury. Historical accounts poinateelatively 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 eventyalith 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 ofoearsyazdl
pioneers, museum specimens, wolf bounty records, and various books and reports. The following
written account®ffer some interesting observations:
T cé(wolves) are exceedingly numerous in Ore
Cascadesthte Rocky Mountain Divideé. o
-George Suckley, expedition Naturalist,-5853

T 0éthe wolves are very numerous in this cou
-Mr. Drayton, Wilkes Expedition, vicinity of Fort Walla Walla, 1841.
1 Lewis and Clark noted thatsevee | k ki |l |l ed by expedition hun
wolves, of which indeed there are but a fe
-Lewis and Clark, winter of 1806, Fort Clatsop area, near the mouth of the Columbia
River.

Additional wolf location informatiorew reported by biologist Vernon Bailey (1936):
T 0éin 1834 Wyeth reported several (wol ves)
T 6éin 1835 Townsend secured the type of thi
the Columbia River.o

T o...in 18934 cSedkl(ewoldg speci mens near The

T 6...in 1897 Captain Applegate reported the
extremely rare in the southern Cascade reg

T 0oéJewett reports one | arge mal e wontfe t aken
Umpgua National Forest . o

T 6...another old male wolf taken (1930) ¢éon

T o...two other wolves were killed in Dougl a

and one near McKenzie Bridge in Lane Courdtydir8 1 . 6

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 Gol d meffortstodé&suog the waelf iothisecouatd were instrumental

in formation of the Otrieg@sod Tefr rOnteogaogn, Tdhfef idawioe
of the Oregon Wolf Organization, drew pioneer leaders of the northwest together as did no other
objectved Wi t h wol ves and wolf eradication as the
successful in assemplsignificant 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 haveddf&féort. The first wolf

bounty in Oregon was established in 1843 at an Oregon Wolf Association meeting in the Willamette
Vall ey. The bounty for a | arge wolf was set a
association.

The Oregon State Game Comssion (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 Cofinty, 1.

During the period 191346, 393 wolves were presented for payment in Oregon (Olterman and
Verts 1972). Many of these wolves were taken prior to thE980d and no more than two wolves

per year ere 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 southwestOregon.

Bailey (1936) authored the first major work on Oregon mammalhetiglhmmals aiifé Zones of
Oregohle 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 havenfleenced 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)aispecial 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
privateo|l | ecti ons that were collected from Oregon
coll ected from the western slope of the Casca
of the range originally occupied by the wolf in the state becauseidsepspbably was eliminated

from some areas before 191 3Atthdtieneofthgreeporttheyn s we
believed the wolf to be extirpated from the state and the absence of populations in neighboring

states to preclude natural igration or reestablishment.

A report compiled by Marshall (1996) stated no authentic gray wolf records were known between
1946 and 1974. During the period 3380, four records of wolves were noted. He considered at
least two of these records to bedamolves or wolflog hybrids.

4From the Oregon Sportsman 2 (6):19, 1914, as quoted in Bailey 1936.
50SGC 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 2@entury. Strong support for wolf conservation has been documented

throughout the United States (Mech aoitbBi 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 ratdor the return of wolves to the stdféhese 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 homdgeyalespend on area of
residence (rurarban), occupation (agriculture/ natural reseled®ical/service), and many other
factors.

Native American History’

Wolves and native tribes coexisted for untold generations, not competing with one @nother, b
complementing one another and adapting to aitleaeging 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 thatigeisewolf, coyote and fox are

related to one another and to the tribal peoples. Individual experiences with the wolf more often
than not resulted in lHghanging lessons. These experiences strengthened the connection between
all surrounding events oagug 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 Buxmerican 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 valuesshingsredation

one another to be weakened. The tribal people as well as others suffer today because of this
disorder. To be able to maintain antaen the value of one another, the tribal people believe the

wolf should have its place without limits or réistnis 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 coittagtolves 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 Americathe immigrants found wolves to be a threat to their domesticated animals.
Domesticated animals were a necessary part eAiearacan life, not only to provide the food

and the fiber needed for sustenance, but to provide transportation and the el fyr ey

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 fiveinutephone interviews with individuals randomly selected from statewide voter registration.
Accuracy estimate is-3 percent.

7This 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 Eurd\mericans 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

i mmense Scottish forests offered safe retreat
time where wood was a major fuel source, tms @amonstrates the severity of the extermination

effort (Boitani 2003).

Folklore of the time was very much a part of propagating théBerican cultural attitudes
about wolves. oOLittle Red Riding Howyrbdic and th
or metaphorical, but they had a profound effect on how wolves were viewed (ibid.).

oThe Pilgrim Fathers arrived with all the pre
eradicate the wolf in their homelands and the war against timeNwoth 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, thetwalfd di sappeared from New Engl an

Although the threats to human safety were low, incidents involving attacks on humans furthered the
beliefinEureAmer i can cul ture that the wolves must be
report that orAugust 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 matyaritanan safety

concerns led to a continuation of the extermination policy started by the Pilgrims on the eastern
seaboard as the EvAanerican population expanded westward.

As the western migration began, wolves were systematically killed bydhedxpaan

popul ation. o0The removal of the bison fro
popul ation because of the | arge numbers o
bison allowed for the expansion of domesticatedksramd for the expansion of cropping, into
areas of North America with wolf populations which were unnaturally inflated, at a time when the
wol vesd natur al prey base warlbisserxetto creafenlavele d 6 (
of predation omlomesticated 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. Offidietdwwere 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.

m t h
f Dbi

Interestingly, the dislike of wolves wast@aifan organizing the Euwmericans. 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 0Wol fWolvesmBshavioy, Bcologp, and Eanskervafianc o v
(2003), Luigi Boitani writes: By 1930, the wolf had disappeared from almost ateigbtforty

contiguous states, including Yellowstone National Park (008gsThe last wolves were killed in

Arkansas in 1928, in Oregon in 1946 and in Colorado and Wyoming in 1943 (Busch 1995). Only the
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wolves of the Lake Superior region survived a bit longer: the last wolves in Wisconsin were slain
between 1950 and 197(aligh 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 grantgdotection from the longeld EureAmerican pursuit to exterminate them by
passage of the federal ESA in 1973. As a result of this legislation, the winlfradisced into

the contiguous 48 states by the reintroduction of Canadian wolves intttaéoteaid
Yellowstone National Park. These actions indicate that the cultural beliefA\of&igans may
be softening in regard to the historical position of extermination.

B. Biology and Ecology

A discussion on the biology and ecology of wolvesl@scphysical 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 theserfthe 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 Managemer@2plan (20

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 sorfeuntad mgulate populations and have no

livestock grazing, the results may not be directly transferable to Oregon in af[Fspediis B
alsoprovides a summary of wolf diseases.

C. Legal Status
Overview

In Oregon, wolves are subject to both the federabia8 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 unijeng 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.

InJanuary 2d@ he USF WS d ateri;m Resporsd Stratagy forIReporting Gray Wolf

Acti vi ty Ini2007, is éogumentwas replaced by the "Federal/State Coordination

Strategy for Implementation of Oregon's Wolf Rleee Appendix Chhe purpose of the

documentvas to guide agenesponse to specific events that trigger a need for wolf management.
Within thedocumenta common understanding of roles and responsilildissussed to ensure

close coordination of agenciyewassrtintenddiodilegd t o co
recovery of wolves in Oregon, but to ensure actions by agencies were consistent with the applicable
state and federal laws. Nd¢we Oregon Wolf Conservation and ManagementsRklenprimary

document governing tidee p a r twolfeconsedvabn and management actions.
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ThisPlanis 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. Or edgsdhe fursdante@al legallaghority@mmndaivection fétanis

and is Iimplemented under the stateds | egal au
Oregon. Local governments express the concerns of their citizens. The Wolf Conservation and
Maragement Plan is a statewide document that integrates state policy across all Oregon to provide a
consistent approach for wolf management.

Legal Statusd Federal

Wolves gained endangered status in 1974 with their listing under the federal ESNSRW/S37,
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 woifegg 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.

Wolveswer e pr ot eetsescenadas ad emx@preri ment al popul ati o
specified zone that included portions of Idaho, Wyoming and Montana. The original 66 wolves had
increased to an estimated populatidtv6Bwolves in the thregtatearea by the end 2009.

In April 2003, the USFWS established the Western Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of gray
wolvesanddowhi st ed their federal ESA classificatio
of their recovery progress. At the sime, 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 federahourt decisio
were very specific and included numerous conditions. As a conditiistioigdine 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. NdadaBthasiwas 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 man&tgment

Gray wolves in Oregowhen the Plan wasaatedin 2005 wereunder the primary jurisdiction of

the USFWS anderefederally listed as endangered under the federal ESA diE92@07
Federal/State Coordination Strategy for Implementation of Oregon's W{HrBtagy)vas
developedo emphagie close coordination between USFWS and ODFW, and outlined procedures
for dealing with wolves while wolves remained federallyQistiidy 4, 20Q9volves in the

eastern third (east of Hwy. 388/95) of Oregon were removed from the federal EFowiry

that delistinghe Srategy was not needed infiasggerally delisted portion of Oreguther than to

track unconfirmed reports of wolf activitpwever, on August 3010federal protections for
wolvesn Oregonwere reinstatedhich had the effect eelistingas endangereBecause the

federal ESA preempts anyJessective state regulations, the federal ESA sets the minimum level
for wolf protection so long as the wolf remains federally listed. Once fedéstdlgh, dbe Oregon

ESA will applyntil wolves are delistbg the Commission.
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Legal Statusd State of Oregon

Wolves have been classified as endangered in Oregon under the Or&gjoneE8A Oregon

ESA was established by the Oregon Legislature in 1987, and continue to be tiategkasceat

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 FedStait& v
generally does not faihidgpossessionaokcendrol dccordiag. tq thelState | i n
of Oregon definitioly) of wolves.

The Oregon ESA requires the conservation of |
methods and procedures necessary to bring a species to thevbichttae measures provided

under ORS 496.1-4D6.182 (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, lawcenfent, habitat acquisition and maintenance, propagation
and transpl ant a'tThus, sadlongR Be wob réemaihslistéd Lider the Oregon

ESA, the Commissias requiredo 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, ihtiesiGom

determines such take is consistent with conservation of the species in Oregon. In other words,
successful conservation should |l ead to deli st
unnecessary. Within the context of the conservatiorateandnsistent 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

wi || be Oregonds wi |-timimahnagement aitec syate deftisting. Thei | | g u
wildlife policy includes a number ofetpual managementgoal one of which i s 06¢é
shall be managed to prevent the serious depl e

8 The Oregon ES appears at Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 49821 The prohibition on taking stisted

species is at ORS 498.026(1).

9 0ORS 496.004(6) and (17); 171(2); and .176.(1)(a); and QAREIH(8).

100RS 496.004(16). Note that, unlike the federal ESAidni t i on of o0take, 6 the Oregon ¢
harming and harassing.

11 Any such habitat protections would onlplbéggated n publ i ¢ | and, however, since Or
intended, by itself, to require an owner of anyteiiaad to take action to protect a threatened species or an
endangered species, or to impose additional requiremendi
is important to note that certain conservation and management mechadesigeOregon ESA would apply only to
stateowned | ands or the authorities of state agencies. Ot
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 resolutiongere alspassed by the state and national county associations. These
resolutions call for consultation with local officials before wolvies parmmitted 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 aesemnes of

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. Twaintg speakers from variaiates 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 withghesenters or Commissioners.

The Commission learned from several wolf experts that wolves would continue to disperse into
Oregon and eventually establish a permanent poptfltitivas clear from the testimony that

wolves would be just as controveisi@lregon 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 procéssaiivad 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 duringnioathe®cess fell
into 12 o0themesd whyeODFWsalfi ewed and analyzed b
Human and pet safety should/should not be a concern

Do/do not write a management plan

Educate the public about wolves and wolf issues

ESA listing questions and comments

Improved ecosystem health

Compensation for livestock losses

Cost of wolimanagement

Depredation of wolves on livestock

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 wobjewith no other concern or recommendation provided

©COoNoORA~WNE

12] jst 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 poll showing 70 percent approval for wofigg.the March 2003 meeting,

the Commission decided to initiate a process to develop an Oregon Wolf Conservation and
Management Plan based on: scibased information from invited wolf biologists at the

Commession sponsored workshops; a review of the oral and written comments received from the
public during the wolf town hal/l meetings; a
how those plans address the comowndallprecess;nd c¢comm
information on strategies to provide livestock owners with flexibility to address wolf depredation;
and a |l egal analysis of the Commissionds wol f

In April 2003, a planning process was approved which indladedhation of the Wolf Advisory
Committee. At that time, the Commission adopted as a working goal for the Wolf Conservation and
Management Pl an-:termstraval@and samgergatian bf grayl wolveg as required by
Oregon law while minimizimgonf | i ct s wi th humans, primary | ar
This goal was later modified by the Committee as falldws: ensur e t he conser ve
wolves as required by Oregon law while protecting the social and economic interests of all
Oregoni ans. 0

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 managétiaafit a s ed on oOconseryv
of wolves, as required by state law.

2. Commissioovi | I sel ect a oWolf Advisory Committe
issues and draft a wolf management plan.

3. ldeas from wolf management plans produced by other states will be considered.

4. The themes and concerns expressed by the public throughltomeetiags and written
comments must be considered and incorporated in thelénal

5. Active reintroduction of wolves will not be considered. Natural dispersal of wolves from
the Idaho population will be accepted.

6. The finalPlanwill be consistent withhe Oregon ESA (ORS 496.486.192) and the
Oregon Wildlife Policy (ORS 496.012).

7. A finalPlanwill strive for flexibility in managing wolf populations while providing needed
protections for wolves.

8. A finalPlanwill seek relief for livestock produceost 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 Planwill address impacts to preyplations, including deer and elk.

Finally, the Commission adopted a draft framework for the Wolf Conservation and Management

Plan that incorporated components of other statéPlerif Or egonds bi g game sp
managememlans andthe concerns of Oregians. This framework was not intended to suggest a

course of action in advance of the advisory committee process, but to initially guide the Committee.

13Poll by Dais & Hibbitts, April 1999.
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In June 2003 the Commission appointed 14 members to the Committee after a public nomination
process. Dring the course ®flandevelopment 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 snagnbed 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 assistaeckepartmerdand an

independent facilitation teamgwvelop a dralvolf ConservatioandManagement Pldar 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 asthe Planwas constructed, and several of them gave presentations at Committee meetings.
A OResource Rostero of technical experts can
was provided with resource materials fromnee@wed literature anther 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 viaail, hard copy and conversati. A | i st of oO0Member S
Resourcesd6 can be found in Appendi x H.

The Commission adopted the draft Plan in October 2004 and released it for a full public review
process through rulemaking. During thepoidt of the public process, t&lf 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 fiRkdnand associated administrative rules on February 11, 2005.
Legislatio was subsequently introduced to the 2005 Legislative Assembly to address the three areas
of statutory changes recommended ifPthe The legislation failed to move out of the House
Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee. These legislative reatiomerath be found in

Appendix P. On October 1, 2005, the Commisstentered 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 anchdgement Plarequires the departmentdonduct a fyear
review In March of 2010, the Commissfovided directionegarding the process to review the
Plan. Specifically the departmersds to seek out key stakeholders and solicit input and
recommendedhanges to the Plan and Administrative Rules. hkiivay2010, 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 Cattimen Association

Oregon Department of Agriculture

Oregon Farm Bureau

Oregon Hunters Association

= =4 4 -8 -8 -8 _9 -9
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Oregon Sheep Growers Association
Oregon Wild

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

U.S. Forest Service

Umatilla Tribes

USDAWildlife Services

= =4 4 -4 A8 -9

Comments and recommendations wamemarized and an analysis of policy issues raised by
stakeholdersvhich includedeverahlternativesvaspresented tthe Commission in August 2010.
The public had two opportunities to testify before the Commission regardingtolthedean

and Adninistrative Ruldseforethe final adoption in October 2010
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.  WOLF CONSERVATION

There cannot be a single reciperfeemvatfon that can be applied in all ecological and social contexts. R
there are several diverse solutions depending on the needs of both humans and wolves at the |
Mech and Boitani, 2003

This chapter focuses on methods and proceithatdead to conservation of wolves in Oregon.
The Oregon ESA, under which the gray wolf is
|l i sted species, and defines Oconservationo as

0éthe use of methods and pstoteegantatwhichtheecessar
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 takiegfol@ement, habitat acquisition and
mai ntenance, habitat protection and restorat

Before the wolf can be delisted under the Oregon ESA, conservation must be achieved. This

definition, and-tetmigaal foClstedspesies, raguiréssufficienthagtions be

taken to ensure that future protections under the Oregon ESA would not be required. In other
words, successful conservation should | ead to
unnecessary.

The criteria for delisting come from the Oreg

require the Commission to make the following determinations for delisting to occur:
1 The species is not now (and is not likely in the foreskeal@do be) in danger of
extinction in any significant portion of its range in Oregon or in danger of becoming
endangered; and
T The speciesd natur al reproductive potentia
population numbers, disease, predatioother natural or humaglated factors affecting
its continued existence; and
1 Most populations are not undergoing imminent or active deterioration of range or primary
habitat; and
1 Overdutilization of the species or its habitat for commercial, recakagmentific, or
educational purposes is not occurring or likely to occur; and
1 Existing state or federal programs or regulations are adequate to protect the species and its
habitat.
These determinations must be based upon verifiable scientific infidfmatio

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 beieged through an approach that establishes objectives for
wolf distribution, population management, and monitoring. The objectives are as follows:

1 Permit establishment of a naturally reproducing wolf population in suitablé wibitat
Oregon, conneatketo a larger source population of wolves, which allows for expansion into
other areas of the state.

1 Promote social tolerance for wolves by effectively and responsibly addressing conflict with
competing human values through the use of management measisentwith lorg
term wolf conservation in all phases of wolf management status uflen this

140RS 496.171(1).
150RS 496.176; OAR 63800112 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 occupatim 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 thee@on landscape, defining the range of habitat suitability must be necessarily vague at

this point in time.
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1 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. Highveag F9§ufe 1: Divide
Between East and West Wolf Management Areas).

1 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 & adult female with at least two pups surviving to the end of December (see page 26).

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

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

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

1 Set a management population objectivedstern Oregon of seven breeding pairs of
wolves present for three consecutive years.

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

1 Develop and implement agreements with other agencies and/or ocogartzéuelp
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 junc
of U.S. Highway 20, SE on U.S. Highway 2@tutittion with U.S. Highway 395, south on U.S. Highway 395 to the California border.
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A. Wolf Distribution

Objectives
1 Permit establishment of a naturally reproducing wolf population within Oregon connected
to a larger source population of wolves, wdilolws for expansion into other areas of the
state.
1 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 inl phases of wolf management status unde?ltms

Strategies

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

1 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.

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

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

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

1 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 ).
During the nearly 60 ysdhat 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 rathégtioars con

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 mitytilom 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 cefliettheless, 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
degreeoh uman t ol erance for the species across thi

Continued wolf movement into Oregon from adjacent states is likely given the current population of
wolves in the state of Idaho (an estim@B&avolves irb5reproductive packs e end o009
USFWS. 2009 Annual Repofthe 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 principtiffers from wolf resiration 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 conneetilamger 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, unintendetbrtalities 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 stiiableathar

could be subject to transplamt captureelated 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 spexifiy where wolves will go, merely intends that the wolf population

in Oregon eventually occupy both the east and west side of the state.

Wolveshaveestablisadbreeding pairs and/or padksthe eastern portion of Oregthmough

dispersal from the IdalpmpulationThere is some eviderafewolf activityas far west as the

Cascade Mountajrmit resident wolves or packs haveymbbeen confirmedestablishing two

wolf conservation regions in the statlenowledgéhis situation and provides opportigstfor

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 @regd 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 reganfdiieeir 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 stat delisting goals to be achieved in eastern Oregon while ensuring continued protections
for wolves in western Oregon.

Due tothe proximity ofdahowolf packs to the Oregon border, the northeastern portion of the
statehas beethe area initially occugiby wolvesThere is some evidence (i.e. sign) that wolves

may occur at low numbensthe Cascade Mountgiakhough there is no evideticat they have

become establishdticould take one to two decades for eastern and western Oregon to reach
manage®nt 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 predicteabilityeof 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 beszided 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 spec
on the landscape. Some species Wiary specific habitat requirements whereas others, like the gray

17See pages-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 humain®regoh o

could support wolves. Wolves in Idaho currently are found predominantly in landscapes that are
relatively remote, lightly roaded, and contain substantial forest cover and abutfdaig prey.

expected that wolves should be able to persistlar $iabitats 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 northe@stgion with few potential human

conflicts include Eagle Cap, Weraheannon, North Fork John Day and Strawberry Mountain
wilderness areas, Hells Canyon National Recreation Area, designated roadless areas on public lands,
and areas characterized by lemsiy 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
wolvesWolf 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 eventuallypecome established in the landscape. Figures 3 (ForestedsRoadWVilderness

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 ldaho, areas that offer
highly suitable habitat. A comparison eftio 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 radliar individual wolves will be ing@ 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 huanbvities.

18 Curt Mack, Nez Perce Tribe wolf biologist, February 2004 presentation to the Oregon Wolf Advisory Committee.
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Figure 3. Forested land in Oregon, National Forest boundaries, and the location of wilderness, roadless, and wilderness study areas.
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