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Background & Need for Review

The Plan contains specific direction for evaluat
and reporting on wolf management in the state
Annual reporting to the Commission

Commission evaluates the effectiveness of
Implementation every five years

The Review Is not a-vaite of Plan, but'the
Commission may amend the Plan as a result o
the review



Guiding Principles of Review

Adhere to delisting analysis factors when considering &
proposed changes

Maintain-conservation focus for wolves!in all populatior
phases

Maintain the principle:of increasing flexibility in
management options (wblfestock conflict) as the
populationincreases

Address ODEW resource limitations when evaluating fi
commitments

Develop more effective workload sharing with USFWS
federally listed portion of Oregon



Stakeholders Contacted

Center for Biological Diversity

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs

Defenders of Wildlife

Endangered Species Coalition

Hells Canyon Preservation Councll

Nez Perce Tribe

NE Oregon Ecosystems

Oregon Cattlemanodos Associ at |
Oregon Department of Agriculture

Oregon Farm Bureau

Oregon Hunters Association

Oregon Wild

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

Traditional Archers of Oregon

United States Department of Agriculture, Wildlife Services



Development of Policy Issues

Most discussions and issues raised are related
Chapters 2 and 3 of the Plan

A result of stakeholder and staff input

Not all Issues -and discussions are included as |
ISSUEes

Some do not require specific.plan language to
Implement

Some issues not fully discussed at this point

No importance of order:of the 10 policyissues i
this presentation



Policy Issue #1: Shouldthe Plan establish
population managementzoneswith
numerical objectives for Phase3
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Cumulative probability of <7 breeding pairs

Effect of varying starting population size on risk of dropping
below 7 breeding pairs
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Policy Issue #1:

Possible Solution
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Policy Issue #2 Are the special status
game mammal standardsn the Plan
adequate?




Policy Issue #2 (continued)
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Policy Issue#2:

Possible Solution
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Policy Issue#3: Should the Department
modify reliance ontelemetryto monitor the
wolf population?
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Policy Issue#3.
Possible Solution
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Policy Issue#4: Are the population

objective numbers for Phase 2 and 3
adequate?
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Policy Issue#4.

Possible Solution
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Policy Issue#5: Shouldthe Department

redefine chronic depredation as related to
lethal control in Phases 2 and3
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