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DISPERSAL AND OTHER POSSIBLE WOLF ACTIVITY
ADJACENT TO MT, ID, AND WY

Although individual wolves can disperse over 68Cemirom their natal pack, with actual travel
distances exceeding 6,000 miles, the average dalpdistance of northern Rocky Mountain
[NRM] wolves is about 60 miles. Only a dozen orcsafirmed NRM wolf dispersal events

from 1992 through 2009 have been over 190 milesresulted in wolves going beyond the core
NRM wolf population in MT, ID, or WY. Undoubtedipany other dispersal events have
occurred but have not been detected because <3@9¢ BIRM wolf population has been radio-
collared and it is difficult to locate lone wolvdeat have dispersed. Nearly all dispersing wolves
remained within the NRM DPS (eastern one-third & WOR, a small part of northcentral UT,
and all of MT, ID, and WY).

Until 2008, no wolf packs had been confirmed in WAOR. However, in July 2008, a wolf
pack (Lookout Pack) with 3 adults and 6 pups wasaliered near Twisp, WA, on the east slope
of the North Cascades just west of the DPS boundagnetic testing of the breeding male
indicates a possible coastal/southern British Cblarorigin; and the breeding female is similar
to animals in northeastern British Columbia/nortkteen Alberta. Both breeding adults were
radio-collared in 2008 and continue to be monitariedradio telemetry by the U.S. Forest
Service and WA Department of Fish and Wildlife. rirange size is approximately 350 square
miles. The pack spends most of the year at lovesagons in response to the wintering
distribution of deer and den site location. In 20e pack moved to higher elevations (where
prey are more abundant in summer and fall) from-Audust to early November after the pups
become more mobile. The pack consisted of 2 bngealiults and a yearling in spring 2009. A
maximum of 4 pups was confirmed in September. @fasndividuals remained in the pack
through December. Confirmed food items duringy&ar included deer, a wild turkey, and
salmon (in November). This pack’s territory il area of Washington that remains listed as
endangered under the ESA.

In July 2009, a second pack (Diamond Pack) wasircoedl along the border of WA and
northern ID about 140 miles east of the LookoutkPakn ARGOS/GPS collar was placed on
the breeding male, which was captured near a rendszite in July. Telemetry data collected
to date indicate that roughly 90% of the pack’s baange occurs in WA, with the remainder in
ID. Home range size for the 6-month period moweitioin 2009 was about 220 square miles.
DNA analyses indicate that the male is linked geadly to the wolf population in southern
Alberta, northwestern MT, and northern ID. Two ksland at least 3 pups were present in July
2009, and pack size remained at five in Decembérs pack’s territory is within the NRM DPS
that was delisted from the ESA in 2009.

OR confirmed its first breeding pair of wolves i60®. The Imnaha pack [15 miles east of
Joseph, OR] was also certainly a successful brggadir in 2008 because it contained 5 adult-
sized wolves in 2009. The breeding female of #ekps the radio-collared B300, originally
collared in ID. In July 2009 she was recapturedDFW and fitted with a new radio collar.
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She had recently had pups. ODFW confirmed the larack has 10 members in Fall 2009, 5
of them pups. Wolves also continue to inhabitWenaha Unit of northeast OR (20 mi west of
Troy, OR), though no pack members have been radlared yet. The minimum estimate for
the Wenaha pack is four wolves; pups were not cmefd in 2009. ODFW will attempt to radio-
collar members of this packn April 2009 a pair of wolves was confirmed to kadepredated
livestock in the Keating Valley of Baker County, ORne was captured and radio-collared.
After significant agency efforts to stop the ongpdepredations (eventually totaling 1 calf, 28
sheep, and a goat) through non-lethal means, OD@Wbazed WS to lethally remove both
wolves in September 2009. That incident markediteeconfirmed wolf depredation of
livestock in modern OR history. All Oregon packsre/within the NRM DPS that was delisted
from the ESA in 2009.

Two notable wolf dispersal events were documeme2DD9. A radio-collared male wolf from
central ID (whose father had dispersed to cendtdm YNP) bred with a female just east of
YNP and had pups in early 2009. As part of a coatpes research project with the University
of MT, several wolves were fitted with GPS radidlaxs in 2008/09. The collars provide
satellite downloads of locations every two weeksfall 2008, a yearling grey female from this
study dispersed from the Mill Creek pack on thd sake of the Yellowstone River between
Gardiner and Livingston in southwest MT. She tladesouth through western WY,
southeastern ID, and northern UT. By late Aprid20she was near Vail, CO (about 450 miles
southeast of Mill Creek) but in early March had madworth to south central WY. She came
back to CO and was found dead in the northwestarngb that state in spring 2009. Her death
remains under LE investigation. Any wolves in Galio remain listed as endangered under the
ESA.

Wolf activity was also reported, investigated, bat confirmed in areas beyond the core
occupied NRM wolf range in 2009. Reports of suggetone wolves and some packs were
received from all states adjacent to the NRM DRSyell as other states in the U.S. Packs were
only confirmed in WA and OR. The suspected presearidong distance dispersing wolves or
new packs outside of the core NRM wolf populatio: typically reported in the Service’s

weekly wolf report for WY and can be viewed at hitpesterngraywolf.fws.gav

NORTHERN ROCKIES FUNDING

Federal Funding for Wolf Management in both FedErstal Years (FY) 2009 (Oct. 1, 2008-
Sept. 30, 2009) and FY 2010 (Oct. 1, 2009-Sept2600 * estimated).

Total Federal Fundirg/Nolf recovery has been almost entirely fundedduleral appropriations
and some private donations. In FY09 about $3,78Bi0 federal taxpayer funding was spent on
wolf recovery and management in the NRM. Wolf rery and management in the NRM from
1974, when wolves became listed, through 2009 aygstoximately $35,731,000 in federal
funding (rounded to nearest $1,000, with no adjestisifor inflation and not including USDA
Wildlife Services (WS) costs for investigating refscof suspected wolf damage and problem
wolf control beyond the $100,000/year provided ty USFWS to WS from 1992-2004). Wolf
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management in the NRM in FY 2010 will cost fedd¢axipayers an estimated $4,206,000. These
annual cost estimates do not include the substaesaurces provided from the Department of
the Interior Solicitors Office nor the Departmemtlastice for legal assistance and defense
during litigation.

USFWS FundingIn FYQ9, funding for wolf management in the NRMwswp slightly from

FYO08 levels due to increased funding for wolf mornitg. Region 6 of the USFWS administers
programs in MT and WY and is the USFWS lead Refponvolf recovery in the entire NRM.
R-6 spent about $2,214,000 in FY09. Included at flgure is the $125,000 spent by USFWS
R-6 Regional Office to help analyze public commeptspare various regulations, and provide
additional administrative support in FY09. The R® will likely spend a similar amount in
FY10. Most of the USFWS funding in R-6 was transfd to MT, ID, and the Nez Perce Tribe
(NPT). The USFWS R-6 also spent $240,000 to candatf management in WY in FYQ9,
including $40,000/yr. to assist WY WS wolf managetefforts in WY. R-6 funding
($180,000) also supported overall program coorénatulemaking, assisting the Department of
Justice, and administrative support out of Hel&h@, Estimated funding for FY10 ($2,777k)
for the USFWS is higher than FY09 levels ($2,313kyunding for R-1 of the USFWS in Boise,
ID was stable at $98,000 for administrative support

Not included in the USFWS NRM wolf FY 2010 fundiagtimate is a new federal grant
program for states and tribes that have documeatdethge caused by wolves. That program is
being administered by the USFWS, with assistanc&l8DA WS, and will enact the 2009 Wolf
Loss Demonstration Project Bill, Public Law 111-Ilhat law provides up to $1,000,000/yr for
5 years (FY 2010-FY 2014) to states and tribeténldwer 48 states experiencing agricultural
damage caused by wolves. Those funds should beaweailable to states and tribes in 2010.

State and Tribal Fundingn FY09, Congress intended that the USFWS trar$366,000 to MT
Fish, Wildlife & Parks for wolf monitoring, managemt, control, and outreach. In FY09
Congress intended ID receive $720,000 and the NIg%,$00 to fund wolf management in ID.
The ID Governor’s Office of Species Conservatiod HdFG used $100,000 of that funding to
compensate livestock producers in ID for missingdtock and to make up part of the remaining
50% for probable livestock depredations that atg mmbursed at a 50% value by the private
DOW compensation program in ID. In addition, FY©8ngress provided $243,000 in
additional funding for wolf monitoring in MT, ID,rel WY. The USFWS divided that funding
evenly between the 3 management programs in eatsh $funding levels in FY10 appear to be
similar to FY09, except that in tri-state wolf mtoring funds were increased to $696,000 by
Congress which will again be split evenly. In F§1P USFWS R-1 and R-6 will provide the
states of WA and OR with about $10k each to affsésh with their wolf monitoring and
management efforts.

In 2008 the USFWS R-6 spent about $39,000 assigimyVind River Tribes to develop a wolf
management plan and Tribal wolf management capiabilbut no funds were transferred in
FYQ09. Other than the Nez Perce and Wind Riveréliliinancial support has not been provided
to other tribes for their wolf management actiatieHowever the USFWS will transfer about
$10k each in FY10 funding to the Blackfeet, Saésk Kootenai, and Wind River Tribes, that
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have confirmed pack activity on their tribal lanttsassist them with their wolf management
activities.

National Park Service Fundin¥ellowstone National Park maintained their NP Sefeh wolf
monitoring and research program at the $167,008 le-Y09 and FY2010. All their field
research projects remain funded by private donat{$850,000/yr). In FY09 Grand Teton
National Park spent $52,000 in Park funding foasas and travel and another $70,000 in
private donations for cooperative wolf-related egsh in and near GTNP. In 2009 GTNP hired
a biologist to assist with wolf monitoring and st 2010 will be about $31,000/year in federal
funding and another $125,000 from private donatioilse USFWS in WY funded and
conducted the wolf capture associated with NP Saginer WGFD and University of WY
research projects.

USDA Wildlife Services Fundingn FY09, WS maintained a $100,000 Congressionaktiire

for responding to complaints of wolf damage andlye®il,000,000 to investigate and resolve
conflicts with predators in the NRM, including web. In FY 2010 Congress again provided
$926,000 to WS in MT, ID, and WY to investigate autiress predator damage, including wolf
damage. In FY09, WS in ID spent approximately $8Q@ of appropriated and cooperative
funds responding to complaints of reported wolf dgen conducting control and management
actions (salary and benefits, vehicles, and treared) for other wolf-related costs (equipment and
supply purchases, coordination and meeting attergdatc.). MT WS expended approximately
$414,567 for field operations not including admirdtive costs of wolf damage management.
WS in WY spent about $299,765 ($36,000 of that prasided by the USFWS in an ongoing
cooperative agreement for field work and an addéi&$4,000 of USFWS funding was used for
WS administration) for wolf-related field activise Most reported WS expenses do not include
attending meetings and routine administrative casseciated with wolf damage management.
In addition, $3,000 was spent by OR WS to investigand control 2 problem wolves in OR. In
total, USDA WS in MT, ID, WY, and OR spent at le$4t231,335 in FY09 on field wolf-
related issues in the NRM.

Non-federal Funding For Wolve®©nly the salary of one YNP biologist and adminisiea
support is provided by the NPS. Starting in 2@08,YNP Foundation secured commitments for
private donations at $250,000/year for 10 yearsviaf and wolf-related research in YNP.
GTNP was given $70,000 in private funding in FY@®Wolf-related research and another
$125,000 in FY10. The private TESF funded thergadad benefits of an experienced wolf field
biologist in Bozeman, MT (valued at $60,000/yrAvi09. That biologist was a MT Fish,
Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) volunteer, and logistimdafield support and direct supervision were
provided by MFWP (costing about $20,000/yr). Tésaiployee helped MFWP to monitor
wolves and resolve conflicts between wolves andgpei landowners in southwest MT. Due to
delisting in 2009 that volunteer position was witnn by TESF in January 2010, although that
biologist will still occasionally help MFWP with ildssues in southwestern MT.

Defenders of Wildlife (DOW) continued to providgpavate compensation program for
livestock confirmed (100%) or probably (50%) killbg wolves. In 2009, DOW paid $194,742
in compensation payments to livestock produceutinout the NRM. Included in that amount
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was $50,000 DOW contributed to the MT State wolhdge compensation program in 2009.
Since 1987, DOW has contributed more than $1,4Q0(@0wolf related livestock loss
compensation through The Bailey Wildlife Foundatwnlf Compensation Trust
www.defenders.org/wolfcompensation

Additionally, DOW funded numerous non-lethal watintrol projects throughout the region
totaling $85,500. This included their largest pojto date, the Wood River Valley Proactive
project in ID, which involved a team of five seaabfield technicians working from June
through October with three livestock producersttbize electrified fladry, corrals, night corrals,
spotlights, noise devices, radio-telemetry monitgyiand multiple livestock guard dogs. The
project area covered 200,000 acres in the Sawtdational Forest. This area has one of the
highest concentrations of sheep grazing in ID. r(3000 sheep pass through this valley every
year and it has a history of chronic wolf deprealai This project likely reduced the number of
depredations that wolves would otherwise have loeesived in, but the Phantom Hill pack

there still depredated on 6 occasions betweenahdySeptember, 2009. ID WS determined that
there were 14 sheep and 2 dogs confirmed killed aaother 8 sheep were probably killed by
the Phantom Hill pack. However, local producelsedghat no wolves be killed by agency
control. The project, funded primarily through DCRkbactive Carnivore Conservation Fund,
cost $30,000. Agency partners, including ID USDAdINfe Services, National USDA Wildlife
Research Center, Sawtooth National Forest, ID Deyant of Fish and Game, and the Blaine
County Commission, provided substantial additiaraburces.

State compensation for wolf damage in additiohts@OW program was paid in 2009:

MT. The State of MT has a wolf damage compensationranoghat is a separate quasi-judicial
board administratively attached to the MT Departhwériivestock. The Livestock Loss
Reduction & Mitigation Board and Program was credig the 2007 MT Legislature. The
program is designed to reduce risk of livestockdasthrough application of proactive tools and
to reimburse wolf-caused losses verified by USDA.Wimals covered by MT’s program are
cattle, swine, horses, mules, sheep, goats, llaamalsljvestock guarding animals. Board
members were appointed in 2007. In 2007, the MJidlature appropriated $30,000 from the
state’s general fund and $150,000 was appropriat2d09. In addition, DOW donated $50,000
in 2008 to help start the program. Additional domas were received from others, including the
Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Western Wolf Coalitj Keystone Conservation, and the MT
Cattlemen’s Association. In 2009 DOW donated ago$50,000 to MT's compensation
program.

With the funding available, the MT Governor-appethBoard overseeing the program
prioritized payments for animals that were attadkgdvolves and died, as verified (confirmed
or probable) by USDA WS. Payments for injured aadsyor funds for cost-share grants to
implement proactive tools intended to decreasewisite lower priorities and all available
funding was exhausted by confirmed damage alon&m& were paid on a first-come, first-
served basis. A total of $141,462 in claims wad paMT for dead livestock in 2009.

ID. The State of ID pays claims for some of the wolhdge not covered by the DOW
compensation program. ID’s program has been greffince 2001. It is administered by the ID
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Office of Species Conservation and compensatesrédrable and missing wolf damage up to
$100,000/ year using federal funding. Payment®aeeseen by a board of County
Commissioners whose counties have had wolf depoedat Representatives from USDA WS,
IDFG, and DOW are advisors. Payments are madiééo50% of probable depredations not
covered by the DOW program as well as claims ofiéighan historic losses due to missing
livestock in occupied wolf habitat. In 2009 theaBd recognized about $208,300 in claims, but
as usual, only had $100,000 to pay out so eaciahais pro-rated a percentage of the available
$100,000 (roughly 48 cents was paid per $1 claim&D09). In addition, in 2009 DOW paid
$133,271 for confirmed and probable wolf damagiin In total $233,271 was paid for wolf
damage in ID in 2009.

WY. In 2008, the WY Legislature established and, frori Beneral Funds, funded a State
compensation program for livestock damage causeddbyes. The WGFD paid $67,581 for
wolf damage that occurred in the Trophy Game Arfaaoathwestern WY during 2009. WY’s
state program has a multiplier for each confirmexdf @wepredation on calves and sheep since
only a fraction of all wolf-caused losses are di®red or confirmed. Calves and any sheep are
compensated up to 7 times the number confirmealytup to the total number of calves or
sheep reported as missing for that producer. Cosgti®n for other types of livestock losses
(adult cattle, horses, etc.) are paid on the astalale of each confirmed loss. State
compensation is not paid in the Predatory Animaadof WY, but DOW compensated $10,771
for confirmed and probable livestock losses ther2009.

NRM. In MT a total of $141,462 was paid in 2009. Tihidudes much of the $50,000 given to
the State of MT by DOW in 2009 for the state wafrthge compensation program, however
some of that 2009 funding had to be used to pastanding claims from 2008. In ID a total of
$233,271 was paid in 2009. $100,000 was paid fadederal funding earmark for state-
approved claims of probable wolf damage. In additDOW paid an additional $133,271 for
losses confirmed by USDA WS in ID. In WY a tot&l$y8,352 was paid for wolf damage in
2009. The state of WY paid $67,581 for wolf dampgeluding up to a 7 fold multiplier effect
for confirmed sheep and calf losses] in the trogame area of WY. DOW paid $10,771 for
wolf-caused losses confirmed by USDA WS in the pted/ animal area of WY. In addition
$4,700 was paid by DOW for confirmed wolf deprediasiin OR. In 2009 DOW paid $198,742
and $259,043 was paid by the States of Montanapldad Wyoming. Total compensation paid
for wolf damage to livestock in the NRM in 2009 vwixt57,785.

In addition, some livestock producers on both gevand and public land grazing allotments
have absorbed the increased losses, expenseysiadalated to grazing livestock near wolves.
Those costs are not quantifiable but are likelyesatimes higher than annual compensation
payments. They include some proportion of livelstd@mage from causes that couldn’t be
verified and for missing livestock (Oakleaf et2003).

FY09 and FY10 Budgetsin FY09, $3,763,000 in federal funding was preddor wolf
monitoring and management in MT, ID, WY. In FY20&aD estimated $4,206,000 will be spent
and it includes some funding ($10k each) that béllprovided by the USFWS to the Blackfeet,
Salish & Kootenia, and Wind River Tribes and to steges of WA and OR for wolf management
and monitoring.
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Federal Funding for Wolf Management FY2009 and FM2(restimated) [$1,000's]

FISCAL YEAR FY 2009 FY 2010*
USFWS Region 6 (Helena, M T)
State of MT $ 396 $394
USFWS in WY $ 240 $240
ID Office of Species Conservation $ 720 $704
Nez Perce Tribe $ 285 $290
USFWS Administration & Coordination R-6 $ 180 $180
Additional Congressional Earmark [Tri-State] $ 243 $696
R-6, Regional Office Support $ 150 $12
Assist Tribes & WA & OR [R-1 $10K] $ O $ 50
(Region 6 SUBTOTAL) ($2,214) $2,679
USFWS Region 1 (Boise, D) $ 99 $ 98
USFWS Total $2,313 $2,777
USDA Wildlife Services $ 1,231k $1,231
National Park Service: Yelowstone $ 167 $ 167
National Park Service: Grand Teton $ 52 $ 31
TOTAL Federal Funding $3,763 $4,206 * estimated

NORTHERN ROCKIESDELISTING, LITIGATION, and FEDERAL
PERSONNEL

Ddlisting of the Gray Wolf

Wolves, once common throughout North America, bexpnotected under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) in 1974, because human persecaéarly eliminated them from the
contiguous United States. After the 1930’s theegewirtually no wolves left in the NRM. The
ESA prohibited people from harming wolves and maedighat all federal actions seek to
conserve and not jeopardize wolves. Ultimatelglisginct wolf recovery programs, Midwest,
NRM, and Southwest, were initiated. The Midwestfyopulation (Western Great Lakes DPS
containing >4,000 wolves) was delisted on Febr&a007 (72 FR 6052) but the U.S. District
Court of Columbia vacated and remanded the deljstife back to the USFWS on September
29, 2008. Efforts to recover wolves (~50 wolvesphia Southwest continue. On April 2, 2009,
the NRM DPS except WY, was delisted. In the NRBO2 marked the ninth consecutive year
that the minimum recovery goal of at least 30 orertwreeding pairs and at least over 300
wolves were documented in MT, ID and WY. The cotfdRM wolf population of at least
1,650 wolves in over 100 breeding pairs has futlyi@ved its biological recovery objectives.

Wildlife mortality is typically regulated by statand tribal fish and wildlife management
agencies. The USFWS requested that MT, ID, andd&lop state wolf management plans to
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show how their states would conserve wolves. thteoh, the USFWS believed that state wolf
plans would clarify how human-caused mortality wbloé regulated and the wolf population
conserved by the states and tribes without theeptions of the ESA. These plans also were to
provide a solid administrative foundation for thern8ce’s final decision about delisting. The
USFWS provided various degrees of funding and &ssis to the states while they developed
their wolf management plans. State laws, as veeditate management plans, must be consistent
with long-term conservation of the wolf populatiodSFWS determined that MT and ID’s plans
were adequate in 2004 but determined WY’s regufdtamework was not adequate. On April
13, 2007, the Wind River Tribe approved a wolf ngeraent plan for their tribal lands in
northwestern WY. The USFWS determined it adequatétiressed the ESA criteria shortly
thereafter. The links for the state wolf plansNbF, ID and WY, and the Wind River and
Blackfeet Tribes are availablelatp://westerngraywolf.fws.gov

On February 8, 2007, USFWS proposed to identifyNR&M DPS of the gray wolf and to delist
all or most portions of the NRM DPS (72 FR 6108pecifically, USFWS proposed to delist
wolves in MT, ID, and WY, and parts of WA, OR, add. The proposal noted that the ESA’s
protections would be retained in significant parif the range in WY in the final rule if
adequate regulatory mechanisms were not develapeohserve WY’s portion of a recovered
wolf population into the foreseeable future. Untles alternative scenario, wolves in portions
of WY would continue to be regulated under ESA asa-essential, experimental populations
per the 1994 rules and on Wind River Tribal landsjer the 2005 experimental population
regulations [50 CFR § 17.84 (i) and (n)].

On July 6, 2007, the USFWS extended the commeidgen the February 8, 2007 proposal in
order to consider a 2007 revised WY wolf managemé&nt and State law that USFWS
believed, if implemented, could allow the wolvesalhof WY to be removed from the List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (72 FR 3693®%e delisting proposal was open for public
comment for a total of 90 days and 8 public heariwgre held. The proposed delisting rule
received over 283,000 public comments. On NoveritbeP007, the WY Game and Fish
Commission (WGFC) unanimously approved the 2007 Ri&h. USFWS then determined this
plan provided adequate regulatory protections tseoe WY'’s portion of a recovered wolf
population into the foreseeable future. On Deceribe2007, the USFWS Director determined
WY’s regulatory mechanisms met the requirementh®ESA, contingent on the sunset
provisions of the WY law being satisfied so that Wglan could be fully implemented. On
February 27, 2008, USFWS issued a final rule reizoggnthe NRM DPS and removing all of
this DPS from the List of Endangered and Threatéfédlife (73 FR 10514) and stated that
WY'’s 2007 regulatory mechanisms were believed adtqqu

The NRM DPS wolf population was delisted from Magéhto July 18, 2008. This
corresponded to when the delisting decision totdcefind to when a federal district judge
granted a request for a preliminary injunction agldsted NRM wolves (see below). The court
expressed serious reservations about USFWS apprbWayoming’s regulatory framework.
During this period of time, state and tribal mamagat plans and state laws were fully in effect.
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Given the court rulings, on October 28, 2008 (7363R26), USFWS reopened the comment
period on the February 8, 2007 proposed rule tregtegmted two different scenarios for delisting
the NRM DPS (72 FR 6106). Specifically, USFWS daugformation, data, and comments
from the public regarding the 2007 proposal, witheenphasis on new information relevant to
this action, the issues raised by the MT Distrioti, and the issues raised by the September 29,
2008, ruling of the U.S. District Court for the Dist of Columbia with respect to the WGL gray
wolf DPS. The notice also asked for public comnntwhat portions of WY need to be
managed as a trophy game area and what portioW& afonstitute a significant portion of the
NRM DPS’s range. About 240,000 comments were vededuring that public comment period.
Based on the Court’s ruling and a more thorougkerevthe USFWS determined that WY’s
2007 law, wolf management plan, and regulatory &aork were not adequate to meet the
purposes of the ESA. On January 15, 2009 WY’s @wrewvas notified that WY no longer had
a USFWS-approved wolf management plan and statgategy framework. Wolf management
in all of WY, except the Wind River Tribal landsdagise the Tribe had a Service-approved plan]
again became immediately under the less flexibd@ipions of the 1994 experimental rules
New final delisting rules were produced for both #RM and the WGL DPSs in December
2008. These rules were released for public ingmecin January 15, 2009 and were sent to the
Federal Register for publication. However, on dan20, 2009 they were withdrawn from
publication by Executive Order, a standard praattben a new administration takes office.
Both rules were carefully reviewed by the U.S. Dapant of Interior. The NRM rule was
published in April 2, 2009 (74 FR 15123-15188) the WGL rule has not been published.

The 2009 final rule became effective May 4, 20G%®stablished the NRM DPS and, except for
in WY, delisted gray wolves within it. Because Vd¥es not have an approved state post-
delisting wolf management plan wolves there renpaatected under the 1994 experimental
population regulations. This action was agaigdited in MT District Court by a coalition of
environmental and animal rights groups (represebyeflarthjustice) who argued that wolves
should remain protected by the ESA. In additicartiijustice requested that the court enjoin the
planned fall 2009 wolf hunting seasons in MT andolzause they were likely to prevail in court
over the legal merits of the case and hunting cowgarably harm the NRM wolf population.
The court declined to grant the injunction becatsee was unlikely to be harm to the NRM
wolf population but indicated that the plaintiffere likely to win the case on its merits. The
MT case has been fully briefed. WY initiated lgtgon in the WY District court and argued the
USFWS should have approved WY’s wolf management afad delisted WY too. The WY

case was fully briefed and oral arguments were beldanuary 29, 2010. It is unknown when
the MT or WY courts may issue their opinions.

MT and ID had fair chase wolf hunting seasons liiiater 2009. A total of 72 wolves were
legally harvested in MT out of a total quota of 76.1D about 135 were harvested in 2009 of a
total quota of 220. Hunters in MT and ID paid mg&700,000 to buy a wolf tag for the
opportunity to hunt wolves. While controversial@mg some segments of the public, the hunts
were very successful biologically (hunter complieameas good and wolf harvest was widely
dispersed and within quota limits) and did not haémenNRM wolf population.
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When a species is delisted, the ESA requires a atand minimum 5-year post-delisting federal
oversight period. That period, during which theRU&S reviews the implementation of state
management plans and wolf population status, pesvadsafety-net to ensure that the species is
able to sustain itself without ESA protectionwiflves became threatened again, the USFWS
could relist them by emergency order.

The Experimental Population Rules

Gray wolves were reintroduced in parts of the NRIvhanessential experimental populations
under the ESA in January 1995 and 1996. In 1984 grior to wolves being reintroduced to
central ID and YNP, special nonessential experiadgadpulation regulations under 17.84 (i)
ESA Sec. 10(j) were promulgated (59 FR 60252). sehegulations allowed extra management
flexibility to Federal agencies, states, tribeg] private individuals to manage wolves to protect
private property and other wildlife populations.

The USFWS’s updated January 6, 2005 10(j) (70 FE6)L2gulation expanded the authority of
states and Native American tribes with USFWS-apgadgeost-delisting wolf management plans
to manage gray wolves in the experimental populagi@as of CID and GYA. This designation
allowed federal, state and tribal agencies andaggicitizens more flexibility in managing
wolves and to protect domestic animals than thel ¥88ulations. The rule also intended to
allow the states and tribes with USFWS-approved-geksting wolf management plans to
lethally remove wolves that were the ‘primary’ caus significant negative impacts to big game
herds and for states and tribes to lead wolf mamagéin their state or reservation. Analysis of
a March 2006 proposal by the state of ID to remavéo 43 wolves in a small area of central ID
to reduce the rate of wolf predation on ungulatesip to 5 years revealed that the ‘primary’
requirement in the 2005 rule was an unobtainabledstrd, as wolf predation is never the
‘primary’ cause of ungulate herd status.

On July 6, 2007 the USFWS proposed that the 20Q% didnessential experimental population
regulation be modified (72 FR 36942). The modifmafrom ‘primary cause’ to ‘one of the
major causes’ allowed a high but reasonable stdrfdastates and tribes with USFWS-
approved post-delisting wolf management plans teldg science-based proposals to lethally
remove wolves shown to be negatively affecting Uaiguherds. In addition it would allow
anyone on private or public land to shoot a wddit tivas attacking his or her dog or stock
animals. The proposed rule change received ov&0R6 public comments. The rule was
published on January 28, 2008 (73 FR 4720) andnbeedfective 30 days later on February 27,
2008. A couple of wolves that were seen attackimmestic dogs or horses were legally shot by
private citizens, but no wolves were removed tareslconcerns about wild ungulate
populations.

Litigation
Litigation initiated by both wolf proponents andpmments, over wolf reintroduction and

subsequent management has almost been continunestise USFWS published the final rules
for wolf reintroduction into YNP and central ID Movember 1994,
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State of WY, et al. vs. United States Departmernhefinterior, et al., United States District
Court for the District of WY, Civil Action No. 04C¥1123J This case involved the USFWS not
approving the WY state wolf management plan in 200de case was expanded by interveners
to include alleged failure to properly manage welireWY and failure to conduct additional
NEPA compliance. The WY District Court ruled iretd SFWS’s favor based on procedural
grounds in 2005. WY appealed that case to tfeClifcuit Court of Appeals in Denver CO, but
the Appeals Court upheld the lower court decisiés.a result of those court decisions WY
formally petitioned the USFWS to establish andsieliNRM DPS for the gray wolf. The
USFWS rejected that petition.

State of WY et al. v. United States Departmentefinterior et al., United States District Court
for the District of WY, Civil Action No 06-245JThis case involves the USFWS's rejection of
WY’s petition to establish a NRM DPS for wolves atalist them (71 FR 43410). That case
was dismissed after the February 29, 2008 final NBR& delisting rule was published in the
Federal Register.

Defenders of Wildlife et al vs H. Dale Hall et alV 08-56-M-DWM, U.S. District Court for the
District of MT, Missoula Division].On February 27, 2008, USFWS issued a final rule
recognizing the NRM DPS and removing all of thisDiifom the List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife (73 FR 10514). This rule atdermined that WY’s regulatory
mechanisms were adequate. On April 28, 2008, ltkepdiled a lawsuit challenging the
identification and delisting of the NRM DPS. THaiptiffs also moved to preliminarily enjoin
the delisting.On July 18, 2008, the U.S. District Court for thistiict of MT granted the
plaintiffs’ motion for a preliminary injunction anehjoined the USFWS implementation of the
final delisting rule for the NRM DPS of the gray MvoThis ruling placed the gray wolf
throughout the NRM DPS back under the ESA and &ddegulations. The court stated that
USFWS acted arbitrarily in delisting a wolf popudai that lacked evidence of genetic exchange
between subpopulations. The court also statedt8&WS acted arbitrarily and capriciously
when approving WY’s 2007 statute and wolf manageamkm because WY failed to commit to
managing for at least 15 breeding pairs and WY&72§tatute allowed the WGFC to diminish
the trophy game area if it “determines the dimiomtioes not impede the delisting of gray
wolves and will facilitate WY’s management of wodve The Court’s preliminary injunction
order concluded that the Plaintiffs were likelypt@vail on the merits of their claims. On
September 22, 2008, USFWS asked the Court to véoatenal rule and remand it back to the
agency. On October 14, 2008, the Court vacatetirnhkedelisting rule and remanded it back to
the USFWS for further consideration. In Februa®d92 the Court awarded/reimbursed
Earthjustice (the law firm representing 12 groupsch filed the lawsuit challenging delisting)
about $263,000 in legal fees for their effortstigdting the final delisting rule.

Humane Society of the United States v. Kemptho@i] Action No. 07-0677 (PLF) (D.D.C.)
Similarly, on February 8, 2007, USFWS recognizétlestern Great Lakes (WGL) DPS and
removed it from the list of the List of Endangeeed Threatened Wildlife (72 FR 6052).
Several groups challenged this rule in court, argdinat the USFWS may not identify a DPS
within a broader pre-existing listed entity for flwgrpose of delisting the DPS. On September
29, 2008, the court vacated the WGL DPS final anld remanded it to the USFWS. The court
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found that the USFWS had made that decision baséts mterpretation that the plain meaning
of the ESA authorizes the USFWS to create andtdeldPS within an already-listed entity. The
court disagreed, and concluded that the ESA is gmobis as to whether the USFWS has this
authority. The court accordingly remanded thelfioée so that the USFWS can provide a
reasoned explanation of how its interpretatioroisststent with the text, structure, legislative
history, judicial interpretations, and policy oljges of ESA. The revised 2009 delisting rule
that was submitted to the Federal Register respgbtudthe court decision but was withdrawn by
Executive Order on January 20, 2009.

Defenders of Wildlife, et al. vs. H. Dale Hall,at U.S. District Court for MT, Missoula CV 08-
14-M-DWM. The January 28, 2008 modification to the 200%) I@(nessential experimental
population rule is currently being litigated bya@atition of an individual and seven
environmental/animal rights groups. That rule\ad anyone to legally shoot a wolf that was
attacking his or her dog or his or her stock anifhatses, mules, donkeys, llamas, and goats]. It
also provided a science-based process for thessaatetribes to propose that the Service
approve localized reductions in wolves where wodfdation was proven to be a major cause of
ungulate herds being below state and tribal manageobjectives. That rule remains in effect
while the case is being litigated. The case igestaintil there is a decision regarding the 2009
delisting. A few wolves that were attacking donedbgs or horses were legally shot by private
citizens, but no wolves were removed to addressarois about wild ungulate populations.

Defenders of Wildlife et al. and Greater YellowstdDoalition vs Ken Slazar et al. [Case No.
CV-09-77-M-DWM and CV-09-82-M-DWM consolidated]'he 2009 delisting was litigated in
MT District Court in Missoula, MT by a coalition ehvironmental groups represented by
Earthjustice. They assert, among many other argtsnthat delisting without WY is unlawful.

State of WY and a coalition of WY sportsmen anésiwck groups vs. USDOI, USFWS, Ken
Salazar et al. [CV-09-118-ABJ and CV-09-138-ABJsmidated]. Litigation over the April 2,
2009 delisting was also initiated in WY Federalties court in Cheyenne WY. They asserted
that the USFWS unlawfully did not approve WY’s wolinagement regulatory framework and
the USFWS should have also delisted wolves in Worigwith the remainder of the NRM DPS.

USFW S Wolf Personnel

MFWP began managing wolves in northwestern MT nhye€2004, under a cooperative
agreement with the Service, after the USFWS walldgist (Tom Meier) for that area left to
take a job in Alaska. In June 2005, the USFWSMRUVP signed a cooperative agreement
transferring the decision-making authority forablf management activities in MT, including
the experimental populations in southern MT, ardrémaining USFWS wolf biologist position
for MT (Joe Fontaine) was eliminated to transfeit fiederal funding to MFWP.

In January 2006, the Governor of ID signed a Memaduan of Agreement with the Secretary of
the Interior giving ID Department of Fish and Gatine decision making authority for all wolf
management activities in ID. The USFWS biolodisttthad been conducting that work retired
(Carter Niemeyer). Since that time all wolf marmageat in MT and ID has been conducted with
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federal funding but by the state wildlife agencM® hired staff to assume those duties. The
Nez Perce Tribe continues to assist with wolf mannig in ID under a cooperative agreement
with ID. From March 28, 2008 until July 18, 2008Iwes were delisted and managed sorely by
the states and tribes.

During the time they were delisted wolves in 889%W6f were managed as predatory animals
(virtually no regulation of human-caused mortaliby)the WY Department of Agriculture.
Outside the National Parks, WY Game and Fish Dapart (WGFD) was the lead agency for
wolf management where wolves were designated trgpinye animals. During that period,
USFWS employee Mike Jimenez was detailed to WGFIBad wolf management in WY as a
WGFD employee. However, after the Court’s July2@)8 injunction, WGFD ended its
involvement and the USFWS re-assumed the leadlfao#f management in WY. Project
Leader Jimenez returned as a USFWS employee ahdontinue to lead wolf management in
WY until it can be again transferred to WGFD. Hiblologist Susannah Woodruff continued
working as a seasonal USFWS employee in WY.

Amelia Orton-Palmer was designated as the USFWiStasswolf recovery coordinator to help
analyze pubic comments and prepare and finalizéetteral wolf rules proposed in 2007. She
left that position in late 2008 to resume othetakiin the USFWS Regional Office in Denver,
CO. The USFWS wolf program staff are currentlyt fjad Bangs, the Wolf Recovery
Coordinator in Helena, MT and Mike Jimenez the &bl eader for Wolf Recovery in WY and
seasonal biologist Susannah Woodruff who are tatioged in Jackson, WY. In addition, Seth
Willey (ESA Recovery Coordinator) with the USFWSdrmal Office in Denver, CO made
huge contributions in 2009 to complete and deféed2009 delisting proposal and by working
on other USFWS projects related to wolf conservatio

Steve Nadeau, left his position as ID Departmeriisii and Game Large Carnivore Manager
(including wolves) in 2009. His wolf duties wergsamed by Jon Rachael, the Big Game
Manager for IDFG, who had previously worked on NRMIf issues in MT and ID. Dominic
Domenici, the USFWS Senior Law Enforcement AgentMad and WY retired in Casper, WY
at the end of 2009. Jim Claar the USDA Forest iServarge Carnivore Specialist retired in
Missoula, MT at the end of 2009. Jim Hoover, tlastern MT District Supervisor for USDA
Wildlife Services retired in Columbus, MT in Ap2D09. Jim was replaced by Mike Foster.
Mike started with WS in WA state where he spenehlalfseason before working in ID for 8
years as a Wildlife Specialist and acting Dist8aipervisor. He then went to Western OR as a
District Supervisor for 2 years before coming to MTAug 2009. Joe Fontaine, who was with
the NRM recovery program from 1988-2006 retiredhesDeputy Manager for the Theodore
Roosevelt National Wildlife Refuge Complex in Missippi and returned to MT to live in early
2010. All these people and many others made hoggiloutions to wolf restoration and
management. We wish them all the best but thelyowikorely missed.
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ABBREVIATIONSAND ACRONYMS

Central ID wolf recovery area
Defenders of Wildlife

Distinct Population Segment
Endangered Species Act

Glacier National Park

Grand Teton National Park
Greater Yellowstone wolf recovery area
ID Department of Fish and Game
MT Fish, Wildlife and Parks

MT State University

Nez Perce Tribe

Northwest MT Wolf Recovery Area
Northern Rocky Mountains
Predator Conservation Alliance
Turner Endangered Species Fund
University of MT
USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service

U.S. National Park Service

WY Game and Fish Department
Yellowstone Center for Resources
Yellowstone National Park

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Program aked

CID
DOW
DPS
ESA
GNP
GTNP
GYA
IDFG
MFWP
MSU
NPT
NWMT
NRM
PCA
TESF
UM
WS
USFWS
USFS
NPS
WGFD
YCR
YNP
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CONTACTS

For further information or to report wolf sightings, please contact:

Interagency Report

Please remember wolf management in MT and ID islgoted by MFWP and IDFG and they

should be the first point of contact in each stateverything as long as wolves are delisted:

MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Helena, MT:

MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Kalispell, MT:
MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Missoula, MT:
MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Bozeman, MT:
MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Butte, MT:

Nez Perce Tribal Wolf Program, McCall ID:
ID Fish and Game, Boise, ID

ID Fish and Game, Salmon, ID

ID Fish and Game, Nampa, ID

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena MT:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Jackson, WY':
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Boise ID:

Yellowstone Center for Resources, YNP WY:

Toreport livestock depredations:

USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services, MT:
USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services, WY':
USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services, ID:
USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services toll free:

(406) 44282
(406) 754586
(406) 54523
(406) 98871
(406) 425-383
9®34-1061
(208) 334-2920
(208) 756-2271
(208) 465-8465
(3@89-5225
TBG30-5631
(208)333639
(30732243

(406) 657-6464
(307) 261-5336
(208) 378-5077
(866) 483297

Toreport discovery of a dead wolf or information regarding theillegal killing of a wolf:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Misksg MT:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Grealls, MT:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Land&gY:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Codyy:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Boikz

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, IDI§aD
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Special Agent, Spouka/VA
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(406) 329-3000
(406) 761-2286
(307) 332-7607
(307) 527-7604
(208) 378-5333
(208) 523-0855
(509) 928-6050
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WEBSITES

USFWS Rocky Mountain weekly and annual wolf updates
http://westerngraywolf.fws.gov/
USFWS Midwestern gray wolf recovery, national weltlassification proposal:
http://midwest.fws.gov/wolf/
USFWS Endangered Species Program:
http://endangered.fws.gov/
USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services:
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ws/
National Wildlife Research Center:
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/ws/nwrc/
Nez Perce Tribe Wildlife Program and 2001 progrepsrt:
http://www.nezperce.org/Programs/wildlife_progratm
Turner Endangered Species Fund:
http://www.tesf.org/
Yellowstone Park Foundation:
http://www.ypf.org/
Yellowstone Wolf Tracker:
http://www.wolftracker.com/
Wolf Restoration to Yellowstone:
http://www.nps.gov/yell/nature/animals/wolf/waft.html
MT Fish, Wildlife and Parks wolf management:
http://fwp.mt.gov/wolf
MT State University wolf-ungulate research:
http://www.homepage.MT.edu/~rgarrott/wolfungulatdex.htm
ID Fish and Game:
http://www.state.id.us/fishgame/
ID Office of Species Conservation:
http://www.state.id.us/species/
WY Game and Fish Department:
http://gf.state.wy.us/
WY agricultural statistics:
http://www.nass.usda.gov/wy/
ID agricultural statistics:
http://www.nass.usda.gov/id/
MT agricultural statistics:
http://www.nass.usda.gov/mt/
National agricultural statistics:
http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/reports/nasséteck/
Defenders of Wildlife wolf compensation trust:
http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html
International Wolf Center:
http://www.wolf.org/
Wolf Recovery Foundation:
http://forwolves.org/
National Wildlife Federation wolf information:
http://www.nwf.org/wildlife/graywolf/
MT Stockgrowers’ Association
http://www.mtbeef.org/index.htm
National Geographic wolf information:
http://www.nationalgeographic.com/tv/specialsfotro.html
Wolf Education and Research Center:
http://www.wolfcenter.org/
People Against Wolves:
http://home.centurytel.net/PAW/home.htm
Western Wolf Coalition:
www.westernwolves.org

Lobo Watch:
wolfkill@lobowatch.com
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and Doug Chapman of MT Aircraft. Their safetylskind cooperation greatly contributed to wolf
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