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1.0 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service/USFWS) has prepared this draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) to analyze potential effects to physical and biological resources and social and
economic conditions that may result from revisions to the special regulation governing
management of gray wolves (Canis lupus) introduced as non-essential experimental populations
(NEP) in the Central Idaho and Yellowstone areas of the northern Rocky Mountains. This draft
EA has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA) as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations

(40 CFR 81500, et seq.).

We, the Service, are one of two Federal agencies charged with the administration and
implementation of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The goal of the Act
is the recovery of species listed as threatened or endangered to levels where protection under the
Act is no longer necessary. In 1994, as part of the effort to recover the gray wolf, we
promulgated two special rules codified at 50 CFR 17.84(i) under section 10(j) of the Act for the
reintroduction of two nonessential experimental populations into the northern Rocky Mountains
which subsequently occurred in 1995 and 1996. These rules also provided management
flexibility to address potential negative impacts and concerns regarding wolf reintroduction. In
2005, we promulgated another 10(j) special rule (50 CFR 17.84(n)) to expand flexibility for
managing wolves. We are now proposing to revise the 2005 special rule to modify the definition
of “Unacceptable impact” to wild ungulate populations so that States and Tribes with
Service-approved post-delisting wolf management plans can better address the impacts of a
biologically recovered wolf population to ungulate herds. We also are proposing to expand a
provision to allow any private citizen, rather than just landowners and Federal permittees, on
tribal reservations or in States with approved post-delisting wolf management plans to take
wolves that are in the act of attacking their stock animals or dogs.

2.0 NEED FOR ACTION
2.1  Addressing Unacceptable Impacts on Wild Ungulate Populations

Both the 1994 Environment Impact Statement (EIS) for wolf reintroduction (USFWS 1994, pp.
6, 8) and the 1994 NEP special rules addressed the potential impact of wolf restoration on State
and Tribal objectives for wild ungulate management. Specifically, the 1994 rules stated States
and Tribes may relocate wolves, provided the level of wolf predation is negatively impacting
localized ungulate populations at an unacceptable level. The States and Tribes were to define
such unacceptable impacts, how they would be measured, and identify other possible mitigation
in their management plans for experimental wolves, which must be approved by the Service
before such movement of wolves may be conducted (50 CFR 17.84(i)). No such State or Tribal
plans have been developed.

On January 6, 2005, we published a final special regulation for nonessential experimental
populations of the gray wolf (50 CFR 17.84(n)) for States with Service-approved post-delisting
wolf management plans. In part, this rule was intended to allow greater flexibility for managing
wolves causing unacceptable impacts to wild ungulate populations. The 2005 rule authorized



lethal take of wolves because the Service recognized that: 1) most of the suitable wolf habitat in
Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming is occupied by resident wolf packs (Oakleaf et al. 2006);

2) absent high quality unoccupied suitable habitat, wolf translocations for control purposes were
likely to fail (70 FR 1294, January 6, 2005; Bradley et al. 2005, p. 1506); 3) extra management
flexibility was required to address conflicts; and 4) the wolf population had exceeded its
recovery goals (USFWS 1987, p. 12).

The 2005 rule’s definition of “Unacceptable impact” is a “State or Tribally-determined decline in
a wild ungulate population or herd, primarily caused by wolf predation, so that the population or
herd is not meeting established State or Tribal management goals” (50 CFR 17.84(n)(3))
(emphasis added). This definition set a threshold that has not provided the intended flexibility to
allow States and Tribes to resolve conflicts between wolves and ungulate populations. Current
information does not indicate that wolf predation alone is likely to be the primary cause of
reduction of any ungulate population in Montana, Idaho, or Wyoming (Bangs et al. 2004, p.
89-100). In addition, there are no populations of wild ungulates in Montana, ldaho, or Wyoming
where wolves are the sole predator. Wolf predation is unlikely to substantially impact ungulate
populations unless other contributing factors are in operation, such as habitat quality and quantity
(National Research Council 1997, p. 185-186; Mech and Peterson 2003, p. 159;), other predators
(bear predation on neonates) (Barber et al. 2005, p.42-43; Smith, B.L. et al 2006, p. vii), high
harvest by hunters (Vucetich et al. 2005, p. 259; White and Garrott 2005, p. 942; Evans et al.
2006; p. 1372; Hamlin 2006, p. 27-32), weather (Mech and Peterson 2003, p. 138-139), and
other factors (Pletscher et al. 1991, p. 545-548; Garrott et al. 2005, p. 1245; Smith et al. 2006, p.
246-250). However, in combination with any of these factors, wolf predation can have a
significant impact to some wild ungulate herds (National Research Council 1997, p. 183; Mech
and Peterson 2003, p. 155-157; Evans et al. 2006, p. 1377) with the potential of reducing the
population below State and Tribal herd management objectives.

In the northern Rocky Mountains of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming overall ungulate
populations, particularly elk, are at or near historic high levels. However, there are a few herds
(e.g., elk in northwestern Wyoming and north central Idaho) or species (e.g., moose in the
Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA)) that are declining or at low levels. The State of Wyoming
reported that nearly all elk herds are above State management objectives, but that a few elk herds
in wolf range had declining calf/cow ratios that indicated those herds might fall below
management objectives in the near future. Of the 35 elk herds in Wyoming, 7 have wolf packs
present in the area the herds occupy and 4 of these have been exhibiting declining calf/cow
ratios. Wyoming believes that wolves are a major factor in these declines and that wolf removal
may be warranted in these situations.

In 2006, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) prepared a proposal under the 2005
special rule to remove wolves in the Lolo zone of north central Idaho (IDFG 2006). In their
proposal, Idaho offered evidence that elk numbers in Game Management Units 10, 12, and 17 in
the Lolo area were below State management objectives due to declining habitat quality, severe
winter weather, past over-hunting, black bear predation on elk calves, mountain lion predation on
adults, and wolf predation on adult cows. To increase elk numbers in those Game Management
Units, IDFG had initiated programs to improve habitat, increase mountain lion and black bear
harvests to reduce those populations, and reduce legal harvest of female elk. IDFG also



conducted elk herd density and composition surveys, and radio-collared both calf and adult elk to
measure rates of survival and causes of mortality. Wolf predation of elk calves was low, but
wolves were found to be a major cause of death among adult cows. IDFG concluded that wolf
control was warranted to improve this herd.

The unattainable nature of the threshold set by the definition of “Unacceptable impact” in the
2005 rule became apparent with the submission of IDFG’s proposal to the Service. IDFG’s data
and peer reviewers clearly concluded that wolf predation was not ‘primarily’ the cause of the elk
population’s decline, but was one of the major factors maintaining the elk herd’s status below
State management objectives from predation on adult cows. After discussions with the Service,
Idaho put their proposal on hold because the proposal did not meet the regulatory standard for an
“Unacceptable impact’ set by the 2005 special rule.

Although most ungulate herds and species currently appear to be at or over State and Tribal
management objectives, the potential exists for situations to arise where States or Tribes would
need the ability to lethally control wolves that are inhibiting or probably will soon inhibit
maintenance of ungulate herd objectives. Therefore, we are proposing to redefine the term
“Unacceptable impact” to achieve the intended wolf management flexibility. Specifically, we
propose to define “Unacceptable impact” as “State or Tribally determined impact to a wild
ungulate population or herd, with wolves as one of the major causes of the population or herd not
meeting established State or Tribal population or herd management goals. The State or Tribal
determination must be peer-reviewed and reviewed and commented on by the public prior to a
final determination by the Service that an unacceptable impact has occurred and that wolf
removal is not likely to impede wolf recovery.” (72 FR 36942, July 6, 2007) (emphasis added).
This definition expands the potential impacts for which wolf removal might be warranted beyond
direct predation or those causing immediate population declines. It would, in certain
circumstances, approve wolf pack removal when wolves are a major cause of the population or
herd not meeting established State or Tribal population or herd management goals. Management
goals might include calf/cow ratios, movements, use of key feeding areas, survival rates,
behavior, nutrition, and other indirect factors.

2.2  Addressing Take To Protect Stock Animals and Dogs

The 1994 experimental population rules stated that any livestock producers on their private land
may take (including to kill or injure) a wolf in the act of killing, wounding, or biting livestock
(cattle, sheep, horses, and mules or as defined in State and Tribal wolf management plans as
approved by the Service) (50 CFR 17.84(i)(3)(ii)). Similar provisions applied to producers on
public land if they obtained a permit from the Service (50 CFR 17.84(i)(3)(iii). The 1994 rules
also provided the opportunity for the States and Tribes to expand the definition of livestock in
their wolf management plans (50 CFR 17.84(i)(3)(i), (ii)).

The 2005 experimental population rule expanded this provision to allow landowners in States
with approved post-delisting wolf management plans to also lethally take wolves that were “in
the act of attacking” their livestock and any kind of dog on private land

(50 CFR 17.84(n)(4)(iii)(A)), where “In the act of attacking” is defined as “the actual biting,
wounding, grasping, or killing of livestock or dogs, or chasing, molesting, or harassing by



wolves that would indicate to a reasonable person that such biting, wounding, grasping, or killing
of livestock or dogs is likely to occur at any moment.” (50 CFR 17.84(n)(3)). The definition of
“livestock” was expanded in 50 CFR 17.84(n)(3) as, “Cattle, sheep, horses, mules, goats,
domestic bison, and herding and guarding animals (llamas, donkeys, and certain breeds of dogs
commonly used for herding or guarding livestock). Livestock excludes dogs that are not being
used for livestock guarding or herding.” The 2005 rule also provided Federal land permittees the
ability to take wolves in the act of attacking livestock under the expanded definition on active
public grazing allotments or special use areas (50 CFR 17.84(n)(4)(iv)).

The 1994 and 2005 rules did not cover some circumstances for potential damage of private
property by wolves. For instance, landowners could lethally take wolves in the act of attacking
dogs on their own private land, but could not do the same when on public lands unless the dogs
were certain breeds commonly used for herding or guarding livestock and were being used for
work on Federal lands under an active permit. Recreationalists also could not lethally take
wolves in the act of attacking stock animals used to transport people or their possessions.
Although wolf depredation on stock animals that were accompanied by their owners have not
been documented in the past 12 years, there have been a few reports of stock animals spooked by
wolves. Replacement and training of stock animals can be costly to the individual owner, thus
these owners have a need to protect their stock animals from wolf depredation. Therefore, to
reduce the risk of loss of private property, the Service is proposing to add a new provision for
lethal take of wolves in States with approved post-delisting wolf management plans when such
take is necessary to defend “stock animals” (defined as “a horse, mule, donkey, or llama, used to
transport people or their possessions”) (72 FR 36948, July 6, 2007).

No pet dogs have been confirmed to be killed by wolves while they were accompanied by their
owners. However, 35 hunting hounds have been killed by wolves, primarily on public land. Ina
few of those instances, the hounds’ owners were close enough that they might have been able to
better protect their dogs by shooting at the wolves involved. The 2005 special rule does not
allow those owners to lethally control wolves in such a situation on public lands. Only
permittees with Federal land-use permits for livestock purposes would be able to take wolves in
protection of only herding or guarding dogs under the current rule. Therefore, it is necessary to
expand the 2005 rule to provide the flexibility to allow private citizens to lethally control of
wolves in the act of attacking any type of dog that is legally present on private or public land in
those States or Tribes with Service-approved management plans.

Specifically, the proposed modification states that “Any legally present private citizen on private
or public land may immediately take a wolf that is in the act of attacking the individuals’ legally
present stock animal or dog, provided there is no evidence of intentional baiting, feeding, or
deliberate attractants of wolves. The citizen must be able to provide evidence of stock animals
or dogs recently (less than 24 hours) wounded, harassed, molested, or killed by wolves, and we
or our designated agents must be able to confirm that the stock animals or dogs were wounded,
harassed, molested, or killed by wolves. To preserve evidence that the take of a wolf was
conducted according to this rule, the citizen must not disturb the carcass and the area surrounding
it. The take of any wolf without such evidence of a direct and immediate threat may be referred
to the appropriate authorities for prosecution.” (72 FR 36948-49, July 6, 2007).



2.3  Background
2.3.1 Provisions under Section 10(j) of the Act

Congress made significant changes to the Act in 1982 with the addition of section 10(j), which
provides for the designation of specific reintroduced populations of listed species as
“experimental populations.” The Service has the authority to reintroduce populations into
unoccupied portions of a listed species’ historical range when doing so would foster the
conservation and recovery of the species. However, local citizens often oppose these
reintroductions due to concern over the placement of restrictions and prohibitions on Federal and
private activities. Under section 10(j) of the Act, the Secretary of the Interior can designate
reintroduced populations established outside the species’ current range, but within its historical
range as “experimental.” Based on the best available information, we must determine whether
an experimental population is “essential” or “nonessential” to the continued existence of the
species. Regulatory restrictions are reduced under a nonessential experimental population
designation.

Section 10(j) is designed to increase our management flexibility by allowing us to treat
experimental populations as threatened, regardless of the species’ designation elsewhere in its
range. The “threatened’ designation gives the Service more discretion in developing and
implementing management programs and special regulations for the species, and the
development of any regulations we consider necessary to provide for the conservation of a
threatened species. In situations where we have experimental populations, certain section 9
prohibitions relating to take would no longer apply. The special rules written for this proposed
action include redefining allowable take of wolves.

2.3.2 Previous Federal Actions on the Northern Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf

The gray wolf was common in the northern Rocky Mountain States prior to 1870. After bison,
deer, elk, and other ungulates were decimated by unregulated hunting and human settlement,
people tried to exterminate all remaining large predators, primarily because of conflicts with
livestock. Wolf populations disappeared from the western United States by 1930. In 1973, the
Act listed wolves as endangered.

In 1974, four subspecies of gray wolf were listed as endangered including the Northern Rocky
Mountain gray wolf (Canis lupus irremotus). In 1978, the Service re-listed the gray wolf as
endangered at the species level (C. lupus) throughout the conterminous 48 States and Mexico.
An exception for Minnesota was made, where the gray wolf was classified as threatened.

On November 22, 1994, we promulgated two special rules under section 10(j) of the Act to
designate unoccupied portions of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming as two NEP areas for the gray
wolf. These rules are codified at 50 CFR 17.84(i). These special rules also provided
management flexibility to address potential negative impacts and concerns regarding wolf
reintroduction. One NEP area was the Yellowstone experimental population area which
included all of Wyoming, and parts of southern Montana and eastern Idaho. The other was the
central Idaho experimental population area which included most of Idaho and parts of



southwestern Montana. In 1995 and 1996, we reintroduced wolves from southwestern Canada
into these areas (Bangs and Fritts 1996, pp. 407-409; Fritts et al. 1997, p. 7; Bangs et al. 1998,
pp. 785-786).

This reintroduction and accompanying management programs greatly expanded the numbers and
distribution of wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains. At the end of 2000, the northern Rocky
Mountain population first met its numerical and distributional recovery goal of a minimum of
30 breeding pairs and over 300 wolves well-distributed among Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming
(68 FR 15804, April 1, 2003; USFWS et al. 2001, Table 4). This minimum recovery goal was
again exceeded in 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 (USFWS et al. 2002-2006, Table 4).

On January 6, 2005, we published a revised NEP special rule increasing management flexibility
for these recovered populations (50 CFR 17.84(n)). Among a number of revisions, the 2005
special rule included a mechanism for States and Tribes with post-delisting Service-approved
wolf management plans to resolve conflicts when wolf predation is the primary cause of
unacceptable impacts to ungulate herds or populations or herds.

For the purposes of controlling wolves attacking private property, the 2005 rule expanded the
definition of “In the act of attacking” in 50 CFR 17.84(n)(3) to “The actual biting, wounding,
grasping, or killing of livestock or dogs, or chasing, molesting, or harassing by wolves that
would indicate to a reasonable person that such biting, wounding, grasping, or killing of
livestock or dogs is likely to occur at any moment.” It also expanded the definition of livestock
on public and private lands to include a larger array of livestock animals, including herding and
guarding dogs (50 CFR 17.84(n)(3)). On private lands, the 2005 rule expanded the ability of
landowners to take wolves in defense of any kind of dog (50 CFR 17.84(n)(4)(iii)(A)).
Provisions for reporting lethal take of wolves within 24 hours and providing physical evidence of
an actual or imminent attack on livestock or dogs still applied as in the 1994 rule

(50 CFR 17.84(i)). For additional detailed information on previous Federal actions see the 1994
and 2005 special rules (59 FR 60252, November 22, 1994; 59 FR 60266, November 22, 1994;
70 FR 1286, January 6, 2005), the 2003 reclassification rule (68 FR 15804, April 1, 2003), the
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to designate the NRM gray wolf population as a
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and remove the Act’s protections for this population

(71 FR 6634, February 8, 2006) and the 2007 proposal to designate the NRM gray wolf
population as a DPS and remove the Act’s protections for this population (i.e., delist)

(72 FR 6106, February 8, 2007). These documents can be viewed at:
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/mammals/wolf/. The relevant Code of Federal
Regulations (50 CFR 17.84 (i) and (n)) can be viewed at: http://www.gpoaccess.gov/index.html.

2.3.3 Geographic Scope of the Proposed Action

This draft EA focuses on the geographic areas of the NEPs of the gray wolf, located in Idaho,
southern Montana, and Wyoming in the northern Rocky Mountain region. Other wolf
population areas are not evaluated because the Act’s 10(j) special rules apply only to the central
Idaho and Yellowstone NEPs. The proposed modifications would not apply in the National
Parks within these NEP areas.



The central Idaho NEP area encompasses the portion of Idaho that runs south of Interstate 90 and
west of Interstate 15; and the area of Montana which runs south of Interstate 90, west of
Interstate 15 and south of Highway 12 west of Missoula (50 CFR 17.84(i)).

The Yellowstone NEP area includes the portion of Idaho east of Interstate 15; the portion of
Montana east of Interstate 15 and south of the Missouri River continuing to the eastern Montana
border, and all of Wyoming (50 CFR 17.84(i)).
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Figure 1. Gray Wolf Nonessential Experimental Population Areas in Central Idaho (South of
Interstate 90 and West of Interstate 15) and the Yellowstone Area (South of the Missouri River
From the Montana-North Dakota Border to Great Falls and East of Interstate 15).

2.4 Decisions to Be Made

This draft EA is intended to assist the Service in determining the effects to physical and
biological resources and social and economic conditions resulting from the proposed
modifications to wolf management. The Service will decide whether or not the environmental
consequences of any of the alternatives would be significant and whether or not to prepare a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or an EIS. If the determination is made that the
proposed action does not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of
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the human environment under the meaning of Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, then an EIS is not
required. Depending on any new information provided during the public comment period and
peer review of the proposed 10(j) revisions, the Service also will decide whether or not to
finalize the revisions as proposed.

3.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
3.1 Alternatives

The alternatives considered include the following: 1) Alternative A (the no-action alternative);
2) Alternative B (the proposed action and preferred alternative) is to modify the 2005 rule,
establishing a more flexible definition of “Unacceptable impact” on ungulate populations
resulting from wolf activity. Further modification also is proposed to allow private citizens to
take wolves that are in the act of attacking their stock animals or dogs; 3) Alternative C is to
modify the definition of “Unacceptable impact” as in Alternative B, but not to include the
modification regarding wolves in conflict with stock animals and dogs.; 4) Alternative D is to
allow private citizens to take wolves that are in the act of attacking their stock animals or dogs as
in Alternative B, but not include the modification establishing a more flexible definition of
“Unacceptable impact” on ungulate populations resulting from wolf activity. A section
regarding alternatives considered but not analyzed also is included.

3.1.1 Alternative A (No Action) - The 2005 Special Regulation Remains Unmodified

Definition of “Unacceptable Impact” on Wild Ungulate Populations

The no-action alternative would preserve the 2005 special regulation as it currently stands
regarding lethal removal of wolves causing unacceptable impacts to wild ungulate populations.
A State or Tribe could lethally remove wolves it has determined to be having an unacceptable
impact on wild ungulate populations (deer, elk, moose, bighorn sheep, mountain goats, antelope,
or bison) primarily caused by wolf predation. In this alternative, the definition of “Unacceptable
impact” in 50 CFR 17.84(n) would remain intact as follows: “State or Tribally-determined
decline in a wild ungulate population or herd, primarily caused by wolf predation, so that the
population or herd is not meeting established State or Tribal management goal. The State or
Tribal determination must be peer-reviewed and reviewed and commented on by the public, prior
to a final determination by the Service that an unacceptable impact has occurred, and that wolf
removal is not likely to impede wolf recovery.”

In order for this provision in the current regulation to apply, the States or Tribes must prepare a
science-based document that describes what data indicate that the ungulate herd is below
management objectives, what data indicate the impact of wolf predation on the ungulate
population, why wolf removal is a warranted solution to help restore the ungulate herd to State or
Tribal management objectives, the level and duration of wolf removal being proposed, and how
ungulate population response to wolf removal will be measured. The document also must
identify possible remedies or conservation measures in addition to wolf removal. The State or
Tribe also must provide the opportunity for peer review and public comment on its proposal

11



before submitting it to the Service. The Service would determine whether such actions are
scientifically based and would not reduce the wolf population below recovery levels before
authorizing lethal wolf removal.

Furthermore, States and Tribes must have a Service-approved plan for managing a recovered
wolf population after delisting. This provision applies to wolves only within the Yellowstone or
central ldaho NEP areas.

Protection of Stock Animals and Dogs

The 2005 special rule would not be revised to expand the opportunities for private citizens to
lethally take wolves that are in the act of attacking stock animals and dogs on private and public
land. The 2005 special regulation currently allows private landowners on their own land to
lethally take wolves that are in the act of attacking livestock or dogs. Any livestock producer or
public land permittee legally using public land may lethally take wolves that are in the act of
attacking livestock. Such take must be reported within 24 hours and physical evidence of the
attack or that would lead a reasonable person to believe an attack was imminent must be present.
This provision applies only to States and Tribes with a Service-approved plan for managing a
recovered wolf population after delisting.

3.1.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative) - Modify the Definition
of “Unacceptable Impact” in the 2005 Special Rule and Allow Lethal Take for
Attacks on Stock Animals and Dogs

Definition of “Unacceptable Impact” on Wild Ungulate Populations

The definition of “Unacceptable impact” to wild ungulate populations would be modified as
follows: “State or Tribally determined impact to a wild ungulate population or herd, with wolves
as one of the major causes of the population or herd not meeting established State or Tribal
population or herd management goals. The State or Tribal determination must be peer-reviewed
and reviewed and commented on by the public prior to a final determination by the Service that
an unacceptable impact has occurred and that wolf removal is not likely to impede wolf
recovery.”

Because we anticipated that this change may result in more wolf control than is currently
occurring, we also are proposing to establish measures to ensure that wolf control for ungulate
management purposes would not undermine wolf recovery goals or the States’ ability to manage
for 15 breeding pairs as obligated by their post-delisting wolf management plans. Specifically,
before any lethal control of wolf populations can be authorized, we must determine that such
actions would not reduce the wolf population in the specific State below 20 breeding pairs and
200 wolves. The additional safety margin of 5 breeding pairs above the 15 breeding pairs the
States will manage for is the same size of the safety margin over the 10 breeding pairs necessary
for delisting. This is intended to prevent unforeseen events causing wolf declines in combination
with the additional removal from compromising State wolf management objectives.
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The requirement for a Service-approved post-delisting management plan would remain the same
as in the 2005 special rule and as described in Alternative A, as would the criteria and procedural
requirements for Service approval of proposals for wolf removal also described in Alternative A.

Protection of Stock Animals and Dogs

We are proposing to add a provision to the 10(j) special rule to allow for lethal take of wolves in
States with approved post-delisting wolf management plans when such take is in defense of stock
animals or dogs on private or public land. Specifically, the proposed modification would read as
follows: “Any legally present private citizen on private or public land may immediately take a
wolf that is in the act of attacking the individuals’ legally present stock animal or dog, provided
there is no evidence of intentional baiting, feeding, or deliberate attractants of wolves. The
citizen must be able to provide evidence of stock animals or dogs recently (less than 24 hours)
wounded, harassed, molested, or killed by wolves, and we or our designated agents must be able
to confirm that the stock animals or dogs were wounded, harassed, molested, or killed by wolves.
To preserve evidence that the take of a wolf was conducted according to this rule, the citizen
must not disturb the carcass of the wolf and the area surrounding it. The take of any wolf
without such evidence of a direct and immediate threat may be referred to the appropriate
authorities for prosecution.” (72 FR 36942, July 6, 2007).

The proposed action adds a provision for allowing private citizens to lethally take wolves to
defend stock animals, defined as “a horse, mule, donkey, or llama, used to transport people or
their possessions,” on private land, as well as public land. This revision would allow all breeds
of dogs to be protected through lethal take of wolves on both private and public lands.

All other provisions regarding protection of private property, including reporting conditions of
all wolf take, would remain the same as in the 2005 special rule as described in Alternative A.
This proposed provision would apply to only States or Tribes with Service-approved post-
delisting wolf management plans and to wolves only within the Yellowstone or central Idaho
NEP areas.

3.1.3 Alternative C - Modify the Definition of “Unacceptable Impact” in the 2005 Special Rule
In this alternative, we would modify the definition of “Unacceptable impact” described in
Alternative B. We would not add the provision for protecting stock animals and dogs described

in Alternative B.

3.1.4 Alternative D - Expand the Provision for Protecting Stock Animals and Dogs in the
2005 Special Rule

In this alternative we would add the provision for protecting stock animals and dogs described in

Alternative B. We would not modify the definition of “Unacceptable impact” described in
Alternative B.
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3.2  Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed

We considered the following alternatives but determined that developing or analyzing these
further was not appropriate or necessary because they do not fulfill the purpose and need of the
action.

3.2.1 Expand Lethal Control To States Or Tribes Without Service-Approved Wolf
Management Programs

Under this alternative, we would have expanded the potential use of lethal control of wolves to
address unacceptable impacts to ungulate herds or populations or herds to States or Tribes that
did not have a Service-approved post-delisting wolf management plan.

This alternative was not analyzed further because post-delisting wolf management plans are
needed, in part, to demonstrate that the St