




























From: Linda Saunders
To: SEPADesk2 (DFW); 
Subject: Comments of WDFW Draft Wolf Conservation and Management Plan and DEIS
Date: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 3:22:04 PM
Attachments: WDFW wolf conservation and management plan 1209.doc 

I have attached comments on the WDFW Draft Wolf Conservation and Management Plan and DEIS for 
your consideration.  I also mailed a hard copy.  Thanks again, Linda

mailto:LSaunders@Wolfhaven.org
mailto:/O=WA.GOV/OU=DFW/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=55271040-A8B6BFA0-883DB85A-BF940B92

January 5, 2010


Responsible Official: Teresa A. Eturaspe


SEPA/NEPA Coordinator


600 Capitol Way North


Olympia, Washington  98501-1091


Re: Wolf Haven International Comments on the


DEIS and Draft Wolf Conservation and Management Plan for Washington


Wolf Haven International is a non-profit wolf conservation organization located in Tenino, Washington.  We work for the conservation of wolves across the United States but naturally have taken particular interest in wolf conservation in our home state of  Washington.  


Washington should be commended for taking a proactive stance of developing a wolf management plan prior to attaining an established wolf population in the state. Not having a management plan will not stop the wolves from coming and the wolves are already naturally recolonizing suitable habitat in our state. As evidenced by other states attempting the same task, developing a management plan can be a long and sometimes painful process. Implementation of a state management and conservation plan is a vital step leading to state, rather than federal, control of local wolf populations.  Washington citizens will have a much greater influence over wolf management if decisions are made at a state level.


The preferred alternative (Draft Plan) discussed in the DEIS was developed by a well-rounded group of stakeholders, including John Blankenship, the Executive Director for Wolf Haven International.  Wolf Haven appreciates the collaborative approach pursued by the Wolf Working Group. Clearly, there are strong opinions on both sides of the issue, but a practical, science-based approach will garner the most support from the greatest number of Washington citizens in the larger scheme of things.


With this in mind, there are several issues discussed in the proposed Draft Plan that we believe could be strengthened to produce the most scientifically credible, successful wolf management plan for Washington.


Recovery  Objectives for Viable Wolf Population in Washington


We believe that the number of breeding pairs described in all alternatives necessary for down-listing and eventual de-listing wolves within Washington is too low, particularly since the plan relies on natural migration from areas outside the state for recovery.  Washington is bordered by the Pacific Ocean and Oregon, in addition to British Columbia and Idaho. While British Columbia and Idaho may be able to contribute wolves to the recovery in Washington, Oregon has a very limited population that is unlikely to contribute a large number of individuals or breeding pairs. Furthermore, in Idaho hunting of wolves is now permitted, which will further reduce the number of wolves available to enhance any wolf population in Washington. Unlike British Columbia, Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming which all have large populations of wolves that have the ability to move from state to state, Washington is dependent on wolves coming from just two of these states to form the entire viable population. 


It is critical that conservation and recovery objectives for downlisting and delisting a species be set at sufficient numbers of individuals and levels of geographic distribution to ensure that a permanently viable population is reestablished.  The best available science on the subject of wolf population viability varies, but suggests that numbers of breeding pairs much larger than current recovery goals proposed in the Draft Plan would be necessary and would enhance the chance of long-term wolf population viability in Washington.  The plan's proposed recovery numbers are inconsistent with USFWS’s recommendations – scientific experts concluded that viability would be “enhanced by higher (500 or more wolves) rather than lower population levels (300) and longer (more than 3 years) rather than shorter (3 years) demonstrated time frames . . . the higher its probability of population viability will be.” The numbers in the Draft Plan are not based on scientific studies.


We believe that currently, the number of wolves necessary for ensuring the recovery of Washington’s wolf population is difficult to determine since we lack information for Washington on wolf population dynamics, pack densities, predator-prey relationships, immigration rates, and other relevant biological factors for the state.  Even though this information is available for other states which have wolf packs, the difficultly lies in the translation to Washington’s unique habitats, prey species and availability, and human densities. Therefore, until better information specific to Washington’s wolf landscape is available, wolf recovery objectives should be higher than currently reflected in the Draft Plan, and should be high enough to ensure a healthy, viable population of wolves, not minimum levels. 


Recovery objectives also have a geographic component as described in the Draft Plan.  The Draft Plan identifies three recovery regions that need to have two successful breeding pairs of wolves to meet distribution requirements before downlisting wolves from endangered to threatened.  We support having a fourth recovery region, the Pacific Coast region, with separate recovery objectives, due to the presence of high quality wolf habitat on the Olympic Peninsula.  We recognize that having wolves on the Olympic Peninsula will likely require intensive management of the wolf population due to potential conflicts due to the close juxtaposition of humans, wolf prey and ultimately wolves.  Even so, we believe that there is high quality wolf habitat as was described in a 1999 feasibility study, and we support having separate recovery objectives for this region to increase the options for wolf conservation and recovery within our state.

Lethal Kill Provisions


The four alternatives proposed in the DEIS vary in their thresholds for the use of lethal control of wolves that conflict with livestock and domestic dogs.  The Draft Plan allows for lethal take of wolves “caught in the act of attacking livestock” by all livestock owners, including family members and authorized employees, on private land they own or lease once the wolves are downlisted from endangered to threatened status.  If recovery objectives remain as described in the Draft Plan, this means that once there are are six breeding pairs of wolves distributed in three geographic regions in the state that up to two wolves could be killed using this provision.  We believe that the provision should be eliminated and that wolves qualifying as threatened need full protection during the early phases of wolf recovery in Washington. We believe that the early stages of wolf recovery in Washington are critical to achieving long-term viability, and that use of this provision could seriously hamper recovery efforts.  Given that poaching of at least two wolves has already occurred within Washington, we do not feel that this liberal approach is appropriate.  Rather, we would like to see emphasis in the Draft Plan on the use of non-lethal deterrent methods and a fair compensation package for livestock owners who suffer losses to wolves during this phase of wolf recovery.  We believe that a fair compensation package includes compensation of 100% fair market value, and no more, for any livestock deaths confirmed to be caused by wolves. 

Lethal take of wolves by private citizens on private lands in the act of attacking domestic dogs is allowed under the Draft Plan once wolves reach sensitive status.  We believe that this provision is also too liberal for a species that is in the early stages of recovery, and that such lethal take should only be allowed by private citizens on public and private land once wolves are delisted in Washington.


Translocation


Wolf Haven International supports the translocation of wolves within Washington from areas with healthy wolf populations to another area to establish a new population to speed up the recovery process (and ultimately the delisting of wolves in the state).  We believe that the Draft Plan should provide a schedule of funding for translocation, and that the WDFW prepare a feasibility assessment for translocating wolves into recovery areas where recovery objectives have not been met within the first year of Plan implementation.  This will allow initiation of the necessary SEPA/NEPA processes for translocation and prevent possible delays in utilizing this tool to further recovery.


Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into this extremely important process which we all hope will lead to the best possible Management and Conservation Plan for wolves here in Washington.


Linda Saunders


Director of Conservation


Wolf Haven International


.
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pdf 
N3C Comment on WDFW Wolf Conservation Plan - December 2009.doc 

Please see attached a comment letter and attachment associated with the DEIS for the 
Washington State Wolf Conservation and Management Plan.  I have also forwarded this 
comment letter and attachment to WDFW via postal mail.
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3. WOLF CONSERVATION  
  


The conservation chapter of a recovery plan identifies strategies needed to reestablish a naturally 
reproducing and viable population of an endangered species distributed in a significant portion of 
the species’ former range in Washington. WAC 232.12.297 (Endangered, threatened, and sensitive 
wildlife species classification; Appendix A) defines the process by which “listing, management, 
recovery, and delisting of species can be achieved.” The process requires the preparation of a 
recovery plan for species listed as endangered or threatened. When adequate scientific information is 
available, recovery plans include target population objectives, criteria for reclassification, and an 
implementation plan for reaching population objectives. When adequate scientific information is not 
available, recovery plans must lay out a strategy for obtaining, evaluating, and utilizing the scientific 
information that is needed to set population objectives, develop criteria for reclassification, and 
specify an implementation plan for reaching population objectives.  Given the lack of adequate 
scientific information on wolves in Washington State, this chapter of the recovery plan focuses on 
the information that is needed to develop a scientifically-based plan.  
 
Section A of this chapter provides the currently available scientific information for conservation 
planning and genetic/population viability analysis as related to the reestablishment of sustainable 
wolf populations.  Section B identifies four recovery regions in the state and indicates intervening 
areas where connectivity may become an issue.  Section C establishes breeding pairs as the 
appropriate unit of measurement for wolf population viability in Washington State.  Section D 
identifies scientific information that is needed to set population objectives for wolves in Washington 
State as a whole and in individual recovery areas within the state.  Section D also outlines scientific 
information that is needed to assess the connectivity between these defined recovery areas and to 
determine the wolf carrying capacity of each recovery area. Section E describes important 
conservation tools that will be needed to achieve recovery and delisting in Washington State.  
 
A. Scientific Basis for Conservation Planning  
  
Genetic Diversity  
 
An underlying tenet of endangered species recovery is that populations need to be functionally 
connected so that genetic material can be exchanged. In isolation, no population of wolves is 
expected to maintain its genetic viability (Fritts and Carbyn 1995, vonHoldt et al. 2008). Loss of 
genetic variation can pose a conservation threat to wolves by causing decreased reproductive rates, 
reduced disease resistance, and other problems. These can, in turn, hinder the long-term recovery of 
populations regardless of other factors such as habitat and prey availability. Inbreeding depression 
has been suggested as the cause of reproductive problems (e.g., reduced sperm quality, decreased 
litter size, reduced pup survival) and other problems (congenital backbone deformities) noted in 
several small wolf populations (Wayne and Vilà 2003, Liberg et al. 2005, Asa et al. 2007, Fredrickson 
et al. 2007, Räikkönen et al. 2009). Nevertheless, many existing wolf populations have persisted for 
decades or centuries with low genetic diversity (Fritts and Carbyn 1995, Boitani 2003). As a result, 
wolf populations are broadly considered to be more threatened by issues relating to excessive 
human-caused mortality than by genetic concerns (Boitani 2003).   
 
Although wolves display a number of behaviors that help them avoid inbreeding (Chapter 2, Section 
C), isolated populations that remain small in size and range can experience reductions in genetic 
diversity because members have few opportunities for mating with unrelated individuals. Wolf 
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populations feature effective population sizes (i.e., the average number of individuals in a population 
that breed and successfully pass their genes to succeeding generations; Ne) that are much smaller 
than the total size of populations (Nc) (Aspi et al. 2006). This means that retaining adequate 
numbers of successfully breeding adults is particularly important in preserving the long-term genetic 
viability of wolf populations.  
 
Analyses by vonHoldt et al. (2008) suggested that isolated populations maintaining at least 10 
breeding pairs and at least 100 wolves will lose genetic variation and become inbred over the long 
term. Bensch et al. (2006) reported that an isolated wolf population in Scandinavia that grew from a 
founding breeding pair and one subsequent immigrant to about 140 wolves during a 21-year period 
lost genetic diversity at a rate of 2% per generation (i.e., about every 4 years). Other small wolf 
populations also possess reduced levels of genetic variability (Peterson et al. 1998, Wayne and Vilà 
2003, Fredrickson et al. 2007). Based on the genetic traits of wolves at Yellowstone National Park, 
vonHoldt et al. (2008) predicted that without immigration, inbreeding depression would cause the 
park’s population of about 170 animals to experience an increase in pup mortality from an average 
of 23 to 40% within 60 years.  
 
To preserve the genetic health of isolated wolf populations, vonHoldt et al. (2008) suggested that 
conservation efforts should discourage actions that interfere with pack formation and retention. For 
example, intense control actions that result in the frequent removal of breeding pairs or severe 
disruption of pack stability may lead to high breeder turnover and the possibility of reduced genetic 
exchange through fewer mating choices with unrelated individuals. Genetic concerns in wolf 
populations can be alleviated by management actions such as increased protection, restoration of 
habitat, and augmentation of populations through translocation (vonHoldt et al. 2008, Kojola et al. 
2009, USFWS 2009). The addition of even a single breeding immigrant can dramatically increase the 
genetic variability of isolated populations (Vilà et al. 2003). Translocations reestablishing new 
populations should emphasize adequate numbers of founders so that these populations start with 
significant genetic diversity.   
 
Current wolf populations in the northern Rocky Mountain States are characterized by high levels of 
genetic variability (Forbes and Boyd 1996, 1997, vonHoldt et al. 2008), meaning that wolves arriving 
in Washington from this source should possess adequate genetic diversity. Intermixing with 
individuals descended from British Columbia populations will likely contribute additional diversity 
to the Washington population. 
  
Distribution 
 
One of the criteria for removing a species from state listed status in Washington is that it must 
occupy a significant portion of its original geographic range. A “significant portion of the species’ 
historical range” is defined under WAC 232-12-297, section 2.9, as that portion of a species’ range 
likely to be essential to the long-term survival of the population in Washington.   
 
Historically, wolf distribution in Washington included much of the state. During the 70 or so years 
that wolves have been essentially absent from Washington, humans have significantly altered the 
landscape throughout the state. Habitat once occupied by wolves has been reduced by development 
and land conversion, with many areas now existing as fragments rather than as large contiguous 
blocks. Road densities have increased dramatically and the human population has grown to more 
than six million people.  
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Although these changes have reduced the amount of habitat now available to wolves, large areas of 
Washington continue to have low human densities and are potentially suitable for the species. As a 
habitat generalist, wolves are capable of living in a variety of ecosystems having adequate prey and 
sufficient human tolerance. Based on data from Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, researchers have 
found that suitable wolf habitat and probability of occupancy are best defined by the extent of 
public lands with mountainous forested landscapes and abundant year-round natural prey (especially 
elk), low road densities, reduced presence of sheep and other livestock, low agricultural use, and low 
human densities (Carroll et al. 2003, 2006, Oakleaf et al. 2006, USFWS 2009). Wolves are expected 
to persist in habitats with similar characteristics in Washington. Areas with abundant deer, elk, and 
moose, reduced livestock use, and few potential human conflicts offer the best chance for recovery 
success. These locations include national forests, national parks, wilderness areas, national recreation 
areas, designated roadless areas on public lands, and areas with low densities of open roads. In some 
areas, wolves are expected to follow their prey to lower elevations during the winter.  
 
Four recent modeling studies have identified sizeable portions of Washington as being potentially 
suitable habitat for wolves. These models are most useful for understanding the relative proportions 
and distributions of various habitat characteristics related to wolf survival rather than as absolute 
predictors of areas that will be occupied by wolves (USFWS 2008a). B. Maletzky (unpubl. data) used 
the parameters (i.e., prey density, forest cover, human density, and sheep allotments) of Oakleaf et 
al. (2006) and determined that potential suitable habitat occurs in many parts of the state excluding 
the Columbia Basin and most Puget Trough lowlands (Figure 4). Larsen and Ripple (2006) obtained 
similar results using prey density and the extent of human presence, forest cover, and public lands as 
parameters, but projected more suitable habitat in the North Cascades (Figure 5). Carroll et al. 
(2006) mapped much of western and northeastern Washington as being suitable habitat based on 
vegetation type (used as a measure of prey abundance) and terrain (Figure 6). Lastly, Carroll’s (2007, 
unpubl. data) model predicted wolf distribution and demography in Washington, as derived from (1) 
GIS data for vegetative productivity; (2) GIS data for road density and type together with human 
population density and distribution, which were used as a measure of wolf mortality (livestock 
density was not incorporated); and (3) data on habitat linkages with neighboring states and British 
Columbia. This work identified areas of potential wolf habitat similar to those indicated by the other 
studies, including the Cascades, northeastern Washington, the Olympic Peninsula, and the Blue 
Mountains (Figure 7). However, most of the habitat within these areas, especially in the North 
Cascades and northeastern Washington, was considered to be lesser quality “sink” habitat, where 
resident wolf populations would have difficulty persisting without ongoing immigration from 
neighboring “source” populations. Sink habitat is nonetheless considered vital in enhancing regional 
population viability by facilitating dispersal between source populations. Sink habitats are defined as 
lesser quality areas where resident populations (sink populations) have difficulty sustaining 
themselves without continual immigration. In comparison, source habitats are higher quality habitats 
that support growing populations (source populations) and produce dispersing young. Source 
habitats therefore play a pivotal role in sustaining viable populations.  
 
Model predictions (Carroll et al. 2003, 2006, Larsen and Ripple 2006, Oakleaf et al. 2006, Carroll 
2007, unpubl. data; B. Maletzky, unpubl. data) and observations from Idaho, Montana, and 
Wyoming during the past 20 years (Bangs et al. 2004, USFWS et al. 2009) indicate that non-forested 
rangeland and croplands associated with intensive agricultural use are not suitable habitats for 
wolves. This unsuitability is due to high rates of wolf mortality, high densities of livestock compared 
to wild ungulates, chronic conflict with livestock and pets, local cultural intolerance of large 
predators, and wolf behavioral characteristics that make them vulnerable to human-caused mortality 
in open landscapes (USFWS 2008a). Consequently, although a few wolves could potentially occupy 
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the Columbia Basin, the likelihood of them persisting and establishing a viable breeding population 
is low. Lowland areas of the Puget Trough are similarly not expected to support wolves because of 
the high human densities, lack of available prey, and reduced forest cover found there.  
 
It is not possible at this time to predict the eventual distribution of wolves in Washington or the 
carrying capacity of landscapes to support them. However, future radio-tracking of a suitable 
number of wolves reoccupying the state will make it possible to measure a variety of important 
biological parameters, including habitat selection and territory sizes. This information can be used to 
estimate carrying capacity and will help establish a range of wolf numbers that different regions of 
Washington may be able to support based on prey abundance and distribution, human population 
densities, livestock allotments, and extent of forested habitat.   


 
Figure 4. Estimated suitable wolf habitat in Washington (gray shading), where suitability is defined 
by those lands that equal or exceed a 50% probability of occurrence as predicted by Oakleaf et al. 
(2006). Analyses were conducted by B. Maletzky. 
 







Additional Science Alternative 


 
 


Figure 5. Estimated suitable wolf habitat in Washington (dark gray shading), where suitability is 
defined by those lands that equal or exceed a 50% probability of occurrence as predicted by Larsen 
and Ripple (2006).  
 
 


 
 


Figure 6. Estimated suitable wolf habitat in Washington (gray shading), as illustrated in Carroll et al. 
(2006).  
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Figure 7. Potential wolf distribution and demography in Washington and surrounding areas, as 
predicted by Carroll (2007). Areas with predicted population growth rates (lambda, J) of less than 
1.0 (shown in shades of red to black) are characterized by negative growth and are considered “sink” 
habitats, whereas those with predicted growth rates of more than 1.0 (shown in shades of green) 
show positive growth and are considered “source habitats.” Areas with a predicted probability of 
occupancy of less than 25% are shown as “low occupancy”. 
 
Landscape Connectivity and Dispersal 
  
Some landscape features allow easy passage by wildlife species, whereas others such as unsuitable 
natural habitats, rugged topography, human development, and major highways may act as barriers 
that constrain, prevent, or redirect movements (Singleton et al. 2002). Landscape features can 
therefore influence: (1) levels of gene flow among populations; (2) rates of dispersal to unoccupied 
areas with suitable habitat, which can affect the establishment of new populations; and (3) rates of 
immigration into existing populations, which can affect the viability of populations, especially those 
with low survival or productivity and those occupying fragmented habitats.  
 
Wolves are capable of dispersing long distances rapidly through a variety of habitats and select mates 
to maximize genetic diversity (USFWS 2008a). Nevertheless, maintaining connectivity between 
blocks of potentially suitable habitat is important to wolf conservation in Washington because of the 
fragmented condition of habitats in the state. Managing landscape permeability for the benefit of 
wolves will speed recolonization and progress toward recovery goals and will reduce the need for 
costly translocation efforts. 
  
Singleton et al. (2002) analyzed landscape permeability for wolves in Washington and adjoining areas 
of Idaho and British Columbia (the Blue Mountains and Oregon were excluded). They reported that 
landscapes in the Cascades, north-central and northeastern Washington, and parts of the interior 
lowlands of British Columbia were broadly conducive for travel by wolves. However, five zones 
within the region were identified as impediments to movement, with the upper Columbia (Lake 
Roosevelt)-Pend Oreille valleys being the least permeable of these, followed by Snoqualmie Pass, 
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Stevens Pass-Lake Chelan, the Fraser-Coquihalla region of British Columbia, and the Okanogan 
Valley. These zones generally represent developed valley bottoms with discontinuous forest cover, 
sizeable human populations, and high road densities, or reservoirs. Singleton et al. (2002) also 
showed a broad band of south-central British Columbia extending north from a line between about 
Osoyoos and Grand Forks as being of lower permeability for wolves, meaning that wolves 
attempting to move between eastern Washington and the Washington Cascades could find better 
travel conditions in the northern tier of Washington than in a sizeable portion of southernmost 
British Columbia.  
 
Singleton et al.’s (2002) conclusions are generally supported by the work of others who have 
modeled potential wolf habitat in Washington (Carroll et al. 2006, Larsen and Ripple 2006; Carroll 
2007, unpubl. data; B. Maletzky, unpubl. data). These studies variously showed the Okanogan, upper 
Columbia, and Pend Oreille valleys, Snoqualmie Pass, and high elevation areas of the North 
Cascades as being potential gaps in the distribution of wolves in eastern Washington (Figures 4-7) 
that would have to be crossed by individuals dispersing between major blocks of suitable habitat. 
Two additional areas, the I-5 corridor through Lewis and Cowlitz counties and the Chehalis River 
valley through Grays Harbor County, represent potential barriers to dispersal in western 
Washington. In contrast to Singleton et al. (2002), Carroll’s (2007, unpubl. data) results suggested 
that southernmost British Columbia may hold better dispersal habitat (as indicated by the presence 
of “source” habitat) for wolves than northern Washington (Figure 7).   
 
Maintaining cross-border habitat linkages between Washington and Idaho, British Columbia, and 
Oregon is vital to the reestablishment and long-term viability of a wolf population in Washington 
(Carroll 2007). Proximity to wolf populations in Idaho and Montana, which numbered a combined 
1,343 animals in 2008 (USFWS et al. 2009), and good habitat connectivity along the northeastern 
Washington-northwestern Idaho border (Singleton et al. 2002; Carroll et al. 2006; Oakleaf et al. 
2006; Carroll 2007, unpubl. data) provides a high probability that dispersing wolves will periodically 
enter Washington as long as this source population remains large. Cross-boundary habitat linkages 
also exist with British Columbia and Oregon and will benefit wolf recolonization in Washington.  
 
However, the wolf populations in Idaho and British Columbia may not contribute substantially to 
overall recovery of wolves in Washington.  Barriers between Northeast Washington and the North 
Cascades (i.e., Okanogan, upper Columbia, and Pend Oreille valleys) may prevent wolves from 
Idaho colonizing Western Washington.  Barriers between the North Cascades of British Columbia, 
where only a very small wolf population survives, and central and coastal British Columbia may limit 
recolonization from larger British Columbia wolf populations.  The very low wolf population in 
Oregon is unlikely to contribute substantially, if at all, to recolonization of wolves in Washington. 
 
Further, both of these jurisdictions currently have much smaller wolf populations in areas bordering 
Washington and therefore will likely be the source of fewer animals entering the state. Current 
management programs that significantly reduce wolf numbers in Idaho and Montana through 
regulated public hunting or other large-scale control actions will likely reduce rates of dispersal into 
Washington. Such activities will create vacancies within existing packs as well as areas of suitable 
habitat devoid of resident wolf packs, which will probably intercept some dispersing wolves before 
they travel to more distant areas such as Washington. Over time, better knowledge of dispersal and 
immigration rates into Washington will emerge. Establishment of a source population of wolves 
within Washington will reduce the dependence on dispersal from outside the state. 
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Comparisons between the Northern Rocky Mountain States and Washington for Wolves  
 
During scientific peer review of this plan, several knowledgeable experts on wolves in the northern 
Rocky Mountain States commented that wolf restoration in Washington may resemble that which 
occurred in northwestern Montana from 1979 until well into the 1990s. In contrast to central Idaho 
and the greater Yellowstone area, both northwestern Montana and Washington lack large core 
refugia of secure habitat with large numbers of overwintering wild prey and few livestock (USFWS 
2009). Instead, northwestern Montana and Washington feature much more fragmented habitat and a 
mix of public and private ownership; northwestern Montana also has large holdings of livestock, a 
natural prey base comprised mainly of deer, and less overall public support for wolf recovery.  
Because of this combination of characteristics, the wolf population in northwestern Montana grew 
relatively slowly in numbers and distribution (Bangs et al. 1998). After the first two wolves were 
recorded in 1979, the first documented breeding pair did not occur until 1986 and the region did not 
attain six successful breeding pairs until 1995. Wolf numbers were dampened during this period by 
wolf-livestock conflicts resulting in significant lethal control, deaths from cars and trains, illegal 
human-caused mortality, declining ungulate density due to severe winter weather, disease, and an 
apparently slow rate of immigration from nearby areas of Alberta and British Columbia, where 
management appeared to be aggressive enough that fewer wolves than expected dispersed into 
Montana (Bangs et al. 1998, Sime et al. 2007; C. Sime, pers. comm.).  
 
Additionally, Glacier National Park and large adjoining wilderness areas to the south failed to 
function as core secure habitat for wolves because their high elevations and harsh winters do not 
allow significant numbers of ungulates to overwinter (D. Smith, pers. comm.). Wolves in 
northwestern Montana had among the lowest average pack sizes and population growth rates in the 
northern Rocky Mountain states through 2005 (Mitchell et al. 2008). Despite these troubles, the 
population showed stronger growth during the 1990s and 2000s, with immigration from central 
Idaho helping supplement the population after about 2002. Because of the proportionally greater 
level of conflicts with humans, management of wolves in northwestern Montana has required 
greater agency intervention and cost than wolf restoration efforts in the greater Yellowstone area, 
central Idaho, and the Great Lakes states (E. Bangs, pers. comm.).  
 
Overall Wolf Population Viability  
  
Conservation/recovery objectives for downlisting and delisting a species need to be set at sufficient 
numbers of individuals and levels of geographic distribution to ensure that a permanently viable 
population is reestablished. For the purposes of this document, a “viable” population is one that is 
able to sustain its size, distribution, and genetic variation in the long term without significant 
intervention requiring human conservation actions. Such populations must also be able to withstand 
fluctuations in abundance and recruitment associated with variation in food supplies, predation, 
disease, and habitat quality. Long-term persistence of a wolf population in Washington will depend 
on other factors, including proximity and connectivity to source populations (outside and potentially 
within the state), competing carnivore populations, the extent of conflicts with livestock production, 
and overall social tolerance by people. 
 
MVP (minimum viable population) analyses that take into account genetics suggest MVPs much 
larger than current recovery goals in the Northern Rocky Mountains (Franklin 1980). Rules of 
thumb include the rule that a Ne (genetically-effective population size) of 50 (or about 500 individual 
wolves) prevents unacceptable inbreeding and short-term loss of viability, while a Ne of 500 (or 
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about 5000 individual wolves) ensures overall long-term genetic variability (Carroll unpubl.). Reed et 
al. (2004) estimated a genetic MVP for wolves as 6332 individuals. 
 
However, the number of individuals needed to maintain the long-term viability of wolf populations 
is widely debated. In 1994, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s assessment of a self-sustaining 
population of wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountains concluded that “Thirty or more breeding pairs 


comprising some 300+ wolves in a metapopulation (a population that exists as partially isolated sets of 
subpopulations) with genetic exchange between subpopulations should have a high probability of long-term persistence 
because such a population would contain enough individuals in successfully reproducing packs distributed over distinct 
but somewhat connected large areas to be viable for the long-term (USFWS 1994). A population at or above this size 
would contain at least 30 successfully reproducing packs and ample individuals to ensure long-term population 
viability. In addition, the metapopulation configuration and distribution throughout secure suitable habitat would 
ensure that each core recovery area would include a recovered population distributed over a large enough area to provide 
resilience to natural or human-caused events that may temporarily affect one core recovery area. No wolf population of 
this size and distribution has gone extinct in recent history unless it was deliberately eradicated by humans (Boitani 
2003)” (USFWS 2008a).  
 
The USFWS (1987) goal for wolf conservation in the Northern Rocky Mountains is problematic for 
several reasons (Carroll unpubl.). The total population goal of 300, or a Ne of about 30, is far below 
minimum viable populations in the thousands suggested by genetic studies (Reed et al. 2004, Traill et 
al. 2007). In justifying the 1987 recovery goal, Fritts and Carbyn (1995) assert that genetically-based 
MVPs in the thousands have limited relevance to wolf recovery, because smaller populations (e.g., 
Isle Royale) are extant, and no one protected area can support thousands of large carnivores. But 
this argument ignores issues as to acceptable level of risk and the appropriate time horizon for 
evaluating recovery goals. A small wolf population may have a better than 50% chance of persisting 
for 60 years (the length of time that the Isle Royale wolves have persisted), but not meet ESA 
mandates for greater long-term certainty of persistence (e.g., 95% over 200 years) (Carroll unpubl.). 
 
Additionally, the 1987 wolf conservation goals for the Northern Rocky Mountain wolf population 
required continued genetically-effective dispersal among populations in the three Northern Rocky 
Mountain states and Canada (Carroll unpubl.). Recent studies have found that such dispersal is 
difficult to achieve until high population levels (even higher than currently seen in Idaho and 
Yellowstone) facilitate occupation of stepping-stone sink habitat and force high levels of dispersal 
(Von Holdt et al. 2007). 
 
At present, the number of wolves necessary for ensuring the recovery of Washington’s population is 
difficult to determine. Specific information for Washington is lacking on wolf population dynamics, 
pack densities, predator-prey relationships, immigration rates, and other relevant biological factors 
for the state. Such data exist for wolves in other states (e.g., Montana, Idaho, Wisconsin), but may 
not be adequate for establishing objectives for Washington because of differences in habitat quality, 
prey species, prey availability, human densities, and perhaps other important factors. Therefore, 
establishment of conservation/recovery objectives through a formal population viability analysis 
(PVA) is unlikely to provide meaningful results at this time.  Additional research is needed to 
establish conservation/recovery objectives for Washington State wolves. 
 
B. Defined Wolf Recovery Areas in Washington State  
 
There are four defined wolf recovery areas in Washington State that are separated by significant 
areas of marginal wolf habitat or manmade barriers to dispersal.  These regions include the Eastern 
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Washington Region, Northern Cascades Region, Southern Cascades Region, and Pacific Coast 
Region (Figure 8). The western boundary of the Eastern Washington Region follows Highways 97, 
17, and 395 and matches the line used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to demarcate the 
western edge of the Northern Rocky Mountain distinct population segment for gray wolves in 
Washington (USFWS 2009).   
 
As indicated above, some research has been conducted examining the connectivity between these 
areas for wolves.  The actual level of connectivity between these regions is currently unknown and 
could be very limited.  The Eastern Washington Region is separated from the North Cascades and 
South Cascades Regions by the Okanogan Valley, Columbia River Basin, Columbia Valley, and Pend 
Oreille Valley.  The North and South Cascades Regions are separated by the heavily used Highway 
90 corridor.  The Pacific Region is separated from the North and South Cascades Regions by the 
highly populated Puget Sound trough and the heavily used Highway 5 corridor.   
 


 
 


Figure 8. Four gray wolf recovery regions in Washington: Eastern Washington Region, Northern 
Cascades Region, Southern Cascades Region, and Pacific Coast Region.   
 
C. Use of Successful Breeding Pairs as Unit of Measurement for Washington State 
 
Use of “successful breeding pairs” as the unit of measurement to assess wolf population viability is 
consistent with the recovery plan for the Northern Rocky Mountain distinct wolf population 
segment.  Conservation/recovery objectives in Washington State will be based on the number of 
successful breeding pairs in each recovery area rather than the number of packs or individuals. 
Successful breeding pairs will be used as the unit of measurement because the term provides a 
higher level of certainty in assessing population status and documenting reproduction. The U.S. Fish 
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and Wildlife Service used successful breeding pairs as their recovery measure “because wolf 
populations are maintained by packs that successfully raise pups” 1994, Mitchell et al. 2008).  
 
A successful breeding pair of wolves is defined as an adult male and an adult female with at least two 
pups surviving to December 31 in a given year. (This term was formerly known simply as “breeding 
pair,” but Mitchell et al. [2008] recommended use of “successful breeding pair” as a more precise 
term to indicate that successful rearing of young had occurred.)  Success of breeding pairs will be 
measured in winter because most wolf mortality occurs from spring through fall, and winter is the 
beginning of the annual courtship and breeding season (USFWS 2008a). In Washington, verification 
of successful breeding pairs will be done by WDFW using established protocols.  
 
D. Scientific Information Needed for Wolf Conservation in Washington 
 
Ideally, it would be possible to set specific conservation goals for wolves in Washington State.  
However, as indicated above, it is very difficult to establish scientifically-based conservation goals at 
the current time due to a lack of scientific consensus at the national level on a minimum viable 
population of wolves and inadequate scientific information on wolves at the state level.  Setting 
provisional conservation goals for Washington State wolves will not provide legitimacy for delisting 
wolves and could prematurely subject the Washington wolf population to aggressive management 
(e.g., control activities and designation of wolves as a big game animal).  Setting conservation goals 
based on consensus among stakeholder groups in Washington is not an appropriate or feasible 
strategy for wolf recovery in Washington.   
 
Washington State could tier its wolf conservation goals off of those established for wolves in the 
Northern Rocky Mountain Region.  However, there has been significant scientific disagreement on 
the viability of conservation goals established for wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountain Region.  
The goals established for wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountain Region may not withstand legal 
challenges and should not be adopted in Washington State without a stronger scientific justification. 
 
Washington State must wait to establish specific wolf conservation goals until a scientific consensus 
is reached at the national level on a minimum viable population for wolves.  Opinions on what 
constitutes a viable wolf population now range from a low of about 30 breeding pairs to multiple 
hundreds of breeding pairs.  Without a solid scientific consensus, Washington risks setting 
conservation goals that are wholly inadequate for wolf recovery in the state. 
 
Applying national consensus guidelines on viable wolf populations to Washington State will depend 
on whether the Washington State wolf population is recognized as a separate population or as part 
of a larger meta-population.  Given the substantial connectivity barriers between Washington and 
adjoining states/provinces, we can not assume that Washington State wolves are part of a larger 
meta-population until scientific research documents adequate connectivity.  Also, further research 
will be needed to determine whether habitat connectivity between wolf recovery areas within 
Washington State is adequate to consider Washington State wolves as one meta-population or as 
multiple isolated populations. 
 
A more complete understanding of wolf carrying capacity within Washington will also be needed to 
appropriately apply the consensus guidelines to Washington State.  Scientific information will be 
needed on the wolf carrying capacity of all wolf recovery areas in the state.  Past research has 
indicated that wolf dispersal behavior depends on habitat saturation in the source area.  If local 
conservation goals are set below the carrying capacity of each recovery area, wolves will not move 







Additional Science Alternative 


across barriers to other recovery areas and connectivity will be undermined.  Without habitat 
saturation, wolves in Washington will exist in small and isolated populations, not in a larger meta-
population with adequate gene flow and long-term population viability. 
 
E. Conservation Tools Needed for Recovery and Delisting of Wolves in Washington 


 
A variety of management tools will be considered to meet conservation/recovery objectives while 
wolves remain state listed in Washington. Two of these, translocation and relocation, are described 
below. Other tools are discussed in later chapters and include, for example, proactive measures to 
assist livestock producers in reducing wolf-livestock conflicts, compensation programs for wolf-
related livestock losses and deterrence methods, and various harassment options and forms of 
limited lethal control (all discussed in Chapter 4).  Emphasis must also be placed on prevention of 
illegal killing of wolves, management of prey populations and their habitat, preservation and 
enhancement of habitat connectivity for wolves, management of human safety concerns and wolf-
pet conflicts, implementation of a comprehensive outreach and education program, and research (all 
in Chapter 12).  
 
Translocation of Wolves 
 
Wolves will be allowed to expand into unoccupied suitable habitat across ownerships and 
administrative designations in the state.  Natural dispersal is expected to be the primary means for 
wolves to disperse across Washington and recolonize new areas of the state. It is recognized, 
however, that there may be bottlenecks inhibiting natural dispersal and establishment of wolf packs, 
particularly for wolves attempting to disperse across the existing mix of private and public lands 
between northeastern Washington and the northern Cascades and from the southern Cascades to 
the Pacific Coast due to distance, human-caused mortality, or other potential bottlenecks to natural 
dispersal. Singleton et al. (2002) evaluated landscape permeability for wolves in Washington and 
suggested that even the two areas likely representing the greatest impediments to wolf dispersal (i.e., 
the upper Columbia-Pend Oreille Rivers and Snoqualmie Pass) were nevertheless probably 
permeable for wolves. The first area colonized by breeding wolves in Washington was in the North 
Cascades. Based on the current proximity of wolf packs in neighboring states and British Columbia, 
the northeastern and southeastern corners of Washington and the North Cascades and Pasayten 
Wilderness will likely be the next areas occupied by wolves. The southern Cascades and western 
Washington will take longer to recolonize through natural dispersal. The overall timeframe for 
wolves to disperse into Washington and reestablish a viable population is difficult to predict, but it is 
likely to be slow (Carroll 2007) and could take several decades.  


 
Translocation (moving wolves from one part of Washington to another) is included in this plan as a 
tool that can be used to establish and expand populations in regions that wolves have failed to reach 
through natural dispersal. It can also be used to augment small populations and to increase the 
genetic diversity of isolated populations. Wolves will only be translocated out of a recovery region if 
the region exceeds delisting objectives and removal will not cause the region’s population to fall 
below delisting objectives. Translocation to reestablish new populations will follow a public review 
process through the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) or National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). State wildlife biologists will coordinate with other land management agencies whose lands 
will receive the translocated wolves. It is recognized that if wolves are still federally listed in portions 
of Washington when translocation is proposed, collaborative discussions with the U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service will be needed to implement translocations (E. E. Bangs, pers. comm.). Actions 
associated with translocation are described more fully in Chapter 12, Task 3. 


 
Potential benefits of translocation are that it will: (1) hasten reestablishment of successful breeding 
pairs in areas that may support a source population, thereby helping to ensure and maintain viable 
populations in the species’ historic range; and (2) lead to greater management flexibility in addressing 
conflicts and lower overall costs of recovery if delisting objectives are achieved more quickly.  
 
If translocation is considered to achieve delisting objectives in a recovery region that wolves have 
failed to reoccupy, a planning process to determine feasibility and develop an implementation plan 
will be initiated. These steps are described in Chapter 12, Task 3. Pending adequate funding, a 
feasibility assessment/implementation plan will be prepared to determine if sufficient suitable 
habitat and prey are available to support wolves at potential translocation sites in regions without 
successful breeding pairs. If these conditions are met, implementation planning will then follow and 
give detailed information on the translocation methods to be used and selection of a release site. 
Public review of the translocation will occur under SEPA or NEPA, depending on land ownership. 
Coordination with federal and other state agencies, tribal governments, landowners, and non-
governmental organizations will also take place throughout the process. If adequate funding is 
available, the translocation will then occur followed by post-release monitoring to evaluate success 
of the project. Two areas were identified where natural dispersal and recolonization may be slow or 
difficult: the southern Cascade Mountain range, which the Wolf Working Group discussions 
recommended for consideration as a recipient region (Appendix G); and the Olympic Peninsula and 
Willapa Hills, which scientific peer reviewers also recommended. 
 
WDFW may also conduct translocations as a genetic management tool to increase the viability of 
isolated wolf populations featuring low genetic diversity (Kojola et al. 2009, USFWS 2009). In this 
situation, individual wolves will be occasionally captured in Washington and moved to an affected 
population to facilitate genetic exchange. Because wolves already inhabit the release area, this activity 
will not require a feasibility assessment or reviews under SEPA or NEPA. 


 
Relocation of Wolves 
 
Relocation is possible management tool and has the primary objective of removing particular wolves 
from conflict situations. Relocation differs from translocation in that it allows wolf managers to 
immediately resolve a localized conflict, potential conflict, or other situation. Relocation does not 
require a public review process and is not used to facilitate dispersal. Examples of when relocation 
might occur are when a wolf or wolves become involved in a situation, such as depredation on 
livestock, or are present in an area that could result in conflict with humans or harm to the wolf. 
Relocated wolves will be transported and released into suitable remote habitat on public land, 
generally within the same recovery region, in consultation with appropriate land managers. Relocated 
individuals will be released in areas unoccupied by existing wolf packs. 
 
Relocation was used extensively by the USFWS as a non-lethal solution to mitigate livestock damage 
in the early phases of wolf recovery in the northern Rocky Mountain states, but gradually became 
less practical as the number of potential release sites declined with expansion of the region’s wolf 
population (Bangs et al. 1998, Bradley et al. 2005). Bradley et al.’s (2005) evaluation of the technique 
revealed some important drawbacks with its use. These included (1) a lower average annual rate of 
survival among relocated wolves (60%) than non-relocated wolves (73%), (2) the failure of most 
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(67%) relocated wolves to ever join or form a pack, (3) a strong tendency among relocated wolves to 
depart their release site, including 20% that returned distances of 46-197 miles to their original 
capture location, and (4) 18% of relocated wolves that resumed depredation of livestock near their 
release site. Selection of release sites strongly affected survival of relocated individuals, with survival 
being greatest in the high quality habitat of central Idaho and lowest in the more human-influenced 
landscapes of northwestern Montana. Soft releases showed some promise in reducing homing 
behavior among relocated wolves. Bradley et al. (2005) concluded that relocating wolves was most 
effective during the early stages of population recovery. 
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Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife


      December 28, 2009

Attn:  Teresa A. Eturaspe


SEPA Responsible Official, SEPA Desk


600 Capitol Way N.


Olympia, WA 98501-1091


Re: Gray Wolf Management Policy, Draft EIS


Dear Ms. Eturaspe,


      Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the four alternatives of the Washington State Wolf Conservation and Management Plan that are being considered as part of the SEPA process being managed by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW).  The following comments from the North Cascades Conservation Council are focused on the scientific basis, or lack thereof, for the wolf population conservation goals that are provided in Alternatives One, Two, and Three of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  


     What does science have to say about setting viable conservation goals in endangered species recovery, especially for wide ranging large predator species such as wolves?  Conservation goals for wolves must be set at sufficient numbers of individuals to ensure that a permanently viable population is reestablished.  A viable wolf population must be able to survive fluctuations in abundance associated with prey availability, disease, and habitat quality.  A long-term viable wolf population must also include sufficient numbers of individuals to maintain genetic diversity and avoid inbreeding.


     Endangered species research has shown that a minimum viable wolf population is much larger than the “15 breeding pairs” conservation goal included in Alternatives One, Two, and Three of the DEIS.  Rules of thumb developed from research studies indicate a genetically-effective population size of 50 breeding pairs (or about 500 individuals in the case of wolves) prevents unacceptable inbreeding and short-term loss of viability.  A population size of 500 breeding pairs (or about 5,000 individual wolves) would ensure overall long-term genetic variability. Dr. David Reed at the University of Mississippi has estimated a minimum viable population for wolves as 6,332 individuals.


     A wolf meta-population can be comprised of several smaller sub-populations in distinct geographic areas that are linked through wolf dispersal and consequent gene flow.  Wolf meta-populations can occur at the regional, state, or local level.  The amount of gene flow between populations depends on the extent of barriers to dispersal.  However, dispersal and consequent connectivity between populations also depends on the level of wolf habitat saturation in a geographic area.  Wolf behavior studies have shown that significant long distance dispersal to other geographic areas (i.e., other wolf populations) is likely to occur only if the local prey base is fully exploited and/or other habitat features become limiting for the local wolf population.


     At this time, adequate scientific information is not available to determine whether wolves in Washington State will have to survive as a stand alone meta-population or whether there will be sufficient genetic exchange between Washington State’s wolf population and other populations in the Rocky Mountain States or British Columbia.  Without documented genetic exchange, Washington’s wolves can not be considered a subpopulation of these larger Rocky Mountain or British Columbia meta-populations.  WDFW can not just assume that Washington’s population will be part of a much larger wolf meta-population.  In fact, the opposite is more likely the case.  For example, natural connectivity (i.e., genetic exchange) between the Yellowstone and other Rocky Mountain wolf populations is not expected by biologists.  Under the current US Fish and Wildlife Service plan for Northern Rocky Mountain wolves, dispersal will be “facilitated” through capturing and moving wolves.  Adequate connectivity is even less likely between the Rocky Mountains and the Cascades, where most of Washington’s wolves will reside.


     Given these scientific uncertainties, the number of wolves necessary for ensuring the recovery of Washington State’s wolf population is impossible to determine at this time.  Substantial state specific information on wolves will be needed to set conservation goals.  Information is lacking for Washington wolves on pack sizes and predator-prey relationships.  Rates of dispersal and estimates of connectivity between Washington and adjoining states/provinces are currently unknown.  This information will be essential to determine whether wolves in Washington are part of a sub-population or must survive as a stand alone meta-population.  Connectivity between fragmented wolf habitats within Washington State is even less understood.  Only limited information is available for determining wolf carrying capacities in geographic areas of the state and thus the “pressures” on wolves to move to other portions of the state.  Ultimately, we may even need to recognize several meta-populations within Washington State.

     Clearly, additional research is needed to establish scientifically-based conservation goals for Washington State wolves.  Instead of prematurely setting conservation goals thru a negotiation between stakeholder positions (i.e., the current process being used to develop the Washington State Wolf Conservation and Management Plan), WDFW should work with research institutions to collect information on wolf biology, habitat connectivity, and carrying capacity that is relevant to the long-term recovery of Washington State wolves.  


     Given these concerns about the lack of science in setting conservation goals, the North Cascades Conservation Council currently supports Alternative 4 from among the very limited alternatives that are provided in the DEIS.  We believe strongly that Alternatives One, Two, and Three do not adequately represent a range of viable recovery options for Washington State wolves.  They all include the same conservation goal of 15 breeding pairs.  Without an adequate scientific basis, all three of these alternatives must be rejected as currently written.


     We suggest that a new alternative be considered that replaces the stakeholder developed conservation goals with plan language that outlines a research strategy for acquiring the necessary scientific information to set biologically viable wolf conservation goals.  We have attached a “science alternative” that we respectively request be considered with the other four alternatives in the current DEIS process.  This “science alternative” consists of revised language for Chapter Three of the Washington State Wolf Conservation and Management Plan that calls for adequate scientific research on Washington State’s wolves.


     Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely,


Marc Bardsley


President





































From: Tim McNulty
To: SEPADesk2 (DFW); 
cc: 1 McNulty; 
Subject: Comment on Draft Wolf Conservation and Managment Plan for WA
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2010 11:14:52 AM

Olympic Park Associates
12730 - 9th Avenue NW
Seattle, WA  98177
 
January 5, 2010
 
Teresa Eturaspe
SEPA Responsible Official
Habitat Program
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
600 Capital Way North
Olympia, WA  98501-1091
 
RE: Wolf Conservation and Management Plan for Washington DEIS
 
Olympic Park Associates (OPA) is a 60 year-old conservation organization 
that has a longtime interest in protecting and restoring the ecological 
integrity of Olympic National Park (ONP) and the Olympic Peninsula.
 
Our representatives attended scoping meetings and public meetings on 
the draft plan and offered comments at those venues.  Our comments 
below pertain to the DEIS cited above.
 
OPA fully supports the plan's goal of ensuring the reestablishment of a self-
sustaining population of gray wolves in Washington and encouraging 
social tolerance for the species.  However, we do not feel that your 
preferred alternative (Alternative 2) will accomplish either of these 
objectives.  Upon analysis, we find that the plan's preferred alternative is 
not based on the best science and it offers little hope for achieving 
sustainable populations of wolves in our state.  We favor the approach 
offered in Alternative 3 with the following added points.  Because our 
specific interest is the Olympic Peninsula, we will frame our comments 
from the perspective of wolf recovery in the Olympics.
 
Ruling out reintroduction is a serious flaw in the plan. 
 
One of the plan's two main sideboards is flawed: The plan rules out 

mailto:mcmorgan@olypen.com
mailto:/O=WA.GOV/OU=DFW/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=55271040-A8B6BFA0-883DB85A-BF940B92
mailto:mcmorgan@olypen.com


reintroduction to supplement wolf numbers in Washington.  This is a 
fundamental mistake.  Reintroduction has proven to be key in restoring 
wolves to Yellowstone National Park, the northern Rocky Mountains, and 
other areas.  It is a tool too important to be scuttled in Washington state.  
Further, OPA contends that the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife does not have the authority to prohibit wolf reintroduction in 
Olympic National Park or other national parks in Washington.  That is 
certainly beyond the scope of this plan.  
 
In 1999 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service published a feasibility study for 
reintroducing wolves to Olympic National Park.  The study concluded that 
restoring wolves to Olympic is both feasible and beneficial to the 
ecosystem, and that minimal conflicts with humans would result.  The 
study identified Olympic National Park as the best potential habitat for 
wolves in the state.  (An earlier National Park Service study identified 
Olympic as the second best site for wolf relocation in the NPS system, 
after Yellowstone.)  The USFWS feasibility study also concluded that 
reintroduction was necessary for restoring wolves to ONP, and that  
natural migration of wolves into the Olympics from elsewhere in 
Washington would not occur.  Your DEIS concurs with that finding.  
 
Rather than dismissing reintroduction, the final plan should embrace it as 
the only means to meet the plan's stated goal of reestablishing a naturally 
reproducing and viable wolf population distributed in a a significant portion 
of its former range in Washington.
 
Combining Pacific Coast and South Cascade recovery regions a mistake.
 
Given the unlikelihood of wolves  crossing the Interstate 5 population 
corridor, the recovery regions described in your preferred alternative are 
without scientific justification.  The preferred alternative unexplainably 
combines the Pacific Coast and South Cascade regions into a single 
recovery area.  There is no justification given for this.  As is clear in the 
plan, "connectivity" would not occur in this scenario.  In fact, the Olympic 
Peninsula would be isolated from wolf recovery in Washington and 
effectively blocked from natural migration.  With its high elk populations 
(8,670 for the peninsula plus 3,000 for ONP), excellent habitat, and 
distance from population centers, the west side of the Olympic Peninsula 
is a prime locale for wolf recovery.  And as your source map shows, it 
could be an important source area for supplementing wolf recovery 
elsewhere in Washington.  The preferred alternative not only fails to 



acknowledge or make use of this.  It, in fact, prevents it. 
 
In order to insure viable wolf recovery for Washington, the final plan 
should restore a separate recovery area for the Pacific coast.  .  
 
Translocation is key to the Olympic Peninsula and to statewide wolf 
recovery.
 
The Olympic Peninsula should be identified as a primary preferred and 
initial site for trasnslocation from other areas of the state to take 
advantage of the area's outstanding habitat and low probability of wolf-
human conflicts.  A recovery goal should be established for the Pacific 
Coast region separate from the South Cascades, which offers different 
habitat characteristics and does not face the connectivity challenges of the 
Peninsula.
 
Target numbers for wolf recovery are too low.
 
The USFWS feasibility study for wolf reintroduction to the Olympics 
concluded that Olympic National Park and Olympic National Forest could 
support up to 56 wolves distributed in five packs.  Based on these 
numbers, your target population of 15 breeding pairs needed to transition 
from threatened to sensitive status seems extremely low.  The plan's 
target number are also inconsistent with USFWS recommendations 
statewide (a range of 500 on the high end and 300 on the low end).  
Clearly, further research and analysis is needed before a target 
population can be established for delisting wolves in Washington.
 
Benefits of wolf recovery to the Olympic Peninsula. 
 
The benefits of wolf recovery to the Olympic Peninsula are many.  With 
the recent reintroduction of the fisher, the wolf is the only species missing 
from Olympic National Park, a World Heritage Site and Biosphere Reserve 
that experiences an annual visitation of 4 million.  Wolf predation would 
strengthen the Roosevelt elk population in the Olympics and likely 
redistribute elk browsing patterns, benefiting riparian forest development 
and aquatic habitats, as a recent study suggests.  Wolves would also have 
a tempering affect on burgeoning coyote populations in ONP, which have 
had adverse impacts on the park's endemic marmots.  And wolves in the 
park would have minimum conflicts with humans.  In contrast, the 
presence of wolves would be a draw to park visitors and and an economic 
boon to surrounding communities.  Wolf-inspired tourism to Yellowstone 



produces economic benefits to surrounding communities estimated at $35 
million dollars annually. 
 
Non-lethal methods for resolving wolf-human conflicts.  
 
OPA favors non-lethal methods, including translocation, in dealing with 
"problem wolves" that interfere with livestock operations.  Legal and illegal 
shooting are anathema to recovering wolves in Washington.  We  support 
the compensation program to reimburse ranchers for stock killed by 
wolves as described in the current plan. 
 
Olympic National Park offers the best habitat, the largest unmanaged elk 
population, and the lowest probability of wolf-human conflicts in the 
state.  Returning the park's keystone predator -- the only species missing 
from Olympic -- would benefit the entire ecosystem, from endemic 
Olympic marmots to streamside forests.  And the presence of wolves 
would bring lasting economic benefits to surrounding Olympic Peninsula 
communities.
 
Wolves need the Olympics, and the Olympics need wolves.  Please select 
Alternative 3 in your final plan with the above recommendations.  Thank 
you for this opportunity to comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Tim McNulty
Olympic Park Associates
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