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Overview of  

Recommendation to Delist 

 Wolf Plan and OESA 

 Biological status of wolves 

 Two key processes used to arrive at 

recommendation 

 Address recently received comments 

 



 
“…successful conservation should lead to delisting and 

strive to ensure that future relisting is unnecessary” 

  Plan Phases 

 Oregon ESA requires conservation of gray wolves, and 

defines conservation as “…the 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” 

 OESA requires the Commission to base any delisting 

decision on scientific criteria related to the species’ 

biological status in Oregon and to use documented and 

verifiable scientific information 

 

Wolf Plan and Delisting 



Oregon ESA Delisting Criteria  

 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, and 

 

 The species natural reproductive potential is not in danger 
of failure, 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. 



Information used in analysis 

 Biological data 

 Data collected and documented by ODFW (e.g., 

counts, collar data, survey and monitoring data) 

 Data collected and documented by other agencies and 

states 

 Technical reports – ODFW and other agencies 

 Wolf Plan and associated technical rules 

 Published and peer-reviewed scientific 

information 

  



 
Population Summary 

  Population increasing with a mean growth rate of 1.43  

 81 wolves in 2014 in 15 packs or groups 

 9 successful breeding pairs in 2014 (8 east, 1 west) 

 Estimated pup survival rate of .61 

 Minimum-observed count method 
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Resident Wolves occur in 5,105 mi² of Oregon 



19 collared-wolf dispersals 

Mean dispersal distance (n=14) was 100 Mi 

Dispersal 



 



Process to Date 

 Public hearings – April 24, October 9 

 Public comments and input received 

 General views on delisting 

 Process used in considering delisting 

 Specific or Technical/Scientific comments 
 

 Science Review 

 Requested a technical review of PVA from 8 scientists 

 4 responses received 

 Reviewers instructed to evaluate PVA only, not delisting 

 



Consultation Request 

 Consultation request for specific or technical 

comments sent to 
 Affected state and federal agencies 

 Oregon counties 

 Legislators 

 Tribes 

 Hunting organizations 

 Wolf advocate organizations 

 Livestock organizations 

 Adjacent states 

 Interested persons 

 27 Responses  

 15 Responses contained specific or technical 

concerns or comments 



Options Considered 

 
 Delisting Statewide 

 Plan calls for evaluation of delisting statewide, and 

makes provisions for ESA-like measures (e.g., Phase 1) 

in the western portion of the state 

 Evaluation based on the 5 ESA criteria 

 Delisting Eastern WMZ 

 Evaluated biological components  

 Evaluated the same 5 ESA criteria 

 Little biological difference from statewide analysis 

 No Action 

 

 



Downlisting 

 Downlisting is an option to the Commission 
 

 Didn’t initially evaluate because of 

expectation set in the Wolf Plan 
 

 Requires a determination (Criterion 1) that 

“the species is not likely to become 

endangered in the foreseeable future” 
 

 Our analysis shows that both delisting & 

downlisting criteria are met 

 



Habitat and Range Analysis  
Appendix A 

  Identify areas that could potentially support 

wolves 
 

 Used scientific literature to identify four 

primary landscape level predictors of wolf use 

– forested areas, prey availability, human 

density, and road density 
 

 Not a qualitative “habitat map” 
 

 Does not predict wolf abundance across state 
 



Forested Cover            Prey Availability 

 Used national land cover 

database @ 1km 

resolution 

 Buffered to include 

edges and meadows 

 Mapped elk range 

(ODFW data) 

 Deer overlap all areas 

 Not quantitative 



Human Factors 

 Human population  

>4 /sq km from scientific 

literature 

 Road density threshold 

based on observed 

Oregon wolf data 

 Cultivated areas from 

national land cover data 

 23.1% of Oregon land 

area. 



Potential Wolf Range – Final Map 

 Removed smaller 

patches too small to 

support wolves alone 

(used 500 sq km) 
 

 

 90.3% of wolf data 

within AKWA’s within 

mapped range 



Population Viability Analysis (PVA) 
Appendix B 



 Wide range of quantitative methods to predict 
future status of a population of conservation 
concern 

 

 Models that simplify complex systems to the key 
components to predict the future 

 

 Mathematical models that link results to 
population growth or decline 

 

 Formal assessment of the risk of extinction 

 

What is a PVA? 



Types of models used to conduct a PVA 

Count based Demographic Individual based Spatially explicit

Biological realism Data requirements and assumptions

Available data dictates which model is used 



 Lots of options available to construct an IBM 
 

 Existing software programs 

 VORTEX, HexSim, Ramas, others… 

 Limited user control over model details 
 

 User built model from computer code 

 This allows complete user control of the model 

 We modified an existing model to fit our needs 

Process of model development 



 Key processes in wolf populations 
 Survival and reproduction 

 Dispersal and new pack formation 

 Human-caused mortality 

 Food limitation and density-dependence 
 

 We found an existing, published population model that 
accounted for these factors: Bull et al. (2009) 
 

 Other things we thought were important and included 
 Immigration and emigration 

 Catastrophes 
 

Process of model development 



 Inbreeding depression is an important 

consideration 

 Little data to model complex effects of genetics 

 Rather than model complicated genetic 

processes, used a quasi-extinction threshold of 

50-100 individuals 

 First time Oregon had 4 breeding pairs, our 

minimum wolf population was 48 individuals   

 Our use of a quasi-extinction threshold mitigates 

the need to model complex genetic effects 

Genetics and PVA 



 Oregon’s wolf population is increasing and it is 

unlikely that this will change in the near future 
 

 Intuitive conclusion based on this information: 

 Wolf populations will continue to increase and have 

little risk of extinction in the near future so long as 

human-caused mortality is limited 
 

 Our PVA supports this intuitive conclusion 

 

 

Wolf population viability 



 View viability metrics as relative or qualitative, 

NOT ABSOLUTE, gauges of population status 
 

 Keep in mind how factors included and omitted 

from the model might influence risk assessments 
 

 Population models and viability analysis is a 

work in progress, not the final word.  New 

information can and should be included as 

obtained   

 

 

PVA’s and a word of caution 



Summary of scientific review comments 

 88 total comments from 4 reviewers 

 2 identified technical concerns 

 7 suggestions related to wording or organization 

 36 general statements and thoughts 

 43 suggestions to improve clarity of writing 

 General reviewer statements  

 “Application of the model makes sense, as do the 

conclusions drawn” 

 “All in all a very well-done and thorough analysis” 

 “Rigorous modeling approach and what appears to be the 

best data available” 

 “Rigorous, well though-out modeling effort” 

 

 



Scientific Review 

 Use of uniform distribution to randomly draw 

vital rate values 

 Reviewers correctly identified that this is not a 

common approach and other statistical distributions 

are more commonly used 

 Use of uniform distribution was an intentional 

decision to build a more conservative model 



Scientific Review 

 Density-dependence threshold input 

 Concern that this was our weakest point in the 

model 

 However, no indications it was an inappropriate 

application of density-dependence 

 This is one of the least critical factors in our model.  

If wolves reach a point where density-dependence 

occurs they are near maximum population size 

 



Technical comments and concerns  received 

from consultation request 

 Small population/genetic concerns 

 Use of adjacent state data in analysis 

 Downlisting 

 Area of range occupied by wolves 

 Inadequate account of human-caused mortality 

 Concerns of ODFW rushing to delist 

 Reliance on Wolf Plan and federal status  

 Model chosen was incorrect 

 Concerns of parameter values used in model 

 Addressed 23 of the comments/concerns  



 Many commenter’s are concerned of ODFW’s 

analysis of Criterion 1 (i.e., significant portion 

of range) in that wolves only occupy 12% of the 

estimated potential range 

 Data shows that wolves are not a disjunct population – 

rather they are a highly dispersed but connected 

population  

 The Wolf Plan identified 2 important wolf management 

zones in Oregon and wolves are represented and 

breeding populations in both 

 Wolves use a large portion of Oregon – some as 

occupied homerange areas, and some as passage or 

dispersal corridors (i.e., a matter of scale).  All are 

important. 





Several commenter’s urged that ODFW 

should use a “precautionary approach” 
 

 Starting population is a minimum count ,  and does not 

include lone/transient wolf  component 

 Use of uniform probability distributions to draw vital 

rates 

 Survival rates used in model are lower than observed in 

Oregon 

 Pup survival during the first 6 months is low because it 

is based on minimum count data 

 Literature suggests survival of dispersing wolves is 6% 

lower than residents.  We increased this value to 10% in 

our model 
 

 

 

 



Precautionary approach (cont.) 

 Density dependent threshold is a lower density than 

where documented reductions in survival occur in other 

wolf populations 

 Emigration rate treated as a percentage of total available 

dispersers.  Immigration was a constant number.  As 

wolf population increases, a larger number of 

individuals leave the state than can arrive 

 Mean rates of human-caused mortality were greater 

than have been observed in Oregon 

 Had all wolves older than 10 years old die in the model 

 Wolves that left Oregon were not allowed to return to 

Oregon 

 

 



 Several commenter’s expressed concerns of 

ODFW’s application of Minimum Viable 

Population (MVP) when assessing “recovery” 

of wolves in Oregon 
 

 ODFW did not use or analyze Oregon’s wolf population 

from the standpoint of MVP   

 Evaluation of the five delisting criteria and resulting 

recommendation to delist is not based on maintaining a 

MVP or “recovery” level 

 OESA requires conservation 

 There are no population targets or caps on wolf 

populations – the conservation population objective  (4 

BP’s) in Plan is not a target population  

 



Questions? 


