Wyoming Dept. of Game & Fish
4 October 2007
Page 12 of 14

p. 22: “Current research into the effects of predators on the Jackson moose population will
continue, and combined with the current monitoring of the population by the Department, will
help determine wolf predation effects.”

e How will the Department distinguish the effects of wolf predation from other factors
affecting moose populations? More importantly, why is the Department interested
solely in effects of wolf predation on moose? Why is it not interested in learning
about the effects of wolves on moose habitat?

e Further comment: The Plan says nothing about whether reintroduced wolves differ
in size or feeding habits from the wolves formerly native to this area. If this is or
may be a factor in the levels of predation on moose, the Department should address it
and the appropriate responses.

p-23: “This situation necessitates continued monitoring to ensure the long-term health and
viability of this herd.”
¢ “Monitoring” itself does nothing to “ensure long-term health” or “viability.”

p. 23: “These feedgrounds concentrate elk in lower elevation areas during the midwinter months
with the intent [inter alia) of mitigating habitat loss ....”
e Why not let wolves improve existing habitat?

pp. 23-24: “To date, the estimated number of elk killed by wolves each winter in the Gros
Ventre area and NER represents less than 1% of the total Jackson elk herd.”
e This rate hardly seems worrisome.

p. 27: “Itis reasonable to assume that in the future, wolf predation may have a negative effect on
some northwestern Wyoming elk, moose, mule deer, and bighorn sheep herds and, thus, hunter
harvest.”

e Why is it “reasonable” to assume this? Especially given that this assumption follows
the statement: “Very little is known about summer kill rates of wolves in the GYA or
any ecosystem.”

e By “have a negative effect” the statement presumably means “reduce.” But
reductions may or not be “negative” in a normative sense if/where current
populations are at unsustainably high levels. Indeed, the paragraph goes on to state:
“Many elk herds in northwestern Wyoming have been above herd objectives ....”

¢ Most importantly, the statement ignores ecology, including trophic cascades and the
beneficial effects of large predators on landscapes.

p. 27: “Liberal issuance of antlerless hunting permits and extended seasons, combined with
drought and predation, have reduced some of these [elk] herds to objective. In the future, severe
environmental conditions may reduce some elk populations in the GYA to the point where wolf
predation may have a strong influence on them.”

e [t is not apparent what the Department means by “severe environmental conditions.” But
again, this statement is not informed by current ecological understanding. Wolves and
other large predators can have beneficial effects on landscapes, and these changes have
the potential to buffer or ameliorate the effects of “severe environmental conditions,”
such as those caused by global warming.
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e This statement also ignores other aspects of wolf biology and behavior, e.g., what
animals wolves preferentially feed on, the effect of diminished prey availability, etc.

p. 27: “However, since most of the packs that reside outside YNP and the NER are subject to
take under the dual status classification, [wolf] impacts to big game are expected to be tolerable.”
e Use of “tolerable” leaves no doubt that this management plan is driven not by science
but by politics.

p.27: Last paragraph on this page
o Like the rest of the Plan, this paragraph says nothing about habitat quality or
suitability. It seems to assume that wildlife management, of both wolves and
ungulate populations, is simply a “numbers game.” This is outdated thinking, not
only in light of recent trophic cascades research, but with respect to long-standing
ecological understanding.

“USFWS encouraged States and Tribes to define unacceptable wolf impacts to ungulate
populations. Upon approval of this State wolf management plan by the USFWS, the
Department will have the option to translocate or lethally take wolves from areas where
ungulates are negatively impacted. Some wintering elk, deer, moose and bighorn sheep
sub-populations on native winter range and elk on winter feedgrounds or near cattle feed
lines could be susceptible to negative impacts from wolf predation and management
action may be necessary under specific conditions.”

e Does the Department view this approach as a “definition”? Are “unacceptable wolf
impacts” and “negative impacts” equivalent? Is “unacceptable conflict” (in the next
paragraph on p. 28) just another category of “unacceptable/negative impact”? How about
“excessive predation” in Appendix 1? It seems that any wolf predation on livestock or
native ungulates may be deemed “negative” or “unacceptable” or “excessive” by the
Department. That being so, the statement (on p. 28), “In all cases, legitimate rationale
will be needed before actions will be taken,” is essentially meaningless, as what is
considered “legitimate” will be entirely within the discretion of the Department and
totally divorced from ecology.

e
e

pp. 28-29: “PUBLIC INFORMATION & EDUCATION”

e This section, like the rest of the plan, is devoid of any discussion of ecology. The closest
the document comes are a few references to “wolf biology,” which in context seems
limited to what wolves eat.

e The Department does a great disservice to Wyoming citizens by perpetuating outdated
understandings of predator/prey/habitat ecology and fueling the discourse on wolf
“conflicts” and “problems.”

p. 30: “Out of necessity, if for no other reason than to provide the State’s match for Federal
funds, the Department will need to annually allocate some money from the Game and Fish Fund
toward wolf management efforts.”
o This statement vividly reflects the Department (and the State’s) grudging acceptance
of wolves and its failure to acknowledge the ecological advantages to restoring
wolves to formerly occupied habitat.
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pp. 31-32: “ECONOMIC IMPACTS”

e This section’s account of the economic costs and benefits related to maintaining wolves
in Wyoming is fatally flawed because it ignores entirely the positive effects (actual or
potential) of wolves on terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and thus on related ecosystem
services (provision of other wildlife habitat, species diversity, water quality and quantity,
etc.). The bias is further demonstrated by (1) the tacit suggestion (p. 32, 1* two sentences
in last paragraph) that wolves could be responsible somehow for the decrease in overall
visitation to YNP “since wolf reintroduction,” and (2) by the explicit statement (on p. 32)
that the “Department is “determined to keep economic [that is, livestock] losses from a
recovered wolf population to a minimum.”

In conclusion, Wyoming’s Revised Draft Wolf Management Plan shortchanges the
Wyoming public now, in terms of information, and over the long term, in lost opportunities for
habitat enhancement. The Plan puts the short-term interests of a very small segment of the
population ahead of the interests of present and future generations of Wyoming citizens and the
national public.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

W

Debra L. Donahue

cc:
Ryan Lance, Esq.
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Wyoming Fish and Game

To whom it may concern,
00003<

Please reconsider removing the Gray Wolf from the endangered species list. Statistics
have shown that the wolves are not the number one problem. If the concern is that the
population is going to grow beyond what is manageable why not think of other solutions
rather than an immediate extermination. Why not allow a certain number be hunted each
year to thin the population slowly or relax the restrictions to ranchers who kill wolves on
their own property while protecting their livestock.

Removing such a large number of predators immediately is going to adversely affect
the environment and the remaining animals of all kinds. s going to cause a domino
affect. Pmymmbersmgoﬁrghmmrapidfywhichwiﬁcaweoiherpmblmmplmﬁ
life and the rest of the animal food chain.

Will millions of dollars be spent each decade to control the wolf population?
Comervaﬁmimfmvespentymef&iﬁrﬁveswatchingmpmksmdocummmgﬁwk
activities and providing statistics. All that work seems to be for nothing if it isn’t going
to be considered.

Immediate extermination is wrong. There must be other solutions. Do not de-list the

gray wolf!
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October 8, 2007 f? f< @PYVFD ,
Wolf Comments 00T 19 2007
Wyoming Game and Fish Department
5400 Bishop Blvd. s£0000
Cheyenne, WY 82006

f‘m': e

To Whom It May Concern:

The Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation would like to provide the following
comments on the Draft Wyoming Gray Wolf Management Plan. The Wyoming Farm
Bureau Federation has been actively involved with the wolf introduction program since
first proposed by the federal government. In addition our members utilize private and
federal lands in the northwestern portion of the State directly affected by the wolf
introduction program.

The Farm Bureau also participated in lhe ﬁrst legislative process which produced
Wyoming’s first management plan. In addition we participated with other organizations
in challenging the US Fish & Wildlife’s rcjeétion of the management plan. The most
recent legislation which resulted in the current proposal contains very little input from the
Farm Bureau. We feel this will result in a flawed plan. We also recognize that the
Department cannot establish a program outside of the legislative mandate.

The draft document lists several references regarding livestock depredation
(beginning on page 8), but we suggest that Bjorge and Gunnson’s work in Alberta also be
included (Evaluation of Wolf Control to Reduce Cattle Predation in Alberta). These
researchers found that 41% of known predation losses were caused by wolves and that
even with wolf control programs, hvestock losses were 51gmﬁ cant. Another significant
finding from this study was that of the 327 missing cattle the authors could only find 49.
The draft document discusses that the Depanment will pay for losses caused by wolves in
the trophy game status area, but does not discuss the details of this reimbursement.
Bjorge and Gunnson point out the significant difference between missing livestock and
confirmed losses. At a symposium on wolves sponsored by the Wyoming Farm Bureau
Foundation, information presented by the Green River Cattlemen’s Association indicates
that for every loss confirmed, there are at least 6 unconfirmed losses. That information
would be important for inclusion in this document as well. ;

The area which has been defined both in the legislation and in the draft plan
significantly expands the amount of land which is included in the “trophy game”
designated area. The land area proposed in the draft plan was established by the federal
government with little or no input from the citizens in this State. This is unfortunate
since the citizens will be the ones who must continue the management long after the Fish
& Wildlife Service is gone. This should inspire the Wyoming Game & Fish to work to
develop a plan responsive to the citizens of the State. The agency should consider
proposing a reduced area over that contemplated in the draft plan so that private
landowners can retain the maximum amount of flexibility possible.

In Wyoming call 1-800-442-8325
www.wvfb.ora
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The draft suggests this plan would establish a process which would result in the
State taking over management of the wolf. The legislation which was recently passed by
the legislative body and signed by the Governor set forth several criteria. One was
acceptance by the State of the big increase in area considered as trophy game status for
wolves. This appears to be confirmed in the plan. The second criteria was for an
amended 10(j) rule which would give the State more flexibility to manage wolves in
areas where there have been impacts to the wild game population. The proposed rule to
accomplish this has been presented by the federal government, however, there have been
many indications that these rules will be challenged in the judicial branch for legality.
This process could well take several years if not a decade. The judicial branch could rule
that the proposed 10(j) rule is not legal, which would then move the process back before
the “change the rule” requirement of the legislation.

The other criteria would be for settlement of all legal actions surrounding the wolf
recovery plan. This can be accomplished in at least 3 ways. The first would be for the
federal government to reverse their opposition to Wyoming’s first wolf management
plan. The second would be for the State of Wyoming to withdraw their legal action
against the federal government’s refusal to agree to our previous wolf management plan.
The third way would be for a legal decision in the case. We have not seen any
willingness by the federal government to concede the field to Wyoming, nor have we
heard of any ruling on this issue from the legal branch. The issue of Wyoming
withdrawing their legal challenge seems to present the only way to fulfill this criterion
prior to the February deadline. We would certainly hope this agency would not
recommend Wyoming “roll over” in the legal challenge so the final hurdle can be
overcome before the legislation self destructs.

The draft plan discusses population management, but gives the reader very little
information on how wolves will be managed on the Wind River Indian Reservation. One
of the major questions the Governor asked the Fish and Wildlife Service was how wolves
will be considered and managed on the WRIR. This question is not answered very
clearly in the draft management document. A copy of the WRIR wolf management plan
should be included in the document. Also any MOU’s or similar documents between the
Department and the WRIR or Fish and Wildlife should be provided in the draft so the
public can review the documents.

The draft discusses that wolves will be monitored statewide, but indicates that
wolves outside the trophy game area will not be monitored as intensively as inside the
trophy game area. WS 23-1-304 was amended to say that the Department, “Shall institute
and maintain an active program of population monitoring statewide.” The legislation did
not differentiate between areas where wolves were classified as trophy and areas where
they were classified as predators. The legislation also did not indicate that wolves should
not be monitored on the WRIR by the Department. The draft plan appears to be
establishing areas of the State with different monitoring criteria which conflicts with the
amended language of the statutes.
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The draft also discusses the possibility of utilizing different procedures for wolf
population monitoring. Unfortunately language adopted in the 2007 session clearly spells
out what criteria the Department must use in order to determine breeding pairs. The
language was not permissive and cannot be read to allow for a different procedure.

The draft indicates that they will not be able to utilize helicopters in wilderness
areas of Wyoming. The Wilderness Act states that “These areas are to be managed so as
to preserve it natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected
primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially
unnoticeable...” The act also indicates that in the Gros Ventre Wilderness areas, the
designation is subject to valid existing rights as well as access to exercise such rights.
The State of Wyoming has maintained the right to mange wildlife within the boundary of
the State and the legislative body has never relinquished that authority. Therefore, the
Department can utilize helicopters for management specifically in the Gros Ventre
Wilderness area. The act also specifies that “The purpose is to protect watersheds and
wildlife habitat, preserve scenic and historic resources and promote scientific research...”
Much of which needs to be accomplished by utilizing helicopters to manage wolves.

The draft states that in areas of the state where wolves are considered predators,
anyone who takes a wolf will be required to notify the Department within 10 days of that
action. Furthermore, the Department will require that the unfrozen skull and pelt be
presented to a department employee. We cannot find anything in the statutes to authorize
the Department to make this request. It is indicated that this is required to help the
Department in management of wolves, but there is no indication what is needed or if the
same information can be obtained in a different fashion. The draft also is silent on the
penalties that will be levied should a citizen not comply with this requirement. No
provision is made for any alternatives nor is there an adequate explanation for this
requirement. It is doubtful that statutes even give the Department the authority to require
citizens to comply.

The draft on page 17 indicates the Department is committed to create areas of safe
passage for wildlife across highways, railroad lines, and through areas of intense human
development. The exact meaning of this commitment is not clear. The draft is silent on
what landowners will or may be required to do in order to allow the Department to fulfill
this promise.

On page 18 of the draft, the discussion on wolf distribution reiterates the reason
wolves were introduced in the area in the beginning. There is discussion regarding the
“large tracts of public lands” but nothing is mentioned about the “large tracts of private
land” which the draft puts into the trophy game area. The reduced flexibility of this
designation will have impacts on landowners.

On page 18 of the draft, it indicates that the Department will not recommend any
land use restrictions within Wyoming based solely on the presence of wolves. We fully
and strongly support this action, but are concerned about the “solely” qualifier. The final
should remove that qualifier.
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On page 21 of the draft, one of the management options listed is relocation.
When landowners in the western part of the State had wolves moving onto their lambing
grounds, these landowners requested that the wolves be relocated. The Fish & Wildlife
Service refused this request because relocation was an ineffective management technique.
The final should not consider relocation given the F&W Services past experience with
that management technique.

The draft also indicates that the Department “could” issue a permit to property
owners in the case of livestock depredations. The amendments to 23-1-304 state that the
Department shall issue take permits as long as there are adequate wolves to maintain 7
breeding pairs outside the national parks.

We feel there needs to be more discussion in the plan which fully analyzes
potential costs to the State. The proposal does not provide much in the way of economic
information which can be analyzed. We are aware of public testimony from the Director
indicating somewhere in the neighborhood of $2 million per year for adequate
management, but the public should have “full disclosure” of what they are being asked to
accept. The consequences of the State accepting another “unfunded mandate” should be
carefully weighed before a final commitment is made by this agency to take over the
management of wolves. The draft merely mentions that “supplemental funding will be
sought” but there is no discussion on what happens when “supplemental funding” does
not occur. Given the magnitude of the potential cost, some discussion on how the
Department will manage with reduced or no supplemental funding should be included in
this document.

The final statement on page 32 that the Department is determined to keep
economic losses from a recovered wolf population to a minimum is very welcome.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Kew %“W‘Iz:ram/

Ken Hamilton
Executive Vice President

Cc Board
NER
WSGA
WWGA
Farmers Union
WACD
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The Wyoming Depariment of Agriculure is dedicareed o the prommusion and eihanecinenr of Whomings agriculnwe, natuml resourees wnd qualiry of life.
Dave Freudenthal, Governor
fohn Frchepare, Disector

October 5, 2007

Wyoming Game and Fish Department 6
5400 Bishop Blvd. 00003
Cheyenne, WY 82006

Dear Wyoming Game and Fish:

Following are the comments from the Wyoming Department of Agriculture (WDA) on the
Wyoming Revised Wolf Management Plan dated September 2007.

Our comments are specific to our mission within state government: dedication to the promotion
and enhancement of Wyoming’s agriculture, natural resources, and quality of life. As this
proposal has major impacts upon our agriculture industry, our natural resources and the welfare
of our citizens, it’s important that we be kept informed of proposed actions and decisions and
that we continue to be provided the opportunity to express pertinent issues and concerns.

We are encouraged to see progress towards a final and approved Wyoming Wolf Management
Plan (Plan) and ultimately the delisting of the wolf in the Northern Rocky Mountains. We
support Governor Freudenthal and the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) in their
efforts to amend the Plan, which meets both the needs of the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) and the citizens of Wyoming. We offer the following comments in support of
the Plan to delist the gray wolf and to move forward with state wolf management.

We understand and accept the final decision by Governor Freudenthal to extend the trophy game
management boundary as proposed. We believe the boundary is more than adequate for
maintaining a viable wolf population to the meet requirement of fifteen breeding pairs as
defined. While it is discouraging to know a larger number of livestock producers will experience
depredation in this designated area and they will have to prove their animals were killed by
wolves in order to receive compensation, we continue to believe the positives of delisting and
state management will outweigh the negatives.

We strongly encourage the WGFD to continue their efforts to pursue outside funding for wolf
management and compensation to producers for livestock losses due to wolves. The number of
non-Wyoming citizens and organizations who supported wolf reintroduction should financially
support the management of wolves and not rely solely on the WGFD, hunters, or livestock
producers to foot the bill.

BOARD MEMBERS
Juan Reves. Disrider 1T Jack Conson Jirries 2 W i Mickebon. Dysrrer 3B fim Bennage. Divirnce 4 M joe Thomas, [sder 5 8 David | Graban, Divric 6 8 Gese Hardv, Disirar ™
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The WDA thanks the WGFD for the opportunity to comment. We want to reiterate our support
to delist the wolves and move to state management in Wyoming and the Northern Rocky
Mountain Region. We encourage the state to continue to work with the Service in order to delist
the wolves in a timely manner and according to the requirements set forth in House Bill 213.

Sincerely,

Director

JEw

Cc:  Governor’s Planning Office
WDA Board of Agriculture
Wyoming Stock Growers Association
Wyoming Wool Growers Association
Rocky Mountain Farmers Union
Wyoming Association of Conservation Districts
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation
Wyoming State Grazing Board
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000037
To Whom It May Concern:

The Wyoming Wool Growers Association offers the following comments on the
draft Wyoming gray wolf management plan. The Wyoming Wool Growers
Association has been one of the organizations at the forefront of opposition to
introduction of non-native Canadian grey wolves into Wyoming by the federal
government since they first proposed such. In addition our members own much of
the private, and utilize a significant portion of the federal, lands in the northwestern
portion of the State directly affected by the wolf introduction program.

The WWGA also participated in the first legislative process which produced
Wyoming's first management plan. In addition we participated with other
organizations in mounting a legal challenge to the US Fish & Wildlife’s rejection of
the management plan, (a legal action termed Wyoming Wool Growers et al).. The
most recent legislation which resulted in the current proposal was adamantly opposed
by the WWGA, with such opposition rejected by both the current Wyoming
Governor and the 2007 Wyoming Legislature. Most of the issues we raised during the
2007 legislative process were largely ignored or downplayed. We believe this refusal
to consider the objections and concerns we voiced will therefore result in a flawed
plan to manage wolves for the benefit of Wyoming’s livestock industry, our wildlife
resources and our citizens. We also recognize that the Department cannot establish a
program outside of statutes, but we encourage the Department to reject the example
set by the 2007 Legislature and the current Wyoming Governor and take into account
the comments and input from those most directly affected by this proposal.

The draft document lists several references regarding livestock depredation
(beginning on page 8), but we suggest that Bjorge and Gunnson’s work in Alberta also
be included (Evaluation of Wolf Control to Reduce Cattle Predation in Alberta).
These researchers found that 419 of known predation losses were caused by wolves
and that even with wolf control programs, livestock losses were significant. Another

- ~



significant finding from this study was that of the 327 missing cattle the authors could
only find 49. The draft document discusses that the Department will pay for losses
caused by wolves in the trophy game status area, but does not discuss the details of
this reimbursement. Bjorge and Gunnson point out the significant difference
between missing livestock and confirmed losses. At a symposium on wolves
sponsored by the Wyoming Farm Bureau Foundation, information presented by the
Green River Cattlemen’s Association indicates that for every loss confirmed, there
are at least 6 unconfirmed losses. That information would be important for inclusion
in this document as well.

The draft document states “While livestock losses to wolves are minimal industry-
wide, losses to individual operators can be significant”. We believe that this is an
understatement of huge magnitude. While it is true that livestock losses to wolves
are minimal “industry-wise (ie: on a national scale), we are confident that livestock
losses, and particularly sheep losses, on a STATE-WIDE scale will be significant, no
matter whose definition of “significance” is used. The Department should prepare
itself for this, and not rely upon “public relation spin” from the federal government to
base it’s plan upon In way of example, we are aware of one sheep operator who will
now be within the “trophy game” area defined within the draft plan who experienced
wolf depredation on his herd of sheep during the summer of 2007 on US Forest
Service grazing allotments. Despite several attempts by the USDA/APHIS/Wildlife
Services to remove depredating wolves from these herds, those efforts were largely
unsuccessful. The only alternative left for this operator was to come off the forest
allotments early (thereby causing an economic burden on the rancher directly related
to wolves---an economic loss which, by the way, we will be looking to the WGFD,
once it assumes ownership of these wolves, to fully compensate producers such as this
for). Upon exit of the forest allotment, this one rancher was short 700 HEAD OF
LAMBS, due almost certainly and entirely to wolves!!! We warn the Department and
Commission that based upon the comments we find in the draft plan, it is WHOLLY
unaware, and unprepared, for the economic effects of assuming ownership and control

of these wolves from the federal government!!! In this particular instance, our
member would present the Department with a demand for compensation of
approximately $140,000.00, and this organization expects, and stands ready to take
whatever means are necessary to assure, that the Department fully pays these types of
claims for compensation!!

While W.S. 23-3-115 states that a landowner or their agent will be allowed to legally
take a wolf in the act of damaging private property, it has been our experience that in
other trophy game species that the Department manages, utilizing this same sort of
Legislative mandate, it appears that oftentimes the Department and its employees
devise and put into place a scheme to make these types of provisions almost
unworkable and in some cases, it appears that the Department intends to “set up”
landowners and their agents who are trying to protect their property so that they
place themselves into jeopardy of prosecution by the Department. This is
inexcusable, and we place the Department on notice that we will be actively



monitoring the actions of the Department and it’s personnel to assure that this type of
scenario does not take place.

In way of example, we have been made aware of a situation which arose with one of
our members this summer who was losing sheep to an unknown cause. The rancher
utilizes Wildlife Services, and one of their trappers entered the rancher’s property
early one morning to try and determine what was killing the sheep. Almost
immediately his dogs sounded an alarm, and upon investigating the trapper found a
fresh sheep kill, and a mountain lion treed by his dogs in close proximity. Confident
that he had determined the source of the rancher loss, and following protocol agreed
to between the Department and Wildlife Services, the trapper attempted to contact
the local Game Warden (who, by the way, has a reputation of animosity towards both
ranchers and anyone aiding ranchers, such as this trapper) in order to notify him that
he had found a depredating trophy game animal IN THE ACT of depredating, and
that he was going to remove it. The Game Warden did not answer the trappers call,
and after repeated attempts to contact the game Warden, with no success, the trapper
left one last voice mail telling the Warden that he did not want to let this depredating
animal go, and was going to dispatch it, which he did. Immediately following this,
the Game Warden attempted to cite the trapper because he did not talk IN PERSON
to the Warden.

This type of harassment, attitude, and behavior from Departmental personnel
towards livestock owners and their agents who are simply trying to protect their
private property is UNEXCUSABLE and will NOT be tolerated by this organization
any longer, especially as it concerns trophy game status wolves. The Department is
on record of supporting the introduction of wolves into Wyoming, has agreed with
the Legislature to accept responsibility and ownership of them in the area defined
within the draft plan, and will now have to live with the consequences of those
actions. TO THAT END, WE REQUEST THAT THE DEPARTMENT MAKE
IT CLEAR THAT ALL A LIVESTOCK OWNER, OR THEIR AGENT, HAS TO
DO IS MAKE A GOOD FAITH ATTEMPT TO NOTIFY THE DEPARTMENT
OF THEIR ACTIONS AS REGARDS THE TAKING OF WOLVES CAUGHT
IN THE ACT OF KILLING, HARRASSING OR DAMAGING LIVESTOCK,
and that no actual verbal or physical contact is required. There is no reason that a
livestock producer or their agent should have to play an endless game of “cat and
mouse” with Departmental personnel who, oftentimes, show tremendous disdain and
disrespect to ranchers who are only trying to protect their animals.

The draft plan states, “The person reporting shall present the unfrozen pelt and skull
to a Department employee during business hours for examination.” We believe that
it is unreasonable to require the person lawfully taking a wolf to have to then go to
the extreme of having to find a Departmental person to “present” the animal too.
The burden of examining the animal is upon the Department, so all the person who
has taken the animal should have to do is make a good faith attempt to notify the
Department and tell the Department where the “unfrozen pelt and skull” of the
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animal is, and it should then be the Department responsibility to go to where the
material is to examine it, NOT THE OTHER WAY AROUND!

The area which has been defined both in the legislation and in the draft plan
significantly expands the amount of land which is included in the “trophy game”
designated area. The land area in the draft plan was proposed by the federal
government, guided through the Wyoming Legislature by the current Wyoming
Governor, and foisted upon Wyoming by the 2007 Wyoming Legislature with little or
no input from the citizens in this State. The result of these actions, which this
organization considers to be disingenuous and dishonest, is that approximately
500,000 acres of private land have been condemned by the USFWS and the State of
Wyoming as wolf habitat with absolutely no compensation offered to the private land
owners whose lands have been confiscated through HB213 of the 2007 Legislative
session. This is contrary to both the U.S. and Wyoming Constitutions, yet neither
the current Wyoming Governor nor the 2007 Wyoming State legislature appeared to
have any concern over this!! We encourage the Wyoming Game & Fish Department
and Commission to NOT follow the example of the Governor and the Legislature
and instead work diligently to develop a plan responsive to the citizens of the State
and most particularly to the landowners who will be most directly affected by the
presence of the State of Wyoming’s wolves upon their private property. To this end,
the agency should consider proposing a reduced area over that contemplated in the
draft plan so that private landowners can retain the maximum amount of flexibility
possible while at the same time minimizing the almost certain negative consequences
of wolves on, or near, their property.

One of the other criteria set within the above mentioned HB213 that would precipitate
the State of Wyoming assuming management and ownership of the USFWS wolves
would be for settlement of all legal actions surrounding the wolf recovery plan. This
can be accomplished in at least 3 ways. The first would be for the federal government
to reverse their opposition to Wyoming’s first wolf management plan. The second
would be for the State of Wyoming to withdraw their legal action against the federal
government’s refusal to agree to our previous wolf management plan. The third way
would be for a legal decision in the case. We have not seen any offers coming forth
from the federal government to agree to the original Wyoming plan (and one must
ask, why would they when the current Wyoming Governor and the 2007 Wyoming
Legislature essentially hoisted a “flag of surrender” over the State Capitol to the
USFWS with the passage of HB213!!). We have also not been informed of any ruling
on this issue from the federal court. The issue of Wyoming withdrawing their legal
challenge seems to present the only other way to fulfill this criterion prior to the
February deadline. We hope that neither the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
or Commission would recommend Wyoming “roll over” in the legal challenge (as
other branches of Wyoming State Government appear intent upon doing) so the final
hurdle can be overcome before the legislation self destructs.
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The draft plan discusses population management, but gives the reader very little
information on how wolves will be managed on the Wind River Indian Reservation.
One of the major questions we have is how wolves will be considered and managed
on the WRIR. This question is not answered in the draft management document.
Given the fact that wolves will both occupy, as well as traverse, the WRIR, it is
imperative that the Department have some sort of an agreement with the Tribes on
how wolves will be managed, accounted for, and controlled once they enter and/or
leave the WRIR. A copy of the WRIR wolf management plan (if one exists) should
be included in the document. Also any MOU'’s or similar documents between the
Department and the WRIR or Fish and Wildlife should be provided in the draft so

the public can review the documents.

WS 23-1-304 was amended to say that the Department, “Shall institute and maintain
an active program of population monitoring statewide.” The legislation did not
differentiate between areas where wolves were classified as trophy and areas where
they were classified as predators. The legislation also did not indicate that wolves
should not be monitored on the WRIR by the Department. The draft plan appears to
be establishing areas of the State with different monitoring criteria which conflicts
with the amended language of the statutes. This needs to be rectified by the
Department.

The draft also discusses the possibility of utilizing different procedures for wolf
population monitoring. Unfortunately language adopted in the 2007 session clearly
spells out what criteria the Department must use in order to determine breeding pairs.
The language was not permissive and cannot be read to allow for a different
procedure.

The draft states that in areas of the state where wolves are considered predators,
anyone who takes a wolf will be required to notify the Department within 10 days of
that action. Furthermore, the Department will require that the unfrozen skull and
pelt be presented to a department employee. We cannot find anything in the statutes
to authorize the Department to make this request. It is indicated that this is required
to help the Department in management of wolves, but there is no indication what is
needed or if the same information can be obtained in a different fashion. The draft
also is silent on the penalties that will be levied should a citizen not comply with this
requirement. No provision is made for any alternatives nor is there an adequate
explanation for this requirement. It is doubtful that statutes even give the
Department the authority to require citizens to comply.

The draft on page 17 indicates the Department is committed to create areas of safe
passage for wildlife across highways, railroad lines, and through areas of intense
human development. The exact meaning of this commitment is not clear. The draft
is silent on what private landowners will or may be required to do in order to allow
the Department to fulfill this promise.
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On page 18 of the draft, the discussion on wolf distribution reiterates the reason
wolves were introduced in the area in the beginning. There is discussion regarding
the “large tracts of public lands” but nothing is mentioned about the “large tracts of
private land” which the draft puts into the trophy game area. The reduced flexibility

of this designation will have impacts on landowners.

On page 18 of the draft, it indicates that the Department will not recommend any land
use restrictions within Wyoming based solely on the presence of wolves. We fully
and strongly support this action, but are concerned about the “solely” qualifier. The
final should remove that qualifier.

On page 21 of the draft, one of the management options listed is relocation. When
landowners in the western part of the State had wolves moving onto their lambing
grounds, these landowners requested that the wolves be relocated. The Fish &
Wildlife Service refused this request because relocation was an ineffective
management technique. The final should not consider relocation given the F&W
Services past experience with that management technique.

The draft also indicates that the Department “could” issue a permit to property
owners in the case of livestock depredations. The amendments to 23-1-304 state that
the Department shall issue take permits as long as there are adequate wolves to
maintain 7 breeding pairs outside the national parks.

On pages 20-28, the Department, in carefully worded rhetoric, skirts around the issue
of impacts of wolves to the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd. We question why the
Department does not fully disclose the total population numbers of the Northern
Yellowstone Elk Herd pre- , and post-, wolf introduction? The public has a right to
know fully the effects of the Clinton/Gore/Babbitt debacle that was foisted upon the
citizens of Wyoming, and the Department SHOULD NOT be a party to helping to

downplay or cover-up those disastrous effects!!

We feel there needs to be more discussion in the plan which fully analyzes potential
costs to the State. The proposal does not provide much in the way of economic
information which can be analyzed. We are aware of public testimony from the
Director indicating somewhere in the neighborhood of $2 million per year for
adequate management, but the public should have “full disclosure” of what they are
being asked to accept. The consequences of the State accepting another “unfunded
mandate” should be carefully weighed before a final commitment is made by this
agency to take over the management of wolves. The draft merely mentions that
“supplemental funding will be sought” but there is no discussion on what happens
when “supplemental funding” does not occur. Given the magnitude of the potential
cost, some discussion on how the Department will manage with reduced or no
supplemental funding should be included in this document.

The final statement on page 32 that the Department is determined to keep economic
losses from a recovered wolf population to a minimum is very welcome.
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Finally, the plan is completely silent on the issue of livestock guarding animals and
the losses to such by wolves. This organization has estimated that an experienced,
fully functional livestock guard dog is worth approximately $5,000. Most sheep
ranchers which utilize these animals have between 2-6 per herd of sheep. Ranchers
have already seen entire units of livestock guarding animals wiped out in a single
night by wolves, which is a tremendous economic burden on these family ranchers.
The Department should expect, and be required, to compensate these ranchers for
these types of losses when they occur, and we request that this be set out in the final

plan.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

(NOTE: the Wyoming Wool Growers Association was provided a copy of the
Wyoming Farm Bureau’s comments on the proposed plan, which we found to be
excellent and some of which we have incorporated into our comments, with our
thanks to Ken Hamilton and the Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation).
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- Wolf Comments -
Wyoming Game and Fis
5400 Bishop Blvd.

Cheyenne, WY 82006

\Department ~ “Sent Via Pacsiteile 7174648

: * COMMENTS OF THE SUBLETTE COUNTY, WYOMING COMMSSI SSIONERSON:*
- WYOMINGSREVISED WOLF MANAGEMENT PLAN

- Sublette County, Wyoming is located in Westetn Wyoming approximately seventy - - ER
(70) miles south of Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Patk. Itishometo 6,654 = - L2
citizens according to the 2004 census. The Sublette County Commissioners havea . R

- significant interest in ensuring that wolves are propetly managed o limit impacts to livestock =+

- We have reviewed Wyoming’s Revised Wolf Management Plan proposedby, ... .
the Wyoming Game & Fish Department ("“WGF”) to rhanage wolves once they e e e o
delisted by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service ("FWS”) that was published by, - "
WGF on September 10, 2007. We were pleased to tead that one of the WGF goalsis -~ .~
to minimize wolf/human conflicts and that the plan is based on a dual chassification.

system of wolves. Sublette County contains areas classified as both predatsry and.

- wophy-game in the exparided honndary dwmnde&bytchSFWS &

Thete is no question that the gray wolf (Canis lupus) should be' disted The . o
reintroduction of the gray wolf in the Notthern Rocky Mounitains has béen wildly saccessfd:
The FWS recovery goals in the northern Rocky Mountaing were 30 bzeeding pairs and 306

 individual wolves distributed among Montana, Idabo and Wyoming. The 2006 inwermory. <
indicates that there are cutréntly 86 breeding s pairs and 1,300 individual wolves it
Unfortunately, Wyoming has conceded to the USFWS on oriyinal expectatiotis
‘boundsty issues, population nunibers -and the defiaition ofbmdingpmlf the ol
proceeds with delisting, it makes senss to have the WGF ﬂwmgedemey wing.
Howerver, such management responsibilities sﬁozﬂdbnly‘beassmhed"ifﬂxefoﬂowiagg: SR

conditions are met,
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The draftmanagemmtplan contmptams m«:oor&ammwﬂ:i’% 0
monitor wolf populations in Wyoming. To the extent thie cutrent nicthods atic
wolf populations in Wyoming, we urge the WGF to be actively involved in asses
whether cutrent monitoring methods accurately estimate such populations and to mprova S
monitoring techniques. ‘The use of helicopters within wildéness areas needs to be. cmfe]ly RRa
reviewed, but should be used wherever possible. We believe the public can be efféc SRR
used by WGF in improvitg momtonng of wolf populativns, - We: e-ucsom'age the W’GF 1:0 o

~ establisha specific plan to betrer assess: existing wolfpopalamns Ttis o ,; : '
accurate monitoring that WGF will be able to eﬁ'emvvel‘y mamge thc plodin
populat-on in Wyoming, - ' C

The draft managmnent plan allom Eorumegu]ated take ity those areas desigra ed as
predator, but requites reporting of such take. These requitements do not seem co
wﬂxmumeguktedtakeandshmldbemnnm:zedforhﬂéwma Inon&e:rtomak_'”
requirements the least onerous as possible; the WGF should establish a centeal  comact 0

submit such information, similar to the way WGF handles Grizzly Bearissues. The - .
landownet shoukd not have to deal swith government buteaucracy in feporting untegulited - R
takes, but instead the process should be strcamhned o cause the least amount of bw:dcn to Sl

‘ }andowners - SR

scvcnbrcedmgpan:s wwideﬂ:eNaumzalP‘a:ks We&ncoutageWGFm teparation of
regulations to ipletneat .. 23-1-101(a), that pesmits for public take in the'wophy game
areabeaggxessrvemhnuhngpopulauon growth beyond thatwluchxs requed by dleFWS

Wc wete pleased to see that the WGF Wants to deal wrth WOIf;:_” €5 c-gonflice

“prompt, appropriate manner”. The draft fnanageme p&an co miplates & coopetat

relationship with USDA/WS. Thar coopetative relitioriship shouk tvot samp?ysu' '

WGF fot the FWS. We encourage the WGF to establish management actions separate Erqm RN

histotic management between FWS and USDA /WS, shich sometimes were delagedor R
- inadequate to deal with misance wolves. The WGF should not shy away frein k‘ﬂmlcommi‘ﬁ o
“methods simply because the FWS has.done so mthcpast. The hndowner shouldbe

protected to the maximum extent.
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 WGF must &«';»,_a- bctter
populations on wildlife. In
been underestimated in the

populations impact displcement of elk onto private propetty, causing

livestock which can resulr.in another set of issues for livestock producers
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'andﬁmdmg We urge the WGF to include 25 man
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onich

The WGF cannot make any mote concesmons to ﬂ;e FWS on how Woéves wﬂi be [ o

......

C on -many inpottant issues, such as population mor

many specifics 4 tbeFmaIPianaspﬁsf_‘
astoprowdeasokd&mneworkforﬁxmrcwolf R

mamgenmt o Wyommg

, The Subkttc County Cormnission appreciates tb:s opporm;my 0 commﬁﬂt On, | : i
the Revised Wolf Mmmgement Plan. Thank you for your conmdetmon L

Smce.tcly,




