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MONTANA EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 1980 ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdiral emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. The U.S. FshWildlife Service (USFWS) approved the
Montana Gray Wolf Conservation and Management Plaarly 2004, but delisting in the
northern Rockies (NRM) was delayed. When fedenatling became available later in 2004,
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) began managivolves in northwestern Montana
under a cooperative agreement with USFWS. In 2B@itana expanded its responsibility
statewide under an interagency cooperative agreienidére agreement allowed Montana to
implement its federally-approved state plan togkent possible and within the guidelines of
federal regulations.

Using federal funds, MFWP monitors the wolf popuaat directs problem wolf control and take
under certain circumstances, coordinates and am#soresearch, and leads wolf information and
education programs. MFWP wolf management spetsalisre hired in 2004 and are based
throughout western and central Montana. A progeaordinator is based in Helena.

The Montana wolf population increased from 2002@68, although the rate of growth was
about half of previous years. The increase istdwereal increase in actual wolf numbers
primarily in northwest Montana (NWMT) and in soutlst Montana in the Greater Yellowstone
Area (GYA). Wolf numbers in the Montana portiontbé Central Idaho Experimental Area
(MT-CID) declined from 2007 to 2008. Twenty-thiggcks exist along the Montana — Idaho
border. Of those, 14 are counted in minimum Moataopulation estimate (Table 1) and 9 are
counted in the minimum Idaho population estimatab(& 3).

A total of 84 verified packs of 2 or more wolveglgied a minimum estimate of 497 wolves in
Montana. Thirty-four packs qualified as a Breediair according to the federal recovery
definition (an adult male and female with two sumg pups on December 31). Across the
southern Montana experimental area (CID and GYAlioed), there were 39 packs, 17 of
which met the Breeding Pair criteria. A minimum2d4fl wolves were estimated (130 in the
GYA and 111 in the CID). Across the NWMT endangeaeea, there were 45 packs, 17 of
which met the breeding pair criteria. A minimum2&6 wolves was estimated in the NWMT
endangered area.

Montana Wildlife Services (WS) confirmed that 7Ttlea 111 sheep, 2 dogs, 8 llamas, 2 horses,
and 7 domestic goats were killed by wolves in cdderyear 2008. Additional losses (both
injured and dead livestock) most certainly occuriad could not be confirmed. Most
depredations occurred on private property. Onaltadchten wolves were killed to reduce the
potential for further depredations. Of the 110 W@re killed by USDA Wildlife Services, 5
were killed by private citizens under the 2008 rHgjulations and 4 were killed by private
citizens who had been issued a permit in the ewyarial area of southern Montana.



Wolves in Montana prey primarily on elk, deer, andose. Numerous research projects are
investigating wolf-ungulate relationships. Montdfiah, Wildlife & Parks recently compiled
research results of wolf-ungulate interactionsantewest Montana.

The February 2008 USFWS decision to delist the graly in the northern Rocky Mountain
Distinct Population Segment was challenged in Coy\pril. In July, a preliminary injunction
was granted and wolves were back under the fedsgalations and considered endangered or
experimental in Montana. For about four monthsyve® were officially delisted and wolves
were managed wholly under Montana’s regulatory &ark. The USFWS was granted
permission to re-evaluate its delisting decisiothmfall and gathered public comment about
issued raised in the preliminary injunction. USFW&s expected to make a decision about
delisting early in 2009.

This report and other information about wolves #r@lMontana program are available at
www.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Wolf recovery in Montana began in the early 19803ay wolves increased in number and
expanded their distribution in Montana becauseatdiral emigration from Canada and a
successful federal effort that reintroduced wolveés Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the
wilderness areas of central Idaho. Montana costaantions of all 3 federal recovery areas: the
Northwest Montana Endangered Area (NWMT), the Gentlaho Experimental Area (CID),

and the Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area (G{Agure 1).

The biological requirements for wolf recovery i thorthern Rocky Mountains of Montana,
Idaho, and Wyoming were met in December 2002. ietioe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) can propose to delist gray wolves, fedei@hagers must be confident that a secure,
viable population of gray wolves will persist ifqtections of the Endangered Species Act (ESA)
were removed. To provide that assurance, thesstédiielontana, Idaho, and Wyoming
developed wolf conservation and management platisdopted other regulatory mechanisms in
state law.

In late 2003, all 3 states submitted wolf manageam&ms to USFWS for review. Based on the
USFWS'’s independent review of the state managepians and state law, analysis of the
comments of independent peer reviewers and thesstatsponses to those reviews, USFWS
approved the Montana and Idaho management plansiag adequate to assure maintenance of
their state’s share of the recovered tri-state wofjulation. Wyoming’s plan, however, was not
approved. USFWS will not propose delisting urité WWyoming plan and associated state laws
can be approved.

After amending its Record of Decision to complyhwithe Montana Environmental Policy Act,
MFWP increased its role in day-to-day wolf recovangl management in northwest Montana
under an interim interagency cooperative agreemes though wolves remain protected under
the federal Endangered Species Act. USFWS prowdedt funding.



Figure 1. Northern Rockies gray wolf recovery area congatief the states of Montana, Idaho,
and Wyoming

In 2005, MFWP expanded its responsibility for wadinservation and management statewide.
Additional federal funding became available thro@gngress, beginning in federal fiscal year
2004. A new MFWP-USFWS interagency cooperativeagent was finalized in June 2005.
With a clear agreement in place and federal funtbrgupport the work, MFWP became the lead
agency for wolf conservation and management stdeewi June 2005, though its role and
participation gradually increased from spring 28@4une 2005. The agreement is effective
through June 2010, or until the wolf populatioMontana is removed from the federal list of
threatened or endangered species, or until amdndeiher party.

The cooperative agreement allows Montana to impiente approved state plan to the extent
possible and within the guidelines of federal ragjohs. The cooperative agreement authorizes
Montana to conduct traditional wolf management saglpopulation monitoring, direct problem
wolf control, take wolves under certain circumses)acoordinate and authorize research, and
coordinate and lead wolf information and educafiopgrams. Montana is committed to
maintaining the recovered status of its share ®NRM wolf population.

In July 2007, USFWS proposed changes to the fedegalation pertaining to the 10j
experimental area across southern Montana. USRWged that the 2005 10(j) nonessential
experimental population regulation be modified FR2 36942) to modify the standard by which
states and tribes with USFWS-approved plans toldp\aeience-based proposals to lethally
remove wolves shown to be negatively affecting Usiguherds. The modification from

‘primary cause’ to ‘one of the major causes’ alloveehigh but reasonable standard. In addition
it would allow anyone on private land or publicdaio shoot a wolf that was attacking their dog



or stock animals. The proposed rule change regaver 262,000 public comments. The rule
was published on January 28, 2008 (73 FR 4720bandme effective 30 days later on February
27, 2008.

Delisting Efforts and Litigation in 2007 / 2008

On February 8, 2007, USFWS proposed to identifybistinct Population Segment (DPS) of the
gray wolf in the NRM and to delist it. Two optiongre presented, depending on whether the
regulatory framework in Wyoming (WY) could be apped. The USFWS proposed to delist
wolves in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming, and part$/akhington, Oregon, and Utah. The
proposal noted that the ESA’s protections woulddtained in significant portions of the range
in Wyoming if adequate regulatory mechanisms wetedeveloped to conserve Wyoming’s
portion of a recovered wolf population into thedseeable future. Under this alternative
scenario, wolves in portions of Wyoming would sligied under ESA as a non-essential,
experimental populations and managed accordinigetd 994 federal regulations.

On July 6, 2007, the USFWS extended the commerdgen the February 8, 2007 proposal in
order to consider a 2007 revised Wyoming wolf mamagnt plan and state law. The delisting
proposal was open for public comment for a totéd@tays and 8 public hearings were held.
The proposed delisting rule received over 283,0dflip comments. In December of 2007, the
USFWS Director determined Wyoming'’s regulatory magbms met the requirements of the
ESA, contingent on some final steps to be takeiggming. On February 27, 2008, USFWS
issued a final rule recognizing the NRM DPS andaeimg all of this DPS from the List of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (73 FR 1051d)stated that Wyoming’'s 2007 regulatory
mechanisms were adequate.

On March 28, 2008, wolves in Montana and throughioeitNRM were officially delisted. The
Montana state plan and state laws took full efféah April 28, 2008, 12 parties filed a lawsuit
challenging the identification and delisting of tiBM DPS. The plaintiffs also requested a
preliminarily injunction to block the delisting dsmn from taking effect. The State of Montana
sought and was granted intervener status to paateifully during the litigation. Many other
interveners were permitted to participate in thigdtion in support of the USFWS delisting
decision, including the states of Idaho and WyomilrgMay, during a court hearing on the
injunction request, MFWP argued that Montana’s k&tguy framework was adequate and that
the court had the flexibility to enjoin some statast not others — essentially suggesting that the
federal judge could split Montana out from Idahd &iyoming at the injunction state and put
Montana under the court’s supervision.

The NRM DPS wolf population was officially delisttdm March 28 to July 18, 2008. During
that time, the Montana regulatory framework wasffect. Wolves were protected under
Montana state law and by MFWP Commission rule gigegies in need of management
statewide. Montana’s defense of property law adldyrivate citizens to haze, harass or Kill
wolves that were seen killing or threatening testock. One wolf was killed in that
circumstance during the four month period in MFW@Anistrative Region 2 where wolf-
livestock conflicts have occurred in the past. Treédent was reported and investigated by
MFWP law enforcement. It was determined to be tdand fulfilled the requirements of



Montana law. MFWP’s use of lethal control was gaidy Interim Depredation Guidelines
previously adopted by the MFWP Commission. Therint Guidelines were applied statewide
as the formal administrative rulemaking process masyet completed. The Guidelines and the
rules formally adopted by the MFWP Commission ipt8smber mirror the federal 2008 10j
regulations. Thus, MFWP was not more aggressivs iapplication of lethal control, nor was
there an accelerated rate of killings by non-agerargonnel. Other aspects of the program (e.g.
monitoring, outreach, research) also transitiomadathly as MFWP has been managing the
wolf population since 2004.

On July 18, 2008, the U.S. District Court for thistblct of Montana granted the plaintiffs’

motion for a preliminary injunction and enjoine@ttdSFWS implementation of the final
delisting rule for the NRM DPS of the gray wolfh&@three main issues identified were the
regulatory framework in Wyoming, connectivity, ateffense of property laws. The Court’s
preliminary injunction order concluded that theiRtiéfs were likely to prevail on the merits of
their claims. The judge stated that he was indlitwerule against the federal government on two
of the three issues during the main part of thesiatv

The NRM DPS wolf population was officially delisttdm March 28 to July 18, 2008. This
corresponded to the time lag between when thetahglidecision took effect and when a federal
district judge granted a request for a preliminagynction (see below). During this period of
time, state and Tribal management plans and stete Were fully in effect. The Court’s
preliminary injunction reinstated ESA protections the gray wolf and reinstituted federal
regulations throughout the NRM DPS, effective Ji8y

On September 22, 2008, USFWS asked the Court ttevdiee final rule and remand it back to
the agency. This would allow the agency to witldtae rule for further consideration and
review. On October 14, 2008, the Court vacateditta delisting rule and remanded it back to
the USFWS.

On October 28, 2008, USFWS reopened the commeiatdpen the February 2007, proposed
delisting rule that presented two different scevsfor delisting the NRM DPS. Specifically,
USFWS sought information, data, and comments fitmgrpublic regarding the 2007 proposal,
with an emphasis on new information relevant te #ation, the issues raised by the Montana
District Court, and the issues raised by the Sep&r9, 2008, ruling of the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia with respect to the ¥&rn Great Lakes gray wolf DPS. The notice
also asked for public comment on the WY regulatoagnework. About 240,000 comments
were received during that public comment period.

Based on the Court’s ruling and a more thorougkeremthe USFWS determined and notified
Wyoming in early January 2009 that its state plagh @gulatory framework were not adequate
and no longer “approved.” Wolf management in &Wyoming [except the Wind River Tribal
Lands because the Tribe had a Service-approvedl tpdasitioned immediately to the 1994
experimental rules, which are less flexible andemestrictive than the 2005 or 2008
regulations.



In December 2008, USFWS revised the NRM delistuig originally proposed in February
2007. On January 14, 2009, USFWS announced itsidedo delist wolves throughout the
NRM except the State of Wyoming, due to the lackmfccepted plan. The publication of the
decision (final rule) in the Federal Register (ci#il record of federal government’s decisions)
was delayed by an Executive Order on January 209.2This is a standard practice as new
federal administrations take office. The outcorheewiew by the administration could be: 1)
publish as they were drafted; 2) revise throughtamichl work and public comment and then
modify/publish, or 3) not publish and withdraw tevelop a different approach.

In February 2009, the Court awarded Earthjustice kw firm representing 12 groups which
filed the lawsuit challenging delisting) about $28B in legal fees as reimbursement for their
efforts at litigating the final delisting rule.

This annual report presents information on theustatistribution, and management of wolves in
the State of Montana from January 1 to Decembe2@08.

STATEWIDE PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Rldrased on the work of a citizen’s
advisory council. Completed in 2003, the foundadiof the plan are to recognize gray wolves

as a native species and a part of Montana’s wéldliéritage, to approach wolf management
similar to other wildlife species such as mountains, to manage adaptively, and to address and
resolve conflicts.

However, because wolves are still listed, some efgmof Montana'’s plan cannot be
implemented. The legal classification and fedezgllations place wolves into 2 separate
categories in Montana — endangered in northern d@nand experimental non-essential across
southern Montana (Figure 2). Wolf-livestock coctliare addressed and resolved using a
combination of the statewide adaptive managemiggers identified in the Montana plan and
the federal regulations. In northwest Montana, 1889 Interim Control Plan provides less
flexibility to agencies and livestock owners. ntrast, more flexibility is provided through the
revised 10(j) regulations (finalized in Februaryap

In the early stages of implementation, a core teadaxperienced individuals led wolf
monitoring efforts and worked directly with privdedowners. MFWP’s wolf team also
worked closely with and increasingly involved oth&fWP personnel in program activities. As
time goes by, Montana wolf conservation and managenvill transition to a more fully
integrated program, led and implemented at the MREgional level. USDA Wildlife Services
(WS) investigates injured and dead livestock, alklWP works closely with them to resolve
conflicts.

During 2008, MFWP and the MFWP Commission (Commoisgsfinalized administrative rules
that will take effect on the date the gray wolh@longer subject to federal jurisdiction under the
Endangered Species and MFWP and the Commissionsiodergurisdiction over gray wolf
management. The new rules regarding the managevht gray wolf became effective late



fall 2008 but will not be applied until federal dring takes effect. In early January 2009, the
Montana Secretary of State will publish the rulefinal format.

The rules affirm Montana’s commitment to presevainf the gray wolf as resident wildlife in
need of management. The rules also affirm Montoammitment to assure that recovery
criteria are met or exceeded. The rules stateMloatana will ensure maintenance of at least 15
breeding pairs and facilitate natural dispersal @hectivity within the NRM and with Canada.
By formally adopting the breeding pair definitiosad by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Montana has taken the more conservative path, taalmmcks meet the more stringent
definition of breeding pair used as the benchmariwbich recovery was measured. Upon
delisting, the rules will also guide the Departngedecision making on wolf-livestock conflict
resolution and will provide criteria for how the patment will exercise its discretion for lethal
control. Those guidelines will apply statewide avitl be similar as the federal regulations that
currently apply to the southern Montana experinmertza (the 10j regulation). \

Figure 2. Map of the interim federal wolf management aga®ving the endangered area
where the 1999 Interim Wolf Control Plan applied #ime experimental area where the
10(j) regulations apply. The central Idaho andaBreYellowstone experimental
areas are shown as one since the approved statenddna’s state wolf plan allows
the special 10(j) regulations to apply equally &cle area.

Overview of Wolf Ecology in Montana

Wolves were distributed primarily in the NRM regiohwestern Montana east to the Beartooth
face near Red Lodge. Montana wolf pack territoaiesrage around 200 square miles in size but
can be 300 square miles or larger. Montana pax#sde a combination of public and private
lands. The average pack territory in Montana mmased of about 30% private land. Most
Montana packs do not live strictly in back countnjderness areas or solely on public lands. Of



the 84 packs in Montana, 13 (about 15% of all Mpatpacks) reside most of the year in remote
backcountry or wilderness areas or Glacier Nati®aak. Many others live in public land areas
with more public access and habitat fragmentatiam tvilderness areas or Glacier National
Park. However, the majority of Montana wolf patike in areas where mountainous terrain,
intermountain valleys, and public / private lands iatermixed.

Dispersal distances in the northern Rockies avesagat 60 miles, but dispersals over 500
linear miles have been documented. A 500-mileusattiom any wolf pack in YNP, Glacier
National Park (GNP), or any pack in western Montawnald plausibly reach all the way to
Montana’s eastern border. Montanans should beeatliat wolves are established well enough
in the northern Rockies now that a wolf could appéaere none has been seen for decades.
Wolves are capable of covering long distanceslatively short periods of time and often travel
separately or in smaller groups. The travel abditwolves, combined with the fact that packs
split, with sub-groups traveling separately, caregn impression that there are more wolf packs
and territories than is actually the case. Packitoong efforts, especially when combined with
public / agency wolf reports, eventually leads tmaclusion about how many packs exist.

Wolf packs are family groups that consist of a dineg pair and their offspring of the current
year and/or previous years and occasionally ure@lablves. Offspring usually disperse from
the natal pack at 1, 2 or 3 years of age. Fror@518 2006, the average pack in Montana was
approximately 5.5 animals. In 2007, the averagk g&ze in Montana was 5.7 animals. In
2008, the average pack size was 6.0 wolves. Taseno significant difference in average size
of wolf packs in the northern endangered area haddouthern experimental area.

Montana wolves can be black, gray, or nearly whitéld wolves are sometimes mistaken for
coyotes or domestic dogs. But a wolf's large diaeg legs, narrow chest, large feet, and wide /
blocky head and snout distinguish it from the ottearid species. Adult male wolves average
about 100 pounds, but can weigh as much as 130dgoufemales weigh slightly less.

Population Estimation and Monitoring Methods

The statewide Montana wolf population was estimated calendar year basis (January to
December). A mid-year estimate is completed andenaailable, usually in September. It was
based on preliminary denning and litter informationpacks that carried over from the previous
calendar year and any “new” packs that were verifig mid-year. A year-end estimate was
made on December 31, based upon the best avaitditmation.

There can be considerable changes between Septamtb&ecember estimates. Some packs
may appear in the mid-year estimate but drop owtdsn the September and the December
estimate if it was not verified during the secomadf lof the year. Some “new” packs were
verified for the first time between the mid-yeadarear-end estimates. The mid-year estimate
and the final year-end estimate were both consitleri@imum counts because of the significant
logistical challenges associated with monitoringide-ranging species with large home ranges.
It was not possible to count every wolf in Montabat MFWP did use all available information
that could be verified.



Wolf monitoring is conducted using a variety oflgand techniques in combination, as is the
case for other wildlife species. Common wolf moririg techniques include: radio telemetry,
howling and track surveys, reports from the pubhd other natural resource agency
professionals, and reports from private landownd&&WP made a concerted effort in 2005 to
invite the public to help monitor wolves in Montaasharing information about wolves or wolf
sign they observed while afield. The MFWP webst® offers a way for the public to report
their information electronically (seeww.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf. Public reports were a
tremendous help in prioritizing MFWP’s field effert A wolf pack must be verified by agency
personnel to be included in the final statewideybaipon estimate.

A typical sequence is as follows. MFWP and otlgamey cooperators receive a report of a wolf
observation, wolf sign, or injured/dead livestoobnh the public or an agency colleague.
Because it is very difficult to gauge the relialyiland validity of the report and it is even more
difficult to verify given how much wolves travel denvironmental conditions which obliterate
tracks or degrade scats, these reports are logted database with as much spatially explicit
information as is provided. Reports of lone ansral wolf sign must eventually be linked to
other reports to build a pattern or cluster, whickurn helps direct and prioritize field effort#.
MFWP receives reports of multiple individuals (gpoaf wolves or multiple sets of tracks), pair
bonding and pack territory establishment are hidgjkbly. These eventually can form a pattern
as well.

MFWP has and will continue to use volunteers whsieyatically search areas of current wolf
reports, areas of past wolf activity, or noted “gjaip wolf activity despite adequate prey base.
MFWP personnel also conduct systematic searchesckTogs are taken during these “routes”
and waypoints recorded when wolf sign is found.

The next step occurs when patterns and field remissance yield enough information to
validate wolves were in the area. A decision waslenabout whether to try and capture a wolf
or not. Many factors were considered when pring field efforts across the state. Not all
packs needed to have radio collars, while othersildhhave had one or more collars.
Regardless, radio telemetry has been the stanelenditjue with other protocols developed and
validated based on a sample of collared packsje@rstaff spent much of their time throughout
the year conducting ground-based trapping opems@ol helicopter darting in winter. Reliable
information about specific packs and the overallestide population was essential to implement
the approved state plan and adhere to the fedsgalations.

If a pack was trapped and a radio collar is deglpge average MFWP flew 1 to 2 times per
month to locate the collared animal. In additimo)ves were ground tracked to determine
where they localized throughout the year and threlbrar of wolves traveling together. Den sites
and rendezvous sites were visited to determinepifaduction had taken place. Additional
information may be collected, such as ungulatdediidentification of private lands used by
wolves, identification of public land grazing aleénts where conflicts could occur, or common
travel patterns.

At the end of the year, MFWP compiled informatiattegered through field surveys, telemetry,
and public reporting. This results in a greatetarstanding of wolf pack distribution, individual
pack sizes, pelage colors, mortality, pup productimme range sizes and patterns of use within



the territory, dispersal events, and disease. iffloemation also guided decision-making when
livestock depredations were confirmed. MFWP alsimed insight into the large area wolves
inhabit, the dynamics of pack size, and territdnijts within and between years.

MFWP estimated the number of individual wolves (&land pups of the year) in each pack
having a radio-collared member. Reliable estimate® made for packs without collars, based
on public and other agency reports. The numberabfes in radio-collared packs was added to
the number of wolves in verified, uncollared packesulting in the minimum statewide
population total. If lone dispersing animals wacgounted for reliably, they are also included.

Through it's monitoring program, MFWP was requitedlso tally and report the number of
“breeding pairs” according the federal recoveryirdgdn of “an adult male and a female wolf
that have produced at least 2 pups that survivatiecember 31.” Montana is required to
maintain at least 10 breeding pairs as an absoiutenum. Packs of 2 or more wolves that met
the recovery definition are considered “breedinggiand noted as such in the summary tables.
Not all packs in Montana satisfy the breeding pateria. This can be caused by the loss of 1 or
both adults because of mortality or dispersal, lafotenning activity, or the loss of pups to the
extent the surviving litter consists of less thgoups.

The total number of packs was determined by cogritie number of packs with 2 or more
individual animals that existed on the Montana tnaghe on December 31. If a pack was
removed because of livestock conflicts or otherwligienot exist at the end of the calendar year
(e.g. disease, natural/illegal mortality or dispérdt was not included in the year-end total or
displayed on the Montana wolf pack distribution ni@apthat calendar year.

Such comprehensive information allowed Montanadcudhent the maintenance of its share of
the recovered NRM tri-state population and thatMlomtana population was secure in 2005.
The Montana wolf population was more intensivelynitared on a consistent, year-round basis
than any other wildlife species in the state.

NRM wolf program cooperators have agreed that padcks$e tallied in the population in the
administrative area where the den site was localfeitie den site was not known with certainty,
amount of time, percent of territory, or the numbkwolf reports were the next criteria
considered for determining pack residency. In cages, a pack may have a densite on one side
of an administrative boundary, but spend the migjariits time on the other side. In such cases,
a discretionary decision is made as to where tok pdl be tallied. One of the project partners
generally had the lead for wolf monitoring, but thieormation was shared equally. This assures
that all packs were accounted for, but none wetdblecounted in population estimates.
Transboundary packs were included in Tables 1, @n@8 4 for the administrative region in

which the animals were counted. The pack will &lsalisplayed on the appropriate map.

In 2008, a total of 23 packs straddled the Montadaho border. Two additional packs
straddled the Montana / Canada border but they m&rencluded in the Montana estimate or
reflected on maps. In western Montana, 14 pacikeeshwith Idaho counted in the Montana
minimum population estimate. Eight of 14 wereha Bitterroot (Montana portion of the
Central Idaho Experimental Area, Table 1c, Apper8iand 5 ranged from the lower Clark
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Fork north to the Montana/ldaho/Canada border (llioatportion of the Northwest Montana
Endangered Area, Table 1a, Appendix 3). One paskuthwest Montana also traveled in Idaho
(MT-GYA, Table 1b, Appendix 3).

In eastern Idaho, 9 packs straddled the Montadahd state line and were tallied in the Idaho
population estimate. Four packs were in the Bittgron the Idaho side (ID-CID, Table 3a,
Appendix 3). Five packs were in the NWMT RecovArga (Table 3b, Appendix 3).

Montana Statewide Wolf Population and Distribution

The Montana wolf population is secure above th&Heding Pair minimum. Wolves and wolf
packs themselves, however, are very dynamic oMtlhrgana landscape. Some packs do not
persist from year to year for a variety of reasonke loss of packs in the Montana population
could be due to a variety of factors, including talities and poor pup production / survival due
to parasites and disease, and lethal control toeadatonflicts with livestock. In some cases,
some packs that were either verified or suspect@d07 no longer existed by the end of 2008.

A total of 22 new packs formed between 2007 and20the Montana minimum wolf
population estimate increased about 18% from 42%egdn 2007 to 497 in 2008 (minimum
increase of 75 wolves) (Figure 3A). The rate af@ase is about half the 34% rate of increase
observed for the previous year and in years pHsé rate of population growth appears to be
slowing down as the best of suitable habitats lieady occupied. Ares where new packs have
established or recolonized previously occupiedtteres are more prone to conflicts with
livestock and lethal control. The number of BregdPairs (by the federal recovery definition)
in Montana at the end of 2008 was 34 (Figure 3B)e number of packs statewide (2 or more
wolves) increased from 46 in 2005, to 60 to 2006,3 in 2007 and to 84 in 2008. Packs for
which size was known with confidence at the enthefyear averaged 6.0 wolves (range 2-27).
The larger packs tended to live in remote backaguareas, wilderness, or Glacier National Park
(GNP).

The vast majority of the total statewide increas@éowolves (or 11 packs of 2 or more wolves)
occurred in northwest Montana (NWMT recovery ai@a) southwest Montana (MT-GYA
recovery area). The increase appeared to be ndgeby the geographic proximity of the 1D
wolf population which is a much larger “source” pdgtion than YNP. Dispersal from within
Montana also accounts for a portion of the incremgen most wolves disperse about 60 miles.
The increase in total minimum wolf numbers was alevenly split between NWMT and MT-
GYA. See Figures 4(A) and 4(B).

In NWMT, the minimum estimate increased from 161w&e at the end of 2006 to 213 at the
end of 2007 (increase of about 28%). From 2008, the minimum estimate increased to
256 (about 20% increase). Overall wolf distribaotin NWMT expanded with the increase in the
number of packs. Seventeen of 45 packs met thedBrg Pair criteria, an apparent “decline”
from 2007. However, Breeding pair status couldb®tonfirmed in many packs due to the
increasing workload as the NWMT wolf population hasreased in number and expanded its
distribution in the last three years. The minimoumber of verified packs in NWMT increased
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Figure 4. Number trends in the number of wolves (A) andtfi&) number of wolf packs

(defined as 2 or more wolves traveling togethebDeg. 31) in each of the three
geographic sub-units of the Montana wolf populatidfontana portion of the
Northwest Montana Recovery Area (Montana Wolf Maragnt Unit 1);
endangered), the Montana portion of the Centrdidd@ecovery Area (Montana Wolf
Management Unit 2), and the Montana portion ofGneater Yellowstone Recovery
(Montana Wolf Management Unit 3), 1999-2008.
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from 19 in 2005, to 31 in 2006, to 36 in 2007, %oid 2008. Several new packs started from
dispersal from within the NWMT area over the last Jears.

In the experimental area across southern Montatteand of 2008, there were 39 packs, 17 of
which met the Breeding Pair criteria. In the Managortion of the GYA, there was an
estimated minimum of 130 wolves in 18 packs, andflthe packs met the Breeding Pair
criteria. In MT-GYA, the population increased bynanimum of 43 wolves from 2007 to 2008.
In the Montana portion of CID at the end of 200f&re was an estimated minimum of 111
wolves in 21 packs, and 6 of the packs met theddngePair criteria. This represents an
approximate 9% decline from 2007 to 2008 after & &icrease from 2006 to 2007.

Of notable interest for the southern Montana expenital areas was that wolf pack distribution
expanded primarily within the area of western Moatalready expected to have wolves (Figure
5). The minimum number of verified packs in thetbern Montana experimental area increased
from 27 packs in both 2005 and 2006 to 39 packOBv. The number of packs stayed at 39 in
2008.

The number of wolf packs in the Montana portiorCéb increased from 2005 — 2007.

However, there was a slight decline from 2007 t@2the end of 2008. In contrast, the Montana
portion of the GYA decreased by 3 packs from 2@08006, but increased by 4 packs to 14
between 2006 and 2007. The number of GYA packeased to 18 in 2008. These differences
are probably due to more numerous successful viggiedsal events into Montana from Idaho
than from the YNP over the last few years and ssgfoédispersal within the Montana
population. Whereas the wolf population in YNPhalivays be secure and a source of
dispersing wolves into Montana, the YNP wolf popigla is smaller and nearly all available
space within park boundaries has been claimeddgack. This is in contrast to the larger ID
population that continues to increase in both nurmabd geographic distribution in an easterly
direction from the original reintroduction site§hus the western Montana and the Idaho wolf
populations appearing to be merging as new packs ifo formerly unoccupied habitats.

The statewide increase from 2007 to 2008 was daevariety of factors. Some was attributed
to a real increase in wolf numbers in 2008, sine@mymew packs formed and produced pups in
2008. MFWP has been documenting dispersal evattiswivontana’s state borders that result
in new pairs / packs forming. A total of 22 newckawere verified in 2008; however, some
packs that existed on January 1, 2008 did not nmiakeough the year for a variety of reasons,
including human-caused mortality and/or diseasgthB end of 2008, the dynamic nature of
wolf packs was such that the number of packs ise@éy a net total of 19 from 2006 to 2007
and from 73 in 2007 to 84 in 2008.

MFWP maintained a similar amount of field effortd808, but increased wolf numbers
increased the workload. MFWP re-hired two seasomagervation technicians and brought on
additional volunteers to help with 2007 and 200&itaring efforts. However, recent increases
in the wolf population over the last few yearsusltsthat efforts are made to verify new packs
and the continuation of known packs, in additiowlébermining breeding pair status. Inevitably,
some packs are suspected, but not verified and MEWBervatively notes those packs in the
narrative, but those suspected packs are not iedludthe minimum estimate. Similarly, if the
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breeding pair status is not known with confidentss, recorded as “not” a breeding pair. Thus
the number of breeding pairs is a minimum known @ihers are likely, but could not be
verified.

MFWP’s field staff monitored the population yeaunal, using a variety of techniques. In
addition, MFWP made a concerted effort to gathef veports from the public and other agency
professionals. In conclusion, the Montana wolfydapon is split roughly equally between the
northern Montana endangered area (NWMT 256 wolaed)the southern Montana
experimental area (241 wolves). Packs are alsghtguistributed equally between northern
and southern Montana (Figure 5).

Several dispersal events were documented in 2008 escribed in the Overview sections of the
Interim Management Areas below. Of particular nsthne southward dispersal of a female wolf
wearing a global positioning satellite collar.left its natal pack in September 2008 and moved
south through YNP and into WY, southeast Idaho, dtath. At the end of 2008, she was still
alive. Several collared wolves went “missing.” €6 animals either experienced collar failure,
were killed and the collar disabled or destroyedjispersed from their pack and could turn up
elsewhere.

Development of a Public Wolf Hunting / Trapping Seaon

MFWP first began exploring the idea of how to dasiggulated public hunting and trapping for
wolves early in 2007, in anticipation of delistimy2008. MFWP decided to move forward with
developing the proposal so that adequate time dmeildevoted to the technical work as well as
public comment prior to delisting.

Hunting could only be implemented when wolves arecessfully delisted and if there are more
than 15 Breeding Pairs of wolves in Montana. Raigul public harvest was first endorsed by
the Governor’s Wolf Advisory Council in 2000 andlimded in Montana’s final wolf
conservation and management plan. The 2001 Léagislpassed SB 163, reclassifying the wolf
as a species in need of management upon federatateddelisting (MCA 87-5-131). The 2007
Legislature created a wolf hunting license fordesis and nonresidents (SB 372). Other
statutes within MCA enable the MFWP Commissiondog rules and general regulations and
specific regulations pertaining to wolf hunting anapping as a species in need of management
upon delisting.

Incorporating public hunting and trapping into theerall wolf management program will enable
the Department to more fully incorporate wolve®ilMontana’s wildlife heritage by enabling
sportsmen and women to participate in wolf congemaand management similar to other
wildlife species. This will help develop an addital constituency to advocate for its
conservation, as has been the case for mountais. lid/olves would be managed more
proactively and in conjunction with natural preyppéations and other carnivores in a more
ecological manner.
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Figure 5. Verified wolf pack distribution in the State ontana, as of December 31, 2008.

Wolf hunting and trapping seasons are establish&do steps. First, the basic components,
such as season dates, management units, bagieat)s of take etc. would be determined
through the regular biennial season setting tineedind process. Hunting / trapping season
frameworks are adopted in Montana on a two yeangbal) cycle, with the process beginning
with presentation of tentative proposals in Decendvery other odd numbered year. The public
has an opportunity to comment during the monthaotudry. MFWP reviews public comment
and may modify the proposal prior to making a firdlommendation to the Commission at the
first meeting in February of next calendar yeane Tommission would then make a final
decision, thereby creating rules and regulationghfe next two years.

The second step is to determine the actual nunflveolees that could be harvested in a separate
decision process. Total wolf harvest will be fn&nd regulated through a quota system. MFWP
uses a quota system to biologically tailor hareéstnimals. Quotas allow MFWP to direct or
alleviate hunting harvest pressure and distributgdr kills geographically so that animals are
not over harvested or under harvested in critichs Establishment of subquotas within
smaller areas allows MFWP to more proactively managlf numbers and packs and to
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facilitate connectivity. This also allows MFWPdonsider special conservation needs or
conflict areas uniquely. Within that quota systgeneral licenses would be available but all
harvest counts towards the total allowable hargasta. The actual quota would be determined
through the regular quota-setting process. MFWp@ses and the MFWP Commission
approves tentative and final total statewide quguatas within each wolf management unit, and
any subquotas in a smaller area within a wolf manamnt unit. The three management unit
guotas sum to the total statewide quota. MFWFbkskes quotas annually for species managed
on a quota system.

After meeting with the Montana Wolf Advisory CouhdIFWP presented a wolf hunting /
trapping season framework to the MFWP Commissiddenember 2007. The MFWP
Commission modified MFWP’s tentative proposal aaguested public comment during January
2008. In late February 2008, the MFWP Commissgialdished the framework for a regulated
wolf hunting season for the fall of 2008 and 200did not adopt a framework for trapping in
either year.

The general wolf hunting season would coincide wh#hgeneral firearms season for deer and
elk and run for 5 weeks. Three wolf managementsuanid one subunit was established (Figure
6). Four backcountry wilderness area huntingidistopen for general deer / elk hunting in
mid-September and wolf hunting would also be alldwaring the early backcountry season. In
lieu of a trapping season, wolves may be huntem fb@cember 1 — 31, although no more than
10% of the management unit quota may be taken aember. Three wolf management units
were established and a smaller North Fork Flatlse@dnit was established in the North Fork
Flathead River drainage. A hunter may harvest onlywolf in a season.

Within the season framework, safety nets are imbéddd make sure that wolves would not be
over harvested. Successful wolf hunters are reduwo report their kill within 12 hours and
present the hide and skull to MFWP for inspectiatiiw 10 days. MFWP and the Commission
would close the wolf hunting season when the quatsireached. MFWP also has authority to
initiate a season closure prior to reaching a qudtan conditions or circumstances indicate the
guota may be reached within the 24-hour closure@gteriod.

In June 2008, the Commission considered a tentttR/P quota recommendation. MFWP
had initiated the public comment process. Butug 18, the U.S. Federal District Court in
Missoula, Montana, issued a preliminary injunctibat immediately reinstated temporary
Endangered Species Act protections. The injungir@empted and made moot adoption of a
final 2008 wolf quota by the MFWP Commission.

While developing tentative quotas, MFWP had considevolf population status and trend, wolf
pack distribution, pup production and mortalitydgrevious management activities including
lethal control to resolve wolf-livestock conflict®a modeling exercise provided an assessment of
risk of a quota level resulting in a wolf populatidecline below 15 breeding pairs. It also
provided cursory estimates of what the populationa be 1 year later if 100% of the quota was
filled and the previous year’s trends held. Maasguamptions were necessary, but were made
conservatively.
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Figure 6. Montana Wolf Management Units 1 (Northern Monta2a)\Western Montana), and 3
(Southwestern Montana).

The model exercise suggested that the proposed gosed zero risk of the population dropping
below 15 breeding pairs. It predicted that theytafion 1 year later would be about 497 wolves
living in packs, 52 Breeding Pairs (range 44-61J @8 packs (range 93-100). This is greater
than the minimum of 400 Montana has committed tontaa into the future. This approach is
consistent with an adaptive harvest managemengefrark within the overall wolf program
adaptive management foundation.

MFWP had recommended a conservative total statelmidéng quota of 75 wolves. Wolf
Management 1 (northern Montana had a recommendsd gfi 38, with a subunit North Fork
Flathead subquota of 2 (i.e. only 2 of 38 wolvey in@taken in the subunit which is adjacent
and west of Glacier National Park). In Western k4o Wolf Management Unit 2, MFWP
recommended a quota of 22. In Southwest Montankk Mamagement Unit 3, MFWP
recommended a quota of 15. This equated to anshhawest rate of about 15% averaged
statewide. A quota of 75 is approximately one-bathe harvest that the model predicted would
maintain the current wolf population.

In consideration of a future quota-setting prodesa potential 2009 wolf hunting season, MFWP

expects to further refine its modeling approachwaadld use the 2008 minimum population
estimates in each of the three WMUs (Table 1).
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Table L Minimum number of wolves in each hunting Wolf Meement Unit (and the North
Fork Flathead Subunit) and the tentative 2008 qappoved by the MFWP
Commission, as of December 31, 2008.

WMU 1 Northern WMU 2 WMU 3
2008 Minimum Estimates Montana Western Southwest
(North Fork Subunit) Montana Montana
Number of wolves 250 (29) 111 130
Number of Packs Verified 45 (2) 21 18
Number of Breeding Pairs Verified 17 (2) 6 11
Tentative 2008 Quota 38(2) 22 15

Wolf Mortality and Disease Surveillance

MFWP’s Wildlife Research Laboratory (Lab) in Bozamaayed an important role in Montana’s
wolf monitoring program. In 2005, MFWP’s wildlifeeterinarian drafted a biomedical protocol
that guides all wolf capture, physical or chemioainobilization procedures, and animal care
and handling procedures. Supplementary training pvavided in 2006, and routine
consultation assured adherence to the protocoditiddally, lab personnel carried out routine
wolf health and disease surveillance by collectiigrmation from both live and dead wolves
submitted in 2007.

Blood samples collected by MFWP and WS from livptaeed wolves were sent to the Lab.
Blood was screened for exposure to various diseasessome was archived in a DNA
repository. Usable samples were forwarded for helogy, biochemistry, and serology
screening. All of the hematology and biochemisésults were within normal limits expected
for wolves. However, serology results indicateak thnost of those individuals had been exposed
to some common canid viral and bacterial diseasasine parvovirus, canine distemper, canine
adenovirus, and leptospirosis. The presence sethatibodies in blood collected from live
wolves indicated exposure at some time in the arsrhfe, but that it survived the exposure.
While there has been much speculation about th&ecaillow pup counts in southwest Montana
and inside YNP in recent years, clinical eviderccednfirm the cause/s was very difficult to
obtain. The 2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and &gment Annual Report (Sime et al.
2007) provided an in-depth summary of results te dagarding diseases in Montana wolves.

MFWP has been cooperating in a University of lli;mstudy examining contaminants and toxins
in western gray wolf kidneys. Samples were aldorstied from the Canadian provinces.
Results are not yet available, but see the Ressawtion for an abstract for more information.

Additionally, MFWP developed a protocol that calfed all dead wolves found in Montana to
be retrieved from the field for examination by afrWP representative. Some carcasses are sent
to the lab for more detailed analysis.

Typical information collected includes cause oftdedody weight, evidence of ectoparasites,

etc. Various biological data were also collect&the veterinarian had discretion to complete a
more in-depth necropsy if preliminary findings warted additional examination. Abnormal or
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suspect tissues were submitted to the Montana Btagmostic Laboratory (or occasionally
elsewhere) for further evaluation. Lab personnay miso assist and consult during USFWS law
enforcement investigations to determine cause athdend examine physical evidence. The
2006 Montana Wolf Conservation and Management AhRegort (Sime et al. 2007) provided
an in-depth summary of results to date for the 2803 to 2006. Some of the salvageable
hides were retained and processed for educatiampbpes.

Causes of documented wolf mortality in 2008 aresshand compared with 2007 in Figure 7.
The majority of wolf mortality overall in Montana related to humans: livestock conflicts, car
strikes, train strikes, illegal killing, legal hast in Canada, and incidental to other activiteeg.(
trapping/snaring). Of the 161 mortalities of wawaiginally captured in Montana, 155 died in
Montana. Three wolves died in Canada (2 legaldsind unknown) and three wolves died in
Idaho (1 lethal control and 2 unknown). Agench&tcontrol accounts for the highest number
and percentage by cause of wolf deaths in Montangared to other causes of death.

Of 161 mortalities documented in 2008, 68% (n=146)e killed to address livestock related
conflicts. The wolf mortality rate due to liveskarelated conflict is similar in MT-CID and MT-
GYA. The remaining 31% (n=51) died due to illelg#ling, legal harvest in Canada, incidental
trapping / snaring, unknown, care/train strikesl entidental to management activities or
euthanasia for poor health (e.g. mange).

In 2008, field monitoring confirmed the presencernainge (an ectoparasite) in several packs in
southwest Montana. The Cedar Creek pack (Madisiley) had mange, but no mortalities
were documented and none were euthanized. InafaiRe and Boulder (south of Big Timber)
valleys, the Eight Mile and Baker Mountain packd haanage. Individual wolves that were
remnants of the Chief Joseph and Swam Lakes atsabage (which led to the dissolving of
those packs in 2007). A total of 4 wolves weretkanized by project personnel due to
advanced stages of mange and the secondary effettsealth complications associated with it.
Four additional wolves that died (i.e. were nohamized) had confirmed cases of mange when
examined by project personnel. Mange has not deeamented in northwest Montana (MT-
NWMT) or western Montana (MT-CID).

Wolf — Ungulate Relationships
(source: Hamlin and Cunningham, 2009; see:httpa/fiwt.gov/wildthings/wolf/game.html)

The impacts of wolves on elk and other ungulatgerhaps one of the most controversial
wildlife-related issues faced by people that caaimhlandscapes with these species. This is
certainly true in Montana, where the issue oftesoives widely disparate opinions and values.
In the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA) and southwdentana in particular, public interest is
heightened in this issue.

The GYA and southwest Montana generate approximatdf of the Montana statewide elk
hunter days afield and elk harvest annually. Theeaicts of wolves on elk populations are front
and center in the minds of many elk hunters anaetkusiasts in the region. The region is also
close to Yellowstone National Park, where wolf camation efforts were bolstered in 1995-96
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Figure 7. Causes of documented gray wolf mortality for Mora wolves in 2007 compared to
2008, expressed as total number by cause and pefdetal number by cause. Total
number of documented wolf mortalities in 2007 w88 tompared to 161 in 2008
(which includes 3 wolves which died in Idaho amddves which died in Canada).

with the experimental restoration of wolves to ansy/stem that had been without wolves for
much of the previous century. The region holdsipaldr significance for wolf conservation
enthusiasts, and the impacts of wolves on elkraghfin their minds as well.

Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MFWP) is entagasto conserve and manage wildlife in the
GYA and in southwest Montana. The state of Montamsbeen successful in efforts toward this
endeavor since statehood was enacted in 1889.tWétreestablishment of wolves in the region
around the turn of the &tentury, however, wildlife managers were faced \aitmew challenge.
Before this occurred, wildlife conservation and g@@ment programs were implemented
without a thought given to wolves or their impagtsthe ungulate populations the agency
managed. Facts and data about the impacts of wolvetk in the region were sorely needed for
wildlife conservation and management programs &ptaednd remain successful.

With the intense public interest and the data neédsldlife managers in mind, MFWP began a
wolf-ungulate research project in 2001 to fill solaye gaps in our knowledge base. This was a
collaborative project with the Ecology Departmeni@ntana State University. The project was
designed to incorporate both intensive and extengata collection efforts. Intensive study sites
were identified, and individual project cooperat@s efforts at these sites. Data collection at the
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intensive study sites was intended to provide #taittd comparisons needed to understand the
range of effects that wolves can have on elk pdjmiaynamics and behavior. Additionally, as
a part of this overall effort, MFWP agreed to betsingulate monitoring efforts in a more
extensive region in southwest Montana, as welbaontinue monitoring programs elsewhere in
the state to provide insights regarding the effetigolves on ungulate populations over a larger
area.

The major, overriding result from this researclodfhas been that one-size-fits all explanations
of wolf-elk interactions across large areas doexagt. However, we have learned that elk
populations tend to become limited by predatorsmirigh ratios of predators to elk are reached,
and this typically has occurred when multiple ptedapecies are numerous within the range of
one elk population. This limitation of elk poputais in areas with numerous predators appears
to become manifest through direct impacts on elkstavival and recruitment.

Intensive Study Sites in the Greater Yellowstonea®and Southwestern Montana, 2001-2008

Wolf numbers have increased rapidly in all of wastdontana since wolf restoration began in
1995, at rates of approximately 10% to 34% annuéllyhe range of the Northern Yellowstone
elk herd, wolf numbers increased by an averag@pifaximately 13% annually during 1995-
2007.

Elk are the primary prey species for wolves in Bagst Montana and the GYA, though there is
limited evidence that the portion of elk in wolets may decline during summer months. Most
data indicate that wolves preferentially selectdibrcalves and against adult female elk. Some
data indicate that wolves preferentially selectaddult male elk, and the degree to which this
happens appears to be influenced by the numbetulif male elk that reside within the territory
of a particular pack or population of wolves.

Winter elk kill rates of wolves have varied widelgross southwest Montana and the GYA, from
approximately 7 to 23 elk killed per wolf during Wamber through April. There are few data on
summer elk kill rates of wolves, but it appeard thalves kill fewer elk during summer than
during winter.

The number of grizzly bears in southwest Montarchtae GYA has increased more than -fold
since 1987, concurrently with the increase in vimiinbers, affecting the total elk predation rate.

Most data that have directly measured elk pregnaaieg since wolf restoration began indicate
that elk pregnancy rates are unaffected by wolvesontrast to some indirect evidence from
average hormone concentrations in elk feces. lada@dence from hunter-collected samples
also indicates that elk pregnancy rates have beafiacted by wolves.

In most of southwest Montana and the GYA, calf aiahrates following wolf restoration have
been similar to rates prior to wolf restoration ches in calf per 100 cow ratios have occurred
in the Northern Yellowstone, Gallatin- Madison, aviddison- Firehole elk herds, where both
wolf and grizzly bear densities have been higtlihtnnorthern Yellowstone and Gallatin-
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Madison elk herds, calf per 100 cow ratios havem#dyg been approximately half or less than
levels recorded prior to wolf restoration.

Adult female elk survival rates have remained highmost areas during the wolf population
increase. In the Northern Yellowstone elk herd liaf@gmale survival has ranged from
approximately 75% to 85% since the mid-1980s. hie¥ayears, most adult female mortality in
this herd was due to hunting. During 2000-2004 amajortality sources included hunting and
predation. Since 2005, hunter harvest has beemmalrand adult female survival rates appear to
have remained in the low 80% range.

In areas with high predator (grizzly bear and waidfprey ratios, including the Northern
Yellowstone, Gallatin Canyon, and Madison-Firehasieter ranges, elk numbers have declined
substantially since wolf reintroduction. In mos¢as with lower predator to prey ratios, elk
numbers have remained stable or have increaseel winlf restoration began.

In the Northern Yellowstone elk herd, we estiméais since 2004 wolves have killed more elk
than hunters, since 2005 wolves have killed mordtdemale elk than hunters, and in all but
one year since 2002 wolves have killed more bultlehn hunters.

Our analyses of elk vital rates in the Northernldebstone elk herd indicate that a continued
decline in elk numbers in coming years is likelyiupredator to prey ratios decline, even if
hunting pressure remains low or is decreased furthe

Most data collected during winter indicate that vesl have small-scale effects on elk

distribution (displacement of up to approximatelgm upon contact) and movement rates
(increased movement rates of approximately 1.2%&nevery 4 hours). Wolves may also affect
elk habitat selection and group sizes, but the ntagd@ and direction of these effects is widely
variable among wintering areas and even amongdtabit the same wintering area. Where the
impacts of hunting, hunter access, and wolves baea studied simultaneously, the impacts of
hunting and hunter access on elk distribution, moas, group sizes, and habitat selection have
been larger than the effects of wolves.

Data concerning the effect of wolves on large-seitedistribution are equivocal. Based on
research data collected during this project, tieelétle or no indication that wolves affect
larger-scale elk seasonal distribution or the togroh migration in some areas in southwest
Montana. Anecdotal information suggests that they imccur in some other areas in southwest
Montana, however. Additionally, research data ftbe Madison- Firehole elk herd suggest that
wolf predation pressure affects large-scale migraiatterns or seasonal range selection for
some elk.

In the areas of southwest Montana and the GYAlthaé shown declines in elk calf survival,
recruitment, and population size since the woltreiduction, mule deer recruitment and
numbers have increased.

Little data exist on moose populations in southwéshtana and the GYA due to inconsistent
monitoring. Recruitment and population sizes appeaiave declined in some areas, while
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numbers have increased in other areas. We camdyrpgovide little insight into the causes of
these disparities, and increased monitoring effartesearch efforts might provide more insight.

Extensive Study Sites and Montana Statewide

The second section of this report provides summafielata from routine MFWP statewide
monitoring programs, including aerial survey, hatarvey, and species management
programs, which have been absent from previousgailins and reports. Conclusions in this
section are more general and can be characterszidl@avs.

Elk populations in MFWP Administrative Region 1 appto be stable or increasing, and all
areas with consistent, long-term aerial counts Hewewolves at present.

Moose numbers appear to be stable in the solerdgudistrict of Region 1 that has consistent,
long-term data on moose population trend.

In most of northwestern Montana, including Admirasive Region 1 and the northern portion of
Administrative Region 2, white-tailed deer are lkthe major prey of wolves, rather than elk.

Using buck harvest as an index of population tfendvhite-tailed deer, in most hunting districts
numbers appeared to increase steadily until 2008dmg the large decline in 1996-97. Recent
highs were slightly lower than previous highs despelatively smaller anterless harvests, and
the entire increase occurred during a phase oéasing wolf numbers.

Since 2006, and beginning as early as 2004 in soees of Region 1, white-tailed deer
population sizes, indexed by buck harvest, have beereasing. The decrease has coincided
with record high antlerless deer harvests in mastihg districts.

It appears that factors other than predation héayeed major roles in recent white-tailed deer
population declines in Administrative Region 1. Hoer, predation may have played a role in
initiating the declines, prolonging the recoveryipés, and/ or limiting total deer numbers

below the previous highs. In much of Region 1ppears to be possible that predator and prey
fluctuations or cycles may develop, rather thaneraamsistent, low numbers of white-tailed
deer in the presence of wolves, because whitetdgded numbers were able to increase following
major declines in 1996-97.

In MFWP Administrative Region 2, white-tailed deembers, as indexed by buck harvest,
increased through 2006 following the major declime$996-97. However, in HDs 201 and 202
where wolves have been present longest, buck haraegemained below historic pre-wolf
levels.

Since 2006, white-tailed deer numbers have deadeas®currently with record or near record
high antlerless harvest, following a pattern vemilar to the pattern in Administrative Region
1. The declines in Region 2 have been also infleérxy factors other than predation, and most
populations recovered following the major declime$996-97. This again leads to the
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possibility that predator and white-tailed numbeii fluctuate in Region 2, rather than white-
tailed deer persisting at continually low numbershie presence of wolves.

In some areas of Region 2, there have been sonpopikation declines with limited evidence
that wolves may have played a role in limiting n@rsbor affecting elk distribution. In other
areas aerial counts of elk have increased whiledsahas decreased, with little apparent
influence of wolves.

Consistent, long-term survey data indicate thairetke Bitterroot Valley increased steadily
until 2006, when planned reductions in elk numbressilited from increases in harvest. The
environment and conditions in the western portibthis valley suggest that wolves may affect
elk numbers at some point, so close monitoringnisf ¢lk herd should continue.

At this time, there is little wolf presence in Admstrative Regions 4 and 5, so chances of wolf
impacts on ungulate populations in these areasanienal at present.

It appears that some areas in Montana are unseitalvolves because livestock depredations
continually lead to wolf removals, preventing wavieom increasing to densities that are seen in
protected areas. In these areas, wolves are proleaisl likely to limit ungulate populations than
in areas where depredation removals do not limif survival and population growth.

Routine ungulate monitoring programs in Montana mmialy be powerful enough to detect large
changes in ungulate numbers over a series of yaagdspower will be even lower in areas where
harvest indices are used to monitor populationgatsof aerial surveys. No routine surveys of
ungulates in Montana are likely to be powerful ggtoto assign causes to declines in every case.
This is apparently not always possible even insavgth intensive monitoring and research
projects, because substantial debates concernisgsaf declines and the role that predation
plays in declines still persist in many of theseaat

Wolf — Livestock Interactions in Montana: General Overview

Montana wolves routinely encounter livestock orhbqmtiblic grazing allotments and private
land. Wolves are opportunistic predators, mostrofieeking wild prey. However, some wolves
“learn” to prey on livestock and teach this behawwother wolves. Wolf depredations are very
difficult to predict in space and time. BetweeB1%nd 2008, the vast majority of cattle and
sheep wolf depredation incidents confirmed by W&uaed on private lands. The likelihood of
detecting injured or dead livestock is probablyhigon private lands where there was greater
human presence than on remote public land gratioigeents. The magnitude of under-
detection of loss on public allotments was not knowonetheless, most cattle depredations
occurred in the spring or fall months while sheeprédations occurred more sporadically
throughout the year.

Most wolves in Montana routinely encounter livegtdout do not kill livestock at each

encounter. On average through the last 10 ye@r25% of Montana wolf packs were
confirmed to have predated on livestock in any igiyear. One pack has been on the landscape
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for 19 years and was confirmed to have killed ligek a total of 5-6 times even though
livestock occurred within its territory and withihmiles of the den site. Other packs depredate
once or twice a year, every other year, or at modely spaced intervals. Still others depredate
more frequently, some demonstrating an escalathgvior pattern of actively hunting livestock
in the span of a few weeks or months. Packs tha killed livestock repeatedly and within
short periods of time, particularly adult-sizedektock, eventually became sources of chronic
conflict. In these situations, lethal control oced more regularly within and across years. In
some cases, incremental removal in a stepwisediastiier repeated losses resulted in full pack
removal.

Occasionally, livestock were confirmed killed byédispersing wolves or a pair of wolves
passing through, as evidenced by the lack of deasipack or subsequent instances of injured or
dead livestock or wolf sign in the area. In theisgations, the wolf usually does not return to the
original depredation site. In other instancesditock are killed by remnants of packs that
became fragmented due to lethal control, dispensdisease-related mortality.

USDA Wildlife Services workload has increased aver last 10 years as the wolf population
increased and distribution expanded. The numbsugiiected wolf complaints received by WS
increased steadily from federal fiscal year 1992008 (Figure 8). About 50% of the
complaints received by WS are verified as wolf-eals

A total of 438 wolves were Killed to help resohandicts with livestock from 1987-2008 in
Montana (Figure 9). Despite this level of lethahioval, particularly in the early years, the
Montana population still increased in number argdriiution, due to immigration from central
Idaho, Yellowstone National Park, and to growthriravithin the Montana population via
dispersal and new pack formation. From 2004-2@6&verage of 15.8% of the wolf population
per year was killed due to conflicts with livestdékgure 10). The percent killed in the most
recent 3 years has increased as the size of thHgolilation has increased and wolf pack
distribution has expended into areas where coafligth livestock are more likely. Similar
trends are evident in the NRM and the Western Qralaes States. Despite this level of removal
due to livestock conflicts, the Montana wolf pogida continued to increase through the years.

Under the more flexible special federal regulationthe southern Montana experimental area, a
total of 10 wolves were legally killed by privatgizens when discovered in the act of chasing or
attacking livestock and 13 wolves were killed unsleoot-on-sight permits from 2001-2006. In
2007, 7 wolves were killed while actively chasingestock (1 of which was unlawful) and 4
wolves were killed on a special permit. In 2008yd&ves were killed while seen actively
chasing or attacking livestock in the experimeatak under the 10j regulation. An additional
wolf was killed by a private citizen under Montasdefense of property, which is similar to the
10j federal regulations. Shoot-on-sight permitsenadso issued in the experimental area after
confirmed livestock depredations and MFWP had auhd lethal control. No wolves were
killed, though about 21 permits were either issoecenewed in 2008. WS and MFWP received
numerous other reports of non-injurious hazing laa@ssing, but records are not complete
enough to report accurately.
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Figure 8. Number of complaints received by USDA Wildlifer8ices as suspected wolf
damage and the percent of complaints verified dédemage, federal fiscal years
1992 — 2008. Federal fiscal years from October Sdptember 30.

Because wolves are still listed under ESA, woleé$tock conflicts were addressed using a
combination of the approved state plan and federallations. Among other things, MFWP
considered the number of breeding pairs statewidarathe respective interim management
areas (endangered area or experimental area), Wieergcident occurred, potential for
additional losses, and a pack’s previous histoth Wiwestock when deciding what to do.

MFWP and WS tried to connect the management respamd the damage closely in space and
time, targeting the offending animal/s. WS persmarried out the lethal control work.

MFWP strove to assure the security of the overalf wopulation, while addressing depredation
losses and control in an incremental fashion resipety and as directed by the state plan.

Because most confirmed incidents of injured or deedtock in Montana involve livestock
producers who were affected 2 or more times anidntiost incidents occurred on private lands,
we believe the combination of proactive non-letietlerrents combined with strategic
incremental lethal control of problem wolves is best way to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.

Both MFWP and WS also provided advice and techmifatrmation to individual livestock
producers about proactive strategies that may dsertneir risk of wolf depredations. Project
personnel also worked collaboratively with inteeglsprivate organizations and local-level
community groups (e.g. watershed groups) to protedbnical advice and to investigate non-
lethal methods of deterring livestock conflicts.
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While wolves remain listed under ESA, there are tii¥ferent classifications and legal
frameworks for addressing wolf-livestock confli¢iggure 2). Wolves across northern Montana
are classified as endangered, which offered beésiock producers and MFWP less flexibility.
The 1999 Interim Control Plan ultimately guided idems about lethal control. Citizens cannot
harass or kill wolves on private lands, state Isasefederal lands. State and federal agency
personnel were responsible for all harassmentigcand lethal control of all wolves in the
endangered area.

Wolves across southern Montana are classified psrigmental, nonessential. Because Montana
has a federally-approved management plan, addititanability became available to both
MFWP and livestock producers in February 2008. wmas the 10(j) regulations, members of
the public in the experimental area had the abitityon-injuriously harass wolves that were too
close to livestock any time. If wolves were seetivaly chasing or attacking livestock on
private or federally permitted lands during thawscpermit, livestock owners, their immediate
family members or employees could legally takeviiof. Physical evidence that demonstrated
that an attack was imminent was required. All sadfeharassment or lethal take had to be
reported to MFWP within 24 hours. The 10()) regiola was patterned after the Montana
“defense of property” statutes that will take effepon delisting allowing take “in the act” of
attacking domestic livestock. In 2005, 7 wolvesenvlled by private citizens under the 10(j)
rule compared to 2 in 2006. In 2007, a total @folves were killed under the 10j regulation
compared to 5 in 2008.

Depredation Incidents in 2008

The majority of wolf-livestock interactions tookgake in the experimental area across southern
Montana. Livestock densities (number of cattle sinelep per square mile) in south central
Montana counties are some of the highest of amjantana. Habitat, ungulate distribution, and
landscape features placed wolves and livestoclosec proximity in space and time than other
parts of the state.

WS confirmed that, statewide, 77 cattle, 111 sh2efmmestic dogs, 7 goats, and 8 llamas were
killed by wolves in calendar year 2008 (Figure 8pproximately 32% of Montana packs had
confirmed livestock kills at some point during 200@ 2008, the percentage increased to 36%.
Additional investigations were determined to belyatale wolf depredations or confirmed injured
livestock. Furthermore, some livestock produceported “missing” livestock and suspected
wolf predation. Other reported indirect lossedude poor weight gain and aborted pregnancies.
There is no doubt that there are undocumenteddodses difficult to quantify direct and

indirect economic losses in totality.

Most depredations occurred on private property.adadress livestock conflicts and to further
reduce the potential for further depredations, Wbtves were killed. Five of the 110 were killed
by private citizens on private land under the 2008) regulations and the remainder were taken
by WS using either ground or aerial based meth&ight packs were removed entirely due to
chronic livestock conflicts (Hewolf, Hog Heaven, tbasin Lake, N. Gravelly, Freezeourt,
Willow, Skalkaho, Musigbrod).
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Hewolf had been slated for complete removal aktiek of 2007, but the work was completed in
2008. Lethal control was initiated incrementatly2008, consistent with federal regulations.
All had confirmed depredations in 2007, howeved had already undergone some level of
lethal control. These 8 packs accounted for 62%h@total number of wolves killed to resolve
livestock conflicts. All combined, these packsaauted for 23% of the total confirmed cattle
killed and 36% of the total confirmed sheep killdd.some cases, these packs occupied
primarily private lands and/or also had some |@fd¢hilure of nonlethal tools.

In 2008, in the endangered area across northerndvianthe number of livestock and dogs
confirmed killed increased from 2006 and 2007 Isyvas did the number of wolves killed. WS
confirmed a total of 36 cattle, O sheep, 2 dogmrdes, 3 goats, and 5 llamas as having been
killed by wolves in 2008. A total of 50 wolves veekilled in NWMT. The increase in livestock
loss and lethal wolf control was due primarily tmtnued and chronic depredations and
subsequent removal of the Hog Heaven and HewoKsaklog Heaven pack members began
killing livestock in 2007 and the pattern continuedhe fall of 2008. A total of 27 wolves were
removed when this pack was eliminated (54% of ¢@ number of wolves killed in NWMT in
2007). A total of 14 of 45 (31%) packs had conédrepredations. See pack narratives below.

In the Montana portion of the GYA, the total numbéconfirmed livestock killed increased in
2008 from 2007. Incidents in 2008 occurred pritgan 3 counties where livestock conflicts
have occurred in the past (Park, Madison, and Beaae)). WS confirmed a total of 15 cattle,
85 sheep, and 4 goats were killed. A total of 2hves were killed (4 of which were killed by
private citizens). The increase in sheep livestosk and lethal control was apparently due to
two packs that repeatedly killed sheep. In 200&f, B5 (20%) packs killed livestock whereas in
2007, 9 of 18 packs (50%) killed livestock. In 8089% of packs (7 of 18) had confirmed
livestock kills. Of the 21 packs that existed@ng point in 2008, only 18 existed at the end of
the year due to the effects of mange and lethatabto resolve conflicts with livestock. Lethal
control in three of the 18 packs was implementegttoove the entire pack due to chronic
depredations on private land (Moccasin Lake, Nv@lig, and Freezeout).

In the Montana portion of the CID, the number affooned livestock losses decreased in 2008
compared to 2007. WS confirmed a total of 26 eattld 26 sheep, and 3 llamas lost to wolves.
A total of 34 wolves were killed (1 of which wadl&d by a private citizen when wolves were
seen actively chasing or attacking livestock) 2006, 6 of 17 (35%) packs killed livestock. Of
the 25 packs that existed at some point in 20074Q%) killed livestock. In 2008, 43% (7 of 21
packs) had confirmed depredations. Three packs e@npletely removed (Willow, Sapphire,
Skalkaho) due to chronic livestock conflicts and dot exist at the end of the year.

Private citizens killed 6 of the 61 (8% of totalphes removed in the Montana portion of the
GYA and CID experimental areas combined in 200&e Rolves were killed under the 10(j)
regulations and none were killed by permit in 20@8. of the wolves killed in Montana by
private citizens under the 10j regulation or ashaunred by a shoot-on-sight permit were killed
on private land.
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Between 1987 and 2006, most confirmed cattle dgpi@uevents in Montana occurred in

spring (March, April, May) when calves were smaltlanost vulnerable. A smaller spike
occurred in the fall (September and October), pregily as food demands of the pack increased
and pups are traveling with the pack. In additieild ungulates were still well dispersed on
summer range and young-of-the-year ungulates were mobile. Most confirmed sheep
depredation events in Montana occurred in Julyte®eper, and October. Because of their
smaller size relative to cattle or other classds/estock, sheep are vulnerable to wolf predation
year round. Similar patterns of peak depredatativity were observed in 2008.

Proactive Non-lethal Efforts

From 1987 — 2006 there was a total of about 314ircoed incidents of wolf-livestock conflicts
(injured or dead livestock confirmed by WS). Aalabf 162 livestock owners were affected.
Previous work has shown that proactive, nonlethalsthave the potential to decrease risk
because about half of the total incidents occucdvar more on the same piece of land (Sime et
al. 2007). Losses peak in the spring and fallweleer, it is difficult to prevent wolves from
injuring or killing livestock as most livestock oers have only one confirmed loss. Some
however, did have multiple losses during that spfayears. Other work has shown that lethal
control can provide some relieve, but is not a @eremt solution as wolf pack territories were
recolonized by other, “new” wolves about 280 daysawerage after the previous pack was
eliminated (Bradley 2004). Thus a combination imfgetive nonlethal tools in combination with
incremental lethal control offers a variety of mgeaent tools to minimize wolf-caused
livestock losses and lethal wolf control to theesttpossible, recognizing that some livestock
will be lost to wolves in the future and some walwvell be killed to address conflicts.

During 2008, MFWP and WS assisted with severalreffitm employ proactive non-lethal tools,
including fladry, electric fladry, increased humamesence, and non-lethal munitions. Other
efforts occurred without much MFWP involvement. ditenally, most livestock owners who
submitted a claim to the Montana Livestock LossR#&dn and Mitigation Board to get
reimbursed for a verified wolf loss reported alngading some husbandry tools to decrease the
risk of wolf depredation.

Fladry

MFWP received a Conservation Innovation Grant fttemUSDA Natural Resource
Conservation Service in 2006 to study the fieldligppon of electrified (turbo) fladry. Field
work was completed in 2007 and the final report s@®spleted in 2008. See the Research and
Field Studies Section. In 2008, fladry or was useat least three known pack territories where
conflicts have occurred in the past to discouraglv@s from areas of domestic livestock or
homesites with dogs. The intention of fladry i9&haviorally discourage wolves from entering
a pasture. While it does not represent a phybigaler like some styles of fencing, it does
present a behavioral barrier as wolves both inigiéptind field settings are reluctant to cross it
or go under it.
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In the Lydia pack territory (NWMT), fladry was usatbund a calving pasture on private land
after depredations on the adjacent timbered pgjpéizing allotment in summer 2007. No
depredations were reported on this ranch or weribated to the Lydia pack in 2008.

Two landowners along the urban — wildland interfeccthe Superior pack territory used fladary
around their homesites to discourage wolves fraeracting with domestic dogs and horses.
This has been the case for several years in a howne case, the fladry is kept up year round
and MFWP replaced it in 2008. Fladry is used atdther location primarily in the winter when
the pack is at lower elevations and closer to tiopgrty. There was one confirmed cattle loss in
this pack’s territory, but it was not associatethvgither of these two landowners.

MFWP provided electric fladry to a livestock proeuevho is located within the Satire pack’s
territory in NWMT for the second year in 2008. REg wolf presence is reported by this
landowner, but no losses were reported on thisgrtgp One calf was confirmed killed in the
pack territory at a different location.

In the Blackfoot Valley, regular fladry was put apund a pasture having cow:calf pair after
wolf activity was reported in the area and closehsture. The fladry was up for about 2
months. No conflicts were reported within the past The cattle operation has since been sold.

Regular fladry was also deployed in the Willow Greack territory near Hall, where wolves
were frequenting and had been reported harassttig.ca

Discourage Denning

On two occasions, MFWP personnel attempted to pteve different packs from re-using a
traditional densite (Willow Creek and Brooks Credlg to conflicts in the past. Wolf activiy
and depredations are most concentrated aroundradgareas and rendezvous sites. Increasing
the distance between a den and vulnerable livest@akdecrease the risk of loss, but it can also
displace wolves to area equally prone to conflath livestock. The Willow Creek pack was

not sufficiently discouraged and reused its tradil den on private land near cattle operations.
The Brooks Creek did establish a different den bitet was still in close proximity to livestock.
Both packs had confirmed depredations in 2008.

Increased Human Presence

The primary goal of these range rider efforts isstuce livestock/predator interactions.
Secondary goals and objectives are to reduce tigkstepredation from predators, to detect
injured or dead livestock more rapidly, to presdéheevidence and increase the likelihood that
an investigation would yield a definitive conclusiabout whether or not it was a predation
event and the species responsible, to improvetbeksnanagement and range conditions, to
increase knowledge about livestock/predator inteyas in space and time, and to build
relationships among project partners.

Although the rider protocols varied from place tage, the underlying premise is similar:
increased and continual human presence and immeegéispponse to wolves that are seen
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interacting with livestock. The rider response &l wolves when they are interacting with
livestock ranges from non-lethal harassment tdtraldullet. By responding as closely as
possible in space and time to the inappropriat@aweh (e.g.,chasing livestock), the wolves are
more likely to associate that behavior with somegmegative than if they had not been harassed
while behaving inappropriately. Due to the incréelibumber of variables from place to place,
there is no clear evidence that these efforts hatgally prevented depredations. However,

when surveyed, many participating producers sag thought it was helpful and indicated an
interest in continuing their participation.

Over the years, MFWP has collaborated livestocklpeos, many orgainizations and watershed
groups, including: Madison Valley Ranchlands GrdBlackfoot Challenge, Boulder Watershed
Association, Granite County Headwaters WatershedigrTurner Endangered Species Fund,
USDA Forest Service, Keystone Conservation, USDAdWe Services, USDA Natural
Resources and Conservation Service, Sweet GraggyCGanservation District, and MSU
Extension Service

In the Helmville area, the Blackfoot Challengeiatiéd a pilot range rider program during
August and September 2008 in the Elevation Mourgauk territory using funds obtained in a
grant. MFWP provided technical support. No cadliwere reported. Much was learned and
plans are underway for the 2009 grazing season.

A range rider program, for the Antelope Basin gngzillotment in the Madison continued in
2008. This was the fifth season in a row in whiders spent time on a combination of public
allotments and private lands south of Ennis betwlsre 15 and October 15. Over the years,
different wolf packs have lived in the area. Caothg the Horn Mountain pack territory includes
Antelope Basin. In 2008, two calves were killeduly and 1 calf was killed in October. Most
of the cattle were brought off the allotment 1-2k&early. Incremental lethal control resulted
in the removal of 3 wolves. Five wolves remairtha pack and plans for the 2009 grazing
season are underway.

In the Boulder River watershed south of Big Timlvange riders were funded for 2005, 2006,
and 2007. In 2008, the rider effort was discorgthdue to lack of funding, although there is
still interest by the watershed group.

In the East Fork of Rock Creek, MFWP collaboratechnother Ranger Rider project with
Defenders of Wildlife and a livestock producer.isTproducer experienced missing livestock in
2006. The rider started in May 2007 and spent boté on private land and the affiliated public
grazing allotment through September. In 2007, ¢alwes were killed on the ranch and
eventually 5 wolves were removed from the Sappbaiek after the wolves repeatedly
frequented areas with livestock. No 10j hazingae in the act was reported by the rider, but
wolf presence around livestock was frequent. Thogept continued in 2008, but wolf pack
dynamics in the area. The Sapphire territory veasped by the Skalkaho pack. Late in the
grazing season, the Skalkaho pack keyed into bekstiespite repeated hazing attempts by the
rider. Two calves were confirmed killed and adrdeead calf was a probable. The pack was
removed as nonlethal tools were not effective.
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In 2008 near Hall, a rider program was developéat Yaur livestock producers within the
Willow Creek pack’s territory to increase monitagiafforts for wolves and livestock after many
livestock were lost in the prior 2 years. Thiskphleed almost entirely on private land and in
close proximity to livestock yearlong. In 2008, lirple nonlethal tools were implemented in
addition to the rider — carcass removal, fladry discouragement from using the traditional
den. The combination of nonlethal tools and in@etal control did not improve the situation
and the entire pack was removed in 2008.

Defenders of Wildlife and a local ranch in the Rms# pack territory participated in a range
rider agreement. No reports of riders hazing oassing wolves were received and no conflicts
were reported.

Defenders of Wildlife: Bailey Wildlife Foundation Wolf Compensation Trust
(Summary contributed by Defenders of Wildlife; sdés0
http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.htjnl

In 1987, Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders) creaseprivate fund to compensate livestock
producers in the NRM for verified livestock losskee to wolves. The fund's goal is to reduce
economic losses for livestock producers due taektoration of wolves. In the fall of 2000, the
fund was renamed The Bailey Wildlife Foundation W@bmpensation Trust. Until April 15,
2008, Defenders provided the only wolf compensapimgram available in Montand&rom

1987 through April 15, 2008, Defenders of Wildlgaid a total of approximately $343,143 in
compensation claims in the State of Montana (Figude From 2000 to 2005 (inclusive), the
total amount paid was $176,384.57, averaging ab2®t397 per year. The amount paid in any
one year ranged from $7,935 to $54,78B2ginning April 15, 2008 the Montana Department of
Livestock's state sponsored program replaced Defshdolf compensation program in
Montana, though payments are still primarily pramtfunded by Defenders through a donation
to the State of Montana. In 2009, all Montana cengation claims should be sent directly to the
Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Bbgsee below).

Since 1987, Defenders has compensated more thamfiilion dollars to livestock producers in
the NRM. The program pays for 100% of the fall keavalue for a WS-confirmed wolf-caused
loss up to $3000 per animal and 50% of the mar&kte/for probable losses. Livestock losses
covered include: sheep, cattle, horses, mulessgibemas, donkeys, pigs, chickens, geese,
turkeys, herding dogs and livestock guarding ddgsfenders is still providing direct
compensation in other states within the regione v8ew.defenders.org/wolfcompensatitor
additional information.

While turning over administration of the wolf conmzation program to Montana, Defenders has
increased its efforts through The Bailey Wildlifeurdation Proactive Carnivore Conservation
Fund initiated in 1988 to reduce livestock lossewolves through the use of nonlethal
deterrents. Over the last decade, Defenders tlabomted with ranchers and wolf managers to
pioneer a range of methods and strategies inclugsegof multiple livestock-guarding dogs,
fladry, range riders, livestock night penning, amore. Both wolf and livestock mortalities have
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been reduced as a result of these measures andancheng operations and agency managers
are utilizing these techniques as word of theie&ff’eness spreads.

In 2008, Defenders published a proactive guiddifestock producers. “Livestock and Wolves:
A Guide to Nonlethal Tools and Methods to Reducaflid” which summarizes information
provided by ranchers, wildlife managers, conseovasis and scientists on these deterrents. A
free copy is available online or by contacting SumaStone, Defenders of Wildlife, P.O. Box
773, Boise, Idaho 83701 or calling 208-424-938%ldifionally, in 2008, Defenders funded
numerous non-lethal wolf control projects total®p,000 throughout the tri-state region to help
increase the use of these methods. For moreniafiown, please visit
www.defenders.org/proactive
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Figure 11. Compensation payments paid in Montana by DefesnofeWildlife, 1987 through
April 15, 2008, when the State of Montana initiatisdorogram. Payments are shown
according to the calendar year of payment and patenset forth by Defenders of
Wildlife. Actual loss may have occurred in the\pogis year in some cases. Source:
http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html
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Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Prgram: a Montana-based
Reimbursement Program

The Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Pdlactfor creation of a Montana-based
program to address the economic impacts of verielf-caused livestock losses. The plan
identified the need for an entity independent fidiffWP to administer the program. The plan
also identified that the reimbursement program wdod funded through sources independent
from MFWP’s wolf management dollars and other MF#/Rds intended for fish and wildlife
management.

The creation of an adequately funded loss reduem@hdamage mitigation program will help
determine the degree to which people will shardahd with wolves, to which the success of
wolf recovery can be assured into the future, &ieddiegree to which individual livestock
operators who are adversely affected economicgllydif recovery are able to remain viable.
Maintaining private lands in agricultural productiprovides habitat for a wide variety of
wildlife in Montana and is vital to wolf conservati in the long run.

In keeping with Montana’s tradition of broad-basé@tzen participation in wolf conservation
and management, a diverse, 30-member working graip! times in 2005. The working group
was comprised of private citizens, representatik@a non —governmental organizations, and
representatives from state and federal agenciesmaler subcommittee continued to meet in
2006. This group finalized a framework which thmtame the basis for legislation in the 2007
Montana Legislature.

As a part of the comprehensive wolf program impleteeé by MFWP and its cooperators, the
Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigationd?eon (MLLRMP) addresses economic
losses due to wolf predation and creates incentorggroducers to take proactive, preventive
steps to decrease the risk of loss. The largein@igroup agreed that both government and
livestock producers want to take reasonable antdeftective measures to reduce losses, that it
is not possible to prevent all losses, and thassltiock producers should not incur
disproportionate impacts as a result of recoverylofitana’s wolf population.

There are three basic components: a loss reduslgonent, a loss mitigation element, and the
state wolf management plan. MFWP and USDA WS wduifdl their responsibilities and roles
outlined in the state management plan. The |lahscteon and loss mitigation elements are
administered by an independent quasi-judicial bélaatlis administratively attached to the
Montana Department of Livestock

Of particular concern to all participants was tleechto secure funding for batie proactive

work and the loss reimbursement components of thetdha wolf program. The working group
explored a variety of funding mechanisms. BothMuastana Wolf Advisory Council and the
second working group concluded that the MLLRMP wicloé funded through special state or
federal appropriations or private donations. Bytbups agreed that MFWP’s wolf management
dollars, and other MFWP funds (license revenuefaddral matching Pittman-Robertson or
Dingle Johnson dollars) would not be used to reirsdwolf-caused losses. Private donations
will also be sought.
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During the 2007 Montana Legislative session, atbi#stablish the framework of the working
group was introduced and passed (HB364). Thel#gn created the Livestock Loss
Reduction and Mitigation Board to administer pragsaor the mitigation and reimbursement of
livestock losses by wolves. It also establishedghasi-judicial board, its purpose, membership,
powers and duties, and reporting requirements. Bideed is administratively attached to the
Montana Department of Livestock, but its role anties are wholly independent from the
Department and the Montana Board of Livestock aod versa. Late in 2007, the Governor
appointed the first Board.

The purposes of the Montana Livestock Loss Redu@ia Mitigation Program are to
proactively apply prevention tools and incentiveslécrease the risk of wolf-caused losses,
minimize the number of livestock killed by wolvésdugh proactive livestock management
strategies, and provide financial reimbursementgdducers for losses caused by wolves based
on the program criteria.

The Loss Reduction element is intended to minirtosses proactively by reducing risk of loss
through prevention tools such as night pens, gogrdnimals, or increasing human presence

with range riders and herders. Active managemethteowolf population by MFWP under the

approved Montana Wolf Plan (and the applicablerf@degulations for now) should also help

decrease the risk of loss.

The Loss Mitigation element implements a reimburseihpayment system for confirmed and
probable losses that can be verified by USDA W&liréct losses and costs are not directly
covered, but eventually could be addressed thrapghication of a multiplier for confirmed
losses and a system of bonus or incentive payméiligible livestock losses are cattle, calves,
hogs, pigs, horses, mules, sheep, lambs, goatguanding animals. Confirmed and probable
death losses are reimbursed at 100% of fair maddae. Veterinary bills for injured livestock
that are confirmed due to wolves may be coverdd@® of fair market value of the animal
when funding becomes available.

The legislation also codified much of the actuaftframework in state law. It directed the
Board to establish a program to cost-share witsliock producers who are interested in
implementing measures to decrease the risk of preffiation on livestock. It also directed the
Board to establish and administer a program tolanse livestock producers for losses caused
by wolves. While some details of the grant progémss reduction) and the reimbursement
program (loss mitigation) are established in seatiite Board will still need to establish
additional details through a rule-making procedsictv will include public comment
opportunities. Rulemaking is expected in 2009ralize and establish other program
implementation details in the Administrative Rutésviontana.

HB364 also established special state and federahtee accounts, respectively. The funds may
only be used for the purposes of implementing dlss Feduction grants program and
reimbursing wolf-caused losses. HB 364 also estadd a trust fund with an intended principal
of $5 million dollars. The earned interest frore thust fund pays for the program. The
Legislature did not, however, appropriate dollansdither of the special revenue accounts or the
trust fund.
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The 2007 Montana Legislature appropriated “stattfupds in the amount of $60,000 in each
year of the biennium to pay for initial operatingenses of the Board. The appropriation also
included 1.0 FTE who works for the Board and consititze day to day business of the program.
This individual was hired late in 2007 and theialibrientation and coordination got underway.
Fundraising efforts began in 2008.

The Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and MitigatBward met twice in 2008. With the 2008
funding available, the Livestock Loss Reduction Bfitigation Board prioritized payments for
animals that were attacked by wolves and diedea§ied (probable or confirmed) by USDA
Wildlife Services. Claims were paid on a first-agrfirst-served basis. Private organizations
provided most of LLRMP’s available funding for 2Q08cluding a $50,000 donation from
Defenders of Wildlife. Donations were also recdi®m the Greater Yellowstone Coalition
and the Montana Cattemen’s Association. No grppli@ations submitted in 2008 were funded.
A total of $83,000 was available and paid to lieektowners for dead animals between April 15
and December 31,2008. Additional claims for deagstock were received, but could not be
paid because all available funds were exhausted.

Payments for injured animals or funds for cost-slgaants to implement proactive tools
intended to decrease risk were unavailable duddokaof funds. This board and program are
primarily funded via private donations. Donatioms fully tax deductible and can be made via
the internet atvww.liv.mt.gov .

If a livestock producer suspects a wolf-relate@sivock injury or death, USDA WS should be
contacted to request an investigation. If the issslated to wolves, USDA WS will mail a copy
of the WS investigation report and a claim formttee MLLRMP to the livestock owner. The
livestock owner should complete the claim form amall it (along with the copy of the USDA
WS investigation report) to the Coordinator. Theo@linator will determine the market value of
the loss based on USDA market reports from Billiageh week. Claims for unique or higher
value livestock should be accompanied by documientaf value. Claims are typically
submitted about one month after the WS investigasaompleted. If forms are complete and
no unusual circumstances present themselves, clagnsrocessed and payment is made within
2-3 weeks.

PACK SUMMARIES
Northwest Montana Endangered Area
Overview
In 2008, we documented a minimum estimate of 25&&gin 45 packs in the Montana portion
of the NWMT recovery area. This is an increasenfil3 wolves in 36 packs at the end of the
year in 2007. There were 12 newly identified pack®008. Some of these packs are believed

to be first year packs, and some are likely to hexisted the previous year. There are 2
Montana/ldaho transboundary packs that either deongpent the majority of their time in
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Montana this year and therefore are counted asradvia pack in 2008. Last year they were
counted as Idaho packs for the same reason. Théneack that the inverse is true where unlike
last year they either denned or spent the majofitizeir time in Idaho this year and therefore are
counted as an Idaho pack. Two packs have beerveshitom the population as a consequence
of chronic livestock depredation. One pack iscminted in 2008 solely because there is no
information to indicate that it exists.

Forty radio collared wolves in 27 packs, or 60%haf 45 total packs, were monitored in
northwest Montana during at least some portion0®8&2 This is down from 80% of 36 total
packs in 2007. One additional radio collared p&dqgtenai North (west of Koocanusa
Reservoir) was also monitored, but appeared todsp®st, or all, of it's time in Canada. Radio
collared wolves were located from aircraft approxiety 1-2 times per month. Radio collared
wolves in and around Glacier National Park (GNP)enNecated more frequently from the
ground by GNP staff and personnel from an OregateSiniversity research project. Twenty-
nine collared wolves from 24 packs (53% of theataltpacks and dispersers) were monitored
by the end of the year. An additional 4 radio aat wolves that had dispersed were monitored
through the end of the year.

MFWP traplines were set in 15 pack territories, a6dvolves were captured in 2008. Fifteen
were radio collared and 1 was too small to colldEDA Wildlife Services trapped in 5
additional areas and collared 4 wolves. Two o$¢hareas were trapped with the cooperation of
both the Blackfeet Tribe and the Confederated Balisl Kootenai Tribes on their respective
reservations. About 6 packs in NWMT have terréerall or partially within 2 Tribal
Reservations: Blackfeet and Flathead.

MFWP surveyed a total of 28 areas for wolf presearo pack status. Eight of those areas
resulted in the verification of new packs. Wolfiaity was verified in 1 other area, but it was
unclear whether it is a discrete pack or an ared by an adjacent pack. Fifteen of those
surveys were conducted to determine pack statasess of known packs that do not have
functioning radio collars. There were 3 areas whiEfinitive wolf sign could not be determined
and will be scheduled for survey again in 2009reéhmore new packs were verified by, one
each, the Blackfoot Tribe, the Confederated Salsh Kootenai Tribes, and USDA Wildlife
Services.

Packs included in the Montana portion of the NWMTavery area as of December 2008 were:
Arrastra Creek, Ashley, Bearfite, Belmont, Benchkn&ennie, Bitterroot Range, Blue
Mountain, Camas Prairie, Candy Mountain, Cilly, @ua, DeBorgia, Dutch, Elevation
Mountain, Fishtrap, Firefighter, Flathead Alps, &rBear, Heart Butte, Kintla, Kootenai South,
Ksanka, Lazy Creek, Livermore, Lydia, Marias, McKB8ineral Mountain, Mitchell Mountain,
Monitor Mountain, Murphy Lake, Ninemile, Nyack, Rip Pulpit Mountain, Red Shale, Salish,
Satire, Selow, Solomon Mountain, Spotted Bear, 8ap€erallulah, Twilight, and Wolf Prairie
(Table 1a). Names of several packs have been eldangetter characterize geographic home
place. Meadow Peak is now Satire. Squeezer isRipar. Thompson Peak is now Corona.
Whitefish is now Dutch.
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Along the Montana/ldaho transboundary area withe\NWMT Recovery area, the Calder
Mountain and Silver Lake are believed to den arehdpmost of their time in Idaho and
therefore are counted towards the ldaho wolf pdmria Along the transboundary area between
the NWMT and CID recovery areas, the Fish Creek plens and spends most of it's time in
Idaho and are therefore counted towards the Idapalgption. Along the US/Canada Border, the
Kootenai North and Spruce Creek packs spend mast of their time in Canada and are not
counted towards the NWMT population.

We were able to confirm reproduction in 23 of tlepéacks (Table 1a). Seventeen of those
packs known to have reproduced met the criteridoresding pairs. Breeding pair status could
not be documented in some packs either becausevéétreyuncollared and therefore more
difficult to obtain data, or we were unable to gonfa minimum pup survivorship of 2 at the
end of the year.

Seventy-three wolf mortalities were documentechanMontana portion of the NWMT recovery
area population in 2008. All but 7 were attributecsome form of human cause including 49
lethally removed in control actions, 7 illegallyl&d, 6 vehicle collisions, 3 train collisions, and
1 was reported killed in self defense. Seven otlwves died of unknown causes.

A total of 5 radio-collared wolves were missingthg end of the year. Missing collars are due
to long-range dispersal, collar failure, or othekmown fate.

Five dispersals were recorded (see “Miscellanedussé” and Verified Packs sections).

NW243 F dispersed from the Ashley pack, and waadalead 175 miles SE of the Ashley pack
and 16 miles SE of Grangeville, ID. NW351F diseer from the Cilly pack, and she and
another wolf are occupying an area 40 miles testhegh between Beaver Creek and Seeley
Lake. NW368M dispersed from the Lazy Creek paokl, @as occupying an area 47 miles to the
south in portions of the old Hog Heaven (see Hoguda) territory at the end of the year.
NW346M dispersed from the Piper pack (formerly Sapeg), and he and 2 other wolves are
occupying an area 50 miles to the southeast neand® NW111F dispersed from the Spotted
Bear pack, and she and another wolf are occupyireyea 16 miles west of the Spotted Bear
homerange and east of Swan Lake. NW367F begaatewttorial movements from the Red
Shale pack in the fall. Her movements included emoents from the North Fork Sun River, to
the Swan Valley, back to the North Fork Sun, t@esa near Seeley Lake, back to the North
Fork Sun and out of the Bob Marshall WildernestheoEastern Front.

In NWMT, the number of confirmed livestock and dégked was up from 2007. Increased
depredations were a result of the increased nuofheolf packs residing in livestock areas.
While the number of confirmed packs in 2008 inceeba30%, the number of packs involved in
livestock depredations increased 133%. The numibeacks involved in livestock depredations
more than doubled in 2008, from 6 in 2007 to 12008. A second year decline in the whitetail
deer population is also believed to be a possiteributing factor.

We documented 49 confirmed livestock and dog killkere were 36 cattle, 2 dogs, 3 goats, 2

horses, and 5 llamas. An additional 2 calves wem&ed as probable kills, 6 calves were
confirmed injured, 1 llama probable killed, anddrse was confirmed injured and euthanized
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due to its injuries. Consequently the number ofve® lethally controlled increased from 19 in
2007 to 49 in 2008.

The 2008 number is skewed high due to the largedfithe Hog Heaven pack that was removed
after chronic livestock conflict problems. Twerdgven wolves were removed from the Hog
Heaven pack, which included 2 breeding femalesl&npups. This is the largest recorded pack
in the history of NWMT, and it is only the thirdrie that a double liter has been documented in
the recovery area in 23 years. Fourteen — fif{fgenwere unsure which pack was involved in 1
confirmed killed calf) of 47 packs were involveddanfirmed killed or injured livestock, and a
total of 49 were lethally removed as a result. Tpacks were removed during the year (Hewolf
and Hog Heaven). These figures only account fafigd losses. It is unavoidably impossible

to account for the proportion of unverified losge® to wolves. Unverified losses are losses
where the cause of dead or missing livestock iknotvn. Turbo Fladry (electrified fladry) was
used as a preventative measure in the Lydia pacdtoty. Regular fladry was used as a
preventative measure in 3 different instances ac8ddferent packs. Fladry was used on a small
ranch in the Satire pack territory.

Verified Packs (Table 1a in Appendix 3)
Arrastra Creek

at least 5 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2008. Its home range is at the @adtof the Blackfoot River Valley.

2008 Activities: During 2008 there were several reports of wdlivity in the Arrastra
Creek and Marcum Mountain areas of the Blackfodtéya This pack was confirmed
during a tracking survey in January 2009 and igehetl to consist of at least 5 wolves.

Ashley
? wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported
History: Discovered in 2006. Its home range is NW of &{adil.

2008 Activities: NW243F was missing in the beginning of the yeBine was found dead 175
miles SE of the Ashley pack and 16 miles SE of Gearlle, ID in November. It is not
known if she had joined that local Idaho pack. Taese of death is under investigation.
Because of increased workloads, we were not aliteriduct more than a few days of field
work in this area. Reports of wolves continuehiis area, but numbers and reproduction
remain unknown at the end of the year. This packrot been collared since 2007.

Bearfite
5 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2008. Its home range is in the TuMeuntain area north of Libby.
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2008 Activities: This pack was actually discovered in 2007 but veay close to the Pulpit
pack which, and assumed to be the Pulpit packthBiepack was collared. In 2008 field
reconnaissance results indicated that they aralisavete packs. A 2 year old wolf was
captured and collared on 9/15. This pack has ib i&allar.

Belmont
at least 10 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2008. Its territory is southwesSekley Lake.

2008 Activities: During 2008 there were numerous reports of wdifvay in the Belmont
Creek, Blanchard Creek, and Placid Lake areass gdk was confirmed during a tracking
survey in January 2009 and is believed to consiat least 10 wolves.

Benchmark
7 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. New Pack in 2008, though likely present in 200his pack occupies a territory
west of Augusta.

2008 Activities Hunters and ranchers reported seeing wolves iBémehmark and

Fairview Plateau areas during the summer and @l82 Forest Service personnel reported
seeing tracks near Renshaw Mountain. Wolves haeelesden seen on the Sun River Game
Management Area. Forest Service personnel and MBMIBgist verified wolf presence and
numbers in the fall. This pack was uncollarechaténd of 2008.

Bennie
4 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. New Pack in 2008, lone wolf in 2007. Its temytas west of Choteau near the
Blackleaf Wildlife Management Area

2008 Activities At the end of 2007, wolf NW191 dispersed frora Eevation Mountain
pack and was located near the Blackleaf WMA. Degictivity and pups were documented
during the denning season in 2008. It has onaurcoll

Bitterroot Range
at least 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is in therth Fork of Fish Creek west of
Missoula.

2008 Activities In early 2008 there were believed to be at IBagblves in the Bitterroot
Range pack. A Forest Service crew reported hed&mding and seeing tracks up the North
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Fork of Fish Creek during the summer and in eakguést they found a dead wolf pup.

MFWP personnel retrieved the pup but cause of deathunknown. This pack was difficult
to obtain an accurate count on during the summeaiuse they seemed to spend most of their
time in the backcountry in heavily timbered arebsthe winter four wolves were

documented using the Quartz Creek and Meadow Guexals and these are believed to be
the same pack because of close proximity to thehNeork drainage.

Blue Mountain
at least 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is soutswof Missoula.

2008 Activities: In early 2008 four wolves were believed to béhia Blue Mountain pack.
There were few public reports of wolves during shhenmer and fall and little sign was
turned up during MFWP scouting efforts. Thus rappiing attempts were initiated in 2008.
In the winter MFWP confirmed at least 3 wolves gdine Albert Creek area in December.

Camas Prairie
4 wolves; not a breeding pair
3 calves confirmed killed, 1 calf confirmed injurddhorse confirmed killed, 1 horse
confirmed injured and euthanized, 1 horse confirmaded

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is betwéerma and Hot Springs on the
Flathead Indian Reservation.

2008 Activities: The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribe dooiieaed4 wolves in this
pack. Reproduction is unknown. Efforts by WSdodte to capture and collar a wolf were
unsuccessful by the end of the year. This packneasollared in 2008.

Candy Mountain
8 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Candy Mountain pack was first discovered asva pair and an adult female
(351) was radio collared in 2003. The Candy Moumt@rritory is in the Yaak River
drainage.

2008 Activities: This pack was not collared in the beginning efyiear. On 9/2 a 3 year old
female was captured and fitted with a gps ARGO&codr patch occupancy modeling
research in cooperation with the University of Maord (see research section). Reproduction
was confirmed and this pack denned in a new locdlis year. There is 1 collar in this pack

at the end of the year.
Cilly

10 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported
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History: New in 2008. lIts territory is in the southeastportion of the Swan Valley.

2008 Activities Last year it was believed that our cluster gions indicated one pack, the
Piper pack (formerly Squeezer pack) existed inSvan Valley. After 2 wolves from the
Piper pack were radio collared in 2007, locatiotadadicated that there may be an
additional pack in the valley. The Cilly pack waeified in June of 2008 and a 2 year old
female wolf from the Cilly pack was captured antlazed. We could only obtain 1 radio
location before she dispersed. She, and anothiérave now occupying an area between
Beaver Creek and Seeley Lake. This is a dispdrs&nce of about 40 miles. A dead wolf
was discovered in the Cilly pack’s territory in Nmwaber and is under investigation. The
Cilly pack is no longer collared.

Corona (formerly Thompson Peak)
14 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Itsteny is north of Plains.

2008 Activities: Two wolves were found dead in this pack earlthemyear. One was hit by

a car. One is under investigation. In Octobeisweeyed areas adjacent to the Corona pack
to determine if reports of wolves in these areaeveé the Corona pack or a new pack. We
determined through radio telemetry that these adjaareas were indeed occupied by the
Corona pack. Since we only locate collars appraxéty once per month, it generally takes

2 years of data to develop an adequate samplecsestimate the home range of packs. This
pack has only been collared for one year. Thik pas one radio collar at the end of the
year.

DeBorgia
at least 4 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: First suspected in 2005 and confirmed in 20@§ telrritory is south of the town of
DeBorgia in the lower Clark Fork.

2008 Activities In early 2008, four wolves were believed to h¢hie DeBorgia Pack.
Collared alpha female NW85F continued to be moadaturing 2008. She localized in
Montana during April and was believed to have deinn@ June, four pups were seen during
a monitoring flight. However at the end of 2008yoh wolves were documented in this
pack, at least one of which was believed to bepa fdthe fate of the other pups is unknown.
DeBorgia is a Montana/ldaho border pack but is tedias a Montana pack for 2008
because they denned in Montana and all 2008 delg&hetry locations were in Montana.

Dutch (formerly Whitefish)
20 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Whitefish pack was first documented in 1986 tormerly occupied a territory
north of Whitefish Lake. In 2001, the Whitefishcgacrossed the Whitefish Range to the
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east and established a new territory in the Noadttk [Flathead River drainage, displacing the
former South Camas pack. The Whitefish pack’s hoange is in the North Fork Flathead
River drainage, and it spends most of its time witBNP.

2008 Activities: On 5/13, a breeding female was captured andlfitiéh a gps collar for a
trophic cascades research project in cooperatitm@iegon State University and GNP (see
research section). Unfortunately this collar, viahicas programmed to shed the collar in two
years, malfunctioned and shed the collar the nexitim On 11/3, 2 additional wolves were
captured. One was fitted with the refurbished ggkar for research, and the other was fit
with a traditional vhf collar. Twenty wolves isetl?"® largest pack ever recorded in
Northwest Montana (Hog Heaven, 27 wolves this ysahe largest recorded ever). This
pack has 3 collars.

Elevation Mountain
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
3 calves confirmed killed, 1 calf probable; 4 wawemoved by WS

History: First documented in 2006. Its territory is in tharnett Mountains.

2008 Activities: In early 2008, six wolves were believed to bé&ém Elevation Mountain
pack. In April two calves were confirmed killeddcah calf was probable. In May, a third
calf was confirmed killed. WS collared one wolééyling female) and killed four in
response. No pups were ever documented. MFWPRhanBlackfoot Challenge initiated a
pilot range rider program in the Helmville areaAngust and September to help reduce
conflicts. The project is planned to expand in20The collared female was monitored for
the remainder of 2008 and was regularly seen with2r adult wolves.

Fishtrap
8 wolves; not a breeding pair

1 calf confirmed killed

History: First documented in 2000. Its territory is irdaround the Thompson River,
McGuiness Creek, and Fishtrap Creek drainages.

2008 Activities: On 8/12, wolf 266 was found dead of unknown causghe had been the
breeding female and reproduction in the Fishtragk gmunknown in 2008. There are 2
collars in this pack.

Firefighter
? wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2008. Its home range isheretast side of Hungry Horse
Reservoir.

2008 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottalidenduct more than a
few days of field work in this area. Reports oflvas continue in this area, but numbers and
reproduction remain unknown at the end of the y8duis pack is not collared.
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Flathead Alps
5 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: Discovered in 2006. The home range is locatederBob Marshall Wilderness
Area in the White and South Fork Flathead Rivemédges.

2008 Activities: A minimum of 5 wolves was documented this sprilfgolves occupied the
den area during that time and reproduction is stisdebut pup survival at the end of the
year is unknown. This pack is not collared.

Great Bear
? wolves; not breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Great Bear pack was first discovered as apanin 2003 after wolf 271
dispersed from the Spotted Bear pack and pairddamibther wolf of unknown origin. This
pack’s territory is along the Middle Fork of theafflead River and tributaries within the
Great Bear Wilderness. The radio collar is susgktd have failed in March 2004.

2008 Activities: Wolf presence is verified in this area, but level reported activity seemed
to be down in the traditional denning area comp#we2D07. The number of wolves or
reproductive status in this pack is unknown. Task is not collared.

Hewolf Mountain
0 wolves; not a breeding pair
1 cow confirmed killed

History: First suspected in 2005 and confirmed in 20@§ telrritory was near Dixon on the
Flathead Indian Reservation.

2008 Activities: Efforts to remove the remainder of this pack thete initiated late in 2007
continued into 2008. In January, WS removed a ferpap. In February, WS removed
another female pup. In March a male pup was remoVé8 removed the last known
collared animal from the helicopter.

Hog Heaven
0 wolves, not a breeding pair

5 calves confirmed killed, 1 adult bull confirmeitléd, 4 llamas confirmed killed, 1
llama probable killed; 27 wolves (entire pack) édlby WS

History: The Hog Heaven pack was first documented as goaéwn 2001, after wolves

278 and 286 from the Parsnip group (a group of e®mlvanslocated in 2001 from the
Boulder Creek pack as a management response I dagiredations), traveled separately to
the Hog Heaven/Browns Meadow area west of Kalisgpadl paired.

2008 Activities: This pack was lethally removed in 2008 after airdivestock depredations
that began in 2007. This year the pack begamgilin [lamas in July and August.
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Confirmed cattle calves killed by wolves beganuimtup in regular intervals from
September through November. Discovering and aminfig livestock losses is exceedingly
difficult in large forested mountain areas anddlygregate of these kills were over a 23
linear mile area across the furthest extents optwk’s territory. Landownership across this
area is complex including private, corporate tim@npany, tribal lands, Forest Service,
across both tribal reservation and non-reservatlorNovember it was decided to remove
the entire pack after 8 depredation (some includeliple kills) incidents. During those
removal efforts, it was learned that the Hog Hegwack was an uncharacteristically large
pack that included 2 breeding females that prodactedal of 15 pups. The pack consisted
of a total of 27 wolves (including pups) in 2008daall 27 wolves were removed. It is
theorized that the large pack size, the large nurmbpups, and a region wide second year
decline in the whitetail deer population, werecalhtributing factors in the accelerated
depredations. It was projected that the futureparbility of both this pack and livestock on
the landscape would be difficult given those coretifactors, and apparent prey switching
(livestock). Because the wolf population in Nor#stvMontana is now strong and dispersal
of individual wolves occurs on a regular basiss gxpected that this area will be reoccupied
rapidly. By the end of the year, sign of two waweas already reported in this area. We
also knew that a dispersing wolf from the Lazy ®rpack spent a considerable period in this
area before moving on (see Lazy Creek pack desmmjpt

Kintla
9 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Kintla pack was first documented as a pa@0@0 in the old North Camas
territory. The North Camas pack had previoushg&d from 1990 to 1996 and then fell
apart as the neighboring South Camas pack gre® amimals in 1997. From 1997 to 1999,
South Camas appeared to be the only pack in tiaeusutd 2000, when the Kintla pack
established itself in the old North Camas territ(ege Dutch pack summary for additional
information). The Kintla pack’s home range islie tNorth Fork Flathead River drainage,
and spends most of its time within GNP.

2008 Activities: On 5/18, a female wolf was captured and fittethwsi gps collar for a

trophic cascades research project in cooperatitm@iegon State University and GNP (see
research section). Wolf 255’s collar ceased tation in July after 7 years of operation. A
collared wolf, assumed to be her, was observed th@émewly collared female. There is one
radio collar in this pack.

Kootenai South
4 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: Since 2005 the former Kootenai pack now consitee Kootenai North and
Kootenai South packs through either the mechanafrdspersal or pack splitting. The
Kootenai South pack occupies a territory mainlytsai the U.S./Canadian border and west
of Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenai Nortbkp@ollared wolf 329) occupies a
territory mainly north of the border and west ofd€anusa Reservoir.
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2008 Activities: Forest Service personnel discovered a new dextidocfor this pack in
2008. Because of increased workloads, we weralietto conduct more than a few days of
field work in this area. This pack is not collared

Ksanka
4 wolves; not breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: Ksanka was first documented in 2006 with thealrscy of dispersing wolf 263
from the Kintla pack. This pack is east and soashef Eureka.

2008 Activities We conducted a few days of field work in thisar The Ksanka pack was
localized at their traditional den, but reproductand pup survival could not be verified. A
dead wolf was found in the pack’s territory. Caaéédeath is not known. Wolf 263’s collar
was found in 2008 and is therefore assumed deaalf 263 has been missing since 12/6/06.
There was a report of this pack chasing cattleugust. This pack is not collared.

Lazy Creek
6 wolves; not a breeding pair

1 llama confirmed killed

History: The Lazy Creek pack was first discovered as dynemed pair in 2001. This

pack filled the vacant territory left by the Whisd pack when it crossed the Whitefish range
to the east and displaced the South Camas padOih Ats territory is north of Whitefish
Lake.

2008 Activities: In May, an individual shot a wolf claiming sekéfénse. The wolf did not
exhibit aggressive behavior, but approached almaater closer than he was comfortable.
FWO law enforcement investigated the incident. &emwolf, NW365M, was captured and
fitted with a gps ARGOS collar for patch occupanoydeling research in cooperation with
the University of Montana (see research secti@ring this trapping operation a pup was
also captured and released. NW365M had dispersadthe pack this fall. By the end of
the year he was within the old Hog Heaven (see Heaven) territory. This is a dispersal of
47 miles. We could only document a single pughia pack. This pack has 1 radio collar.

Livermore
5 wolves; not a breeding pair
3 confirmed calves killed

History: Livermore was first documented in 2005 and dmk range is within the Blackfeet
Reservation.

2008 Activities: The radio collared wolf in this pack was missingidg 2008. This pack
does not have a radio collar.

Lydia
6 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported
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History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Itsitieny is south of Eureka.

2008 Activities: We documented a minimum of 3 adults and 3 pupsiglthe denning
season. The Lydia pack had depredated on theeadj&orest Service grazing allotment in
the summer of 2007. The producer calves in Marchrovate land adjacent to those areas
and within the Lydia pack territory. MFWP deploytedbo fladry on that ranch as a
preventative measure. No losses to calves weerodxs Because of increased workloads,
we were not able to conduct more than a few dayeldf work in this area. This pack is no

longer collared.

Marias
? wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2005 and o@siph area around the Marias
Pass area.

2008 Activities: Because of increased workloads, we were nottaldenduct more than a
few days of field work in this area. Reports oflvas continue in this area, but numbers and
reproduction remain unknown at the end of the y8dmis pack has never been collared.

McKay
3 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported
History: New in 2008. This pack occupies an area easbabn.

2008 ActivitiesThere have been reports in this area over theséagral years that have been
ephemeral in nature. A minimum of 3 wolves wergfigal this year. This pack does not
have a collar.

Mineral Mountain
9 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is norésivof St. Regis in the lower Clark
Fork.

2008 Activitiesin early 2008 there were believed to be six woinethe Mineral Mountain
pack. Both collared wolves NW233F and 326F weireeand with the pack at the end of
2008. However, NW233F was missing from April thgbuSeptember but then was found
with the pack again in October. In June threelbfagps were documented during a
monitoring flight. At the end of the year, nine lwes including the three pups were believed

to be in the pack.

Mitchell Mountain
4 wolves; not a breeding pair
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2 confirmed guard dogs killed, 1 confirmed guard dgured, 3 confirmed goats killed,
1 confirmed goat injured; 1 wolf killed by WS

History. New Pack in 2008. Its territory is northwest#lena.

Activities This pack was uncollared at the start of the.ydaearly 2008 it was thought that
two wolves had possibly denned. In June, WS comdfartiat wolves killed a guard dog. WS
attempted to collar and release a wolf in the asaawas unsuccessful. In October, 2 goats
were confirmed killed, 1 goat was confirmed injurédyuard dog was confirmed injured,
and 1 guard dog was confirmed killed. WS removedalpha female and collared a pup in
late October. Hunters continued to verify wolfigty throughout the fall.

Monitor Mountain
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
5 confirmed calves killed, 1 heifer probable kitl&wolves killed by WS

History: This pack was first documented in 2007. Its hoarge is northeast of Lincoln on
the East Front and the Scapegoat Wilderness.

2008 Activities At the end of 2007, this pack consisted of lliaad 3 pups. In early 2008
MFWP documented denning activity and verified akrwolf pup. On November 11 WS
confirmed that wolves killed 3 calves on privateda Three calves were reported as injured
but could not be located for investigation by VW8S killed 2 adult wolves and 1 wolf pup

in response to the November depredations. Atildeoé 2008 one collar was in the pack.

Murphy Lake
4 wolves; not a breeding pair

6 calves confirmed killed, 3 calves confirmed iejdy 3 wolves killed by WS.

History: The Murphy Lake pack was first documented 16 yego in 1991. This pack had
confirmed depredations in only 2 of the last 16rgedts territory is between Whitefish and
Eureka.

2008 Activities: Two wolves were captured and collared in 2008&na&e wolf was captured
and fitted with a traditional vhf collar. He wasssing at the end of the year. A female was
captured and fitted with a gps ARGOS collar forchadccupancy modeling research in
cooperation with the University of Montana (seessgsh section). She was shot illegally
shot with a bow and arrow during the archery seagadre shooter was discovered, confessed
to the crime, and was fined. After not depredatindivestock for 10 years, the pack began
habitually depredating in 2008. Three wolves,udahg the alpha female were consequently
lethally removed from the pack during incrementaitcol. A region wide second year
decline in the whitetail deer population may haeerba contributing factor in the pack’s
apparent switch to livestock. The last time, anly dime, the Murphy Lake pack was
involved in depredations was after a drop in thé&ethil deer population caused by the
winter of 1996-1997. There are no radio collarthm pack at the end of the year.
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Ninemile
5 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Ninemile pack has inhabited the Ninemile drgeanorthwest of Missoula,
since 1990.

2008 ActivitiesIn early 2008 at least six wolves were beliexedé in the Ninemile pack: 4
adults, and at least 2 pups. No radio-collars ypeesent in this pack early in the year. In
August, MFWP collared a gray male pup and was &bbegin monitoring the pack again.
The pack was believed to consist of at least 3tadud 2 pups at the end of 2008.

Nyack
2 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented after discovearttispersing collared wolf from
the Halfway pack in 2006. Its territory is alomgtMiddle Fork Flathead River and the
southern boundary of GNP and spends most of its tmGNP.

2008 Activities: This pack appeared to be localized during thentgnseason and therefore
reproduction was suspected. In August, radio cadlavolf 505 was hit and killed by a train.
Examination of the carcass showed that she haddaped in 2008. This pack does not
meet breeding pair criteria due to both the loshefbreeding female and the unknown
status of pups at the end of the year. This padilonger radio collared.

Piper (formerly Squeezer)
12 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Itsiti@y is in the Swan Valley.

2008 Activities: The collared breeding female has been missirggpgine end of May. She
was missing at a time when pups should have bgaendent upon her. It was not known
then if she had reproduced or if pups would survieJune, 8 pups were documented. Her
status remains unknown, but collar failure is badaepossible. One of the pups was hit and
killed by a vehicle on a forest road during the suen An adult male wolf was captured and
fitted with a gps ARGOS collar for patch occupanoydeling research in cooperation with
the University of Montana (see research sectidtg.has since dispersed to an area near
Ovando and is traveling with two other wolves (B#346M under Lone, Miscellaneous).
This is a dispersal of about 50 miles. Therens@mum of 12 wolves verified in this pack
at the end of the year and there are reports dfgl6There is 1 radio collar in this pack.

Pulpit Mountain
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported
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History: This pack was first documented in 2006. Itsitieny is east of Troy and northwest
of Libby.

2008 Activity: Trapping operations to capture and collar wesaigoessful. This pack
remains uncollared.

Red Shale
4 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. The Red Shale pack (historically referred t@ases Park or Sun River) was first
documented as a pair in 2000 and was believedvi® Ihad continuous tenure in the North
Fork of the Sun River (east side of the Bob Mailshkdd¢ierness) ever since. This pack was
radio collared in 2002, but has not had a functigrdgollar since March 2004.

2008 Activities At the end of 2007 there was no radio collar @weblves were documented.
In August 2008, MFWP captured a yearling female, 3#&F, in the North Fork of the Sun
River in the Bob Marshall Wilderness and fitted hvth a GPS collar. She began
extraterritorial movements from the Red Shale padke fall. Her movements included
movements from the North Fork Sun River, to the i5Walley, back to the North Fork Sun,
to an area near Seeley Lake, back to the North Sarkand out of the Bob Marshall
Wilderness to the Eastern Front. The collar fromo#f previously collared from the Red
Shale pack was found chewed off in the Danaher (@esdwaters of the South Fork of the
Flathead River on the west side of the Bob Marshélfierness) this summer. Backcountry
travelers continued submitting reports of wolf gighs and sign throughout the summer into
the fall.

Salish
9 wolves; breeding pair
1 calf confirmed killed, 1 calf confirmed injuretl;wolf lethally removed

History: New in 2007. Its territory is in the Salish Maaims west of Flathead Lake.

2008 Activities: This pack began depredating in 2007. This yeamdirmed calf was killed
and another injured by wolves. Two wolves werbd#y removed as a result. These
occurrences took place along the northern bounofattye Flathead Indian Reservation.
There is 1 collar in this pack.

Satire (formerly Meadow Peak)
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
1 calf confirmed killed

History: This pack was first documented in 2006. ltsitiety is in the Fisher River drainage
southeast of Libby.

2008 Activity: This trio has not reproduced pups in the last@&y and has held at 3 wolves
during that time. One calf was confirmed killeddanch owners deployed and maintained
fladry on a small ranch within the pack territosyapreventative measure for the second
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year. The owners document regular wolf presence a¢ar the ranch, but have not had any
problems to date. This pack has one collar.

Selow
4 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New in 2008. This pack occupies an area simildhéonow defunct Hewolf pack
near Dixon on the Flathead Reservation.

2008 Activities Reports of 4 wolves in this area began comintpisisummer and tracks
confirm that 4 wolves are using this territory. &tk to place a collar in this pack are

ongoing.

Solomon Mountain
4 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: This pack was documented in 2007 after radio cedlddaho wolf B296 dispersed
from the Boundary pack (Idaho panhandle) into #nesa. Its territory is in Montana and
Idaho between the Moyie and Yaak Rivers.

2008 Activities Since this pack was believed to have dennedharwise spent most of its
time in Idaho in 2007, they counted towards théw¢tdpopulation. This year the pack spent
most of it's time in Montana and will count towarith® Montana population. This pack is
regularly monitored by both IDFG and USFWS beatdgsts during radio collared bear
flights. At the end of the year in 2007, it wasamrectly believed that the collared animal
had shed it's collar. In 2008 it was observed thatwolf was still wearing the collar and
was alive. There was no indication of localizatthming the denning season and therefore
no evidence of reproduction observed. There israd® collar in this pack.

Spotted Bear
5 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: A Murphy Lake female wolf dispersed to the Bittat Valley and mated with a
male wolf of unknown origin forming the Bass Crgxlck in 1998. The Bass Creek pack
was involved in cattle depredations in June 19B®e entire pack (2 adults and 8 pups) was
removed from the wild and held at a facility in Mal(Z Idaho. The alpha male died in a
handling accident while in captivity. Three pupsddof canine parvovirus in captivity. The
alpha female and surviving pups were translocaiedtolding pen in the Spotted Bear area
in December 1999. The pen was intended to holgalck for several days to allow
acclimation to the new area, and prevent the peaxck plitting and dispersing from the area.
The first night in the pen, male wolf 117 from tRkasant Valley Pack, translocated to the
same area almost a year previous, was hangingédtbaerpen. The Bass Creek pack was
released the next day and joined with the formeagdnt Valley male wolf. The new group
established a territory in the South Fork of thatliéad and became the Spotted Bear pack.
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2008 Activities: The pack appeared to be localized at a new dengiihe denning season
and reproduction was suspected. However, repragtucbuld not be verified by the end of
the year. Itis unknown whether or not pups wecelpced or survived through 2008.
Female wolf NW111F dispersed in the summer to an arest of the Spotted Bear home
range and east of Swan Lake. She has been sdeanwither wolf. This is a dispersal of 16
miles. There is 1 radio collar in this pack.

Superior
7 wolves; breeding pair

1 yearling heifer killed; 1 wolf killed by WS

History: First documented in 2005. Its territory is southhe town of Superior, in the
lower Clark Fork.

2008 Activities In early 2008, eight wolves (4 adults, 4 pupsyevbelieved to be in the
Superior pack. In April a gray male yearling watsamd killed by a train. In July five black
pups were documented during a flight, confirmingrogluction. A yearling heifer was killed
in July and one wolf, a yearling gray female, wamoved at that time. MFWP initiated a
trapping effort in August and caught and put a GBlfar on a breeding female as part of a
University of Montana study (see research sectidwult male NW224M, who was collared
in 2007, remained with the pack and was monitooedHe duration of 2008. In October a
landowner reported that one of their dogs wasdidie their property but the incident was
not investigated. The landowner has had consistelitactivity on the property in the past
and had lost another dog several years ago. Heasyused around 2 different yards in the
Superior area in 2008 to try to reduce conflictthwdogs. In late October one of the black
pups was hit by a car and killed on the Dry Crasddr This pack is a Montana/ldaho border
pack but is counted as a Montana pack for 2008usecthey denned in Montana and the
majority of 2008 aerial locations were in Montarg&even wolves (3 adults, 4 pups) were
seen together at the end of 2008.

Tallulah
6 wolves; breeding pair
1 calf confirmed killed, 1 cow confirmed injuredcadlves confirmed injured, 2 calves
probable killed; 2 wolves killed by WS.

History: New in 2008. This pack occupies an area nortdWwfy 2 and around Lost Prairie
and Pleasant Valley, west of Kalispell.

2008 Activities: This pack was discovered after depredationsarlLtist Prairie area and was
suspected to be a new pack. Subsequent radiodtlewerified that it would be a newly
documented pack and the presence of yearlingsatatidhat this pack existed since at least
2007. The breeding female was captured and radliared in response to the depredations
and 2 other wolves were lethally removed. Themnis collar in this pack at the end of the
year.
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Twilight
8 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New in 2008. This pack is a transboundary paitk idaho and occupies an area
south of Troy.

2008 Activities: This pack was suspected in 2007, but it couldoeadetermined if it was
discrete from the Calder Mountain pack to the notth2008, it was determined from field
reconnaissance and information sharing with IDF@ thins pack is likely separate from
Calder Mountain. In the spring, a bear hunter regabobserving 5 pups. Trapping
operations were unsuccessful this year. This pasknever been collared.

Wolf Prairie
? wolves; not a breeding pair
unknown depredations

History: The Wolf Prairie pack was first documented in£0&fter receiving livestock
depredation complaints. Its territory is northwefsPleasant Valley west of Kalispell.

2008 Activities: Wolf NW114M was missing in the beginning of 200Reports of wolves
continue in this area, but numbers and reproducgarain unknown at the end of the year.
There was a confirmed calf killed in an area tlwatléd not be determined if it was the Wolf
Prairie pack or adjacent Tellulah pack. This piaakot collared.

Verified Border Packs Counting in the Idaho Populaion Estimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)

Fish Creek
16 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: The Fish Creek pack was first documented in 20@lisbelieved to have had a
continuous tenure in the Fish Creek area west gbMila since then.

2008 Activities The Fish Creek pack has increasingly shifteteitstory into Idaho but still
uses parts of the Fish Creek drainage in Montdweo radio-collared wolves, B235F and
B236M continued to be monitored in 2008. HowevaB8&M turned up on mortality during
the fall and B235F seemed to be traveling alorteenSouth Fork of Fish Creek at the end of
the year. The Fish Creek pack denned in Idahdlzeréfore counts in Idaho estimates for
2008. There were 16 wolves in this pack, includd235F, at the end of the year.

Mullan
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2008.
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2008 Activities: The Mullan pack is thought to have denned in édahd therefore counts in
Idaho estimates for 2008. Estimated size of thtkps at least 3 wolves and reproductive
status is unknown. This pack inhabits the ID/MTd&s north of 1-90 around the Lookout
Pass area.

Silver Lake

3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007.

2008 Activities: The Silver Lake pack is thought to have dennddaho and therefore
counts in Idaho estimates for 2008. Estimated@izbis pack is at least 3 wolves and
reproductive status is unknown. This pack inhatbiésID/MT border south of 1-90 and
Saltese.

Verified Border Packs in Canada that Do Not Countm the Montana Population Estimate

Kootenai North
? wolves
no depredations reported on the U.S. side of thedoo

History: Kootenai North was formed from the former Kooigmeck and is a product of
either splitting (into Kootenai North and Kooter&uth) or is a product of dispersal. The
former Kootenai pack was a transboundary packhthatdenned both in Canada and the US.
The Kootenai North pack occupies a territory mamdyth of the U.S./Canadian border and
west of Koocanusa Reservoir, while the Kootenait&pack (collared wolf 329) occupies a
territory mainly south of the border and west ofd€anusa Reservaoir.

2008 Activities: The breeding female was captured and collarégf®m the East Fork Yaak
River drainage 4.5 miles south of the US bordédre &uld not be located from the ground
the following days. Seventeen days later, on 8i&5and an adult male were legally
harvested in Canada 12 miles north of the US/Cahad#er (17 miles from the capture site).
The hunters reported other wolves present at the déippeared to be young of the year. Wolf
329 was also discovered dead during this time 1&smmorth of the border. However, since
the Kootenai North pack spends most of it's tim€anada we do not regularly monitor in
Canada. It was evident that 329 had been dead bkaty spring. Cause of death is
unknown because of the old age of the carcasss pluk is no longer collared.

Spruce Creek
? wolves

no depredations reported on the U.S. side of thedoo

History: This pack was first documented in 1990 and spemui if it's time in the North
Fork Flathead River drainage, Canada. This paskokean monitored irregularly and
opportunistically since then because it spends wiast time in Canada.
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2008 Activities: Because this pack spends most of its time in @aaad is no longer
collared, we do not monitor this pack. MFWP persginconducting aerial monitoring for
fish transmitters observed pups at the traditioleal site in the summer.

Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Northwest Montaa

Lost Soul: First documented as a pair in 2006 followingdispersal of NWO36F from the
Kootenai South pack. In 2007 the pair was locdlirethe denning season and reproduction was
suspected at that time. The radio collared ferhatebeen missing since that time, and
reproduction could not be verified after an exteasiearch of the suspected den area. Because
of increased workloads, we were not able to conchare than a few days of field work in this
area. We did verify wolf presence, but it is umkmovhether or not this pair ever reproduced
forming a pack. Additionally the heart of this gaderritory is in an area with difficult access
due to rugged country, with thick vegetation, ama bpen road densities that combined
influence the number of people recreationally ingjithis area and subsequently reporting wolf
sign. Status of this pack is completely unknown.

NW111F pair Adult female NW111F was collared in the Spotte@aBpack in 2006. She
dispersed this summer to an area west of the $pBaar home range and east of Swan Lake.
She has been observed with another wolf. Thidisgersal of 16 miles. We will be monitoring
this pair in 2009 to see if they breed and esthldiserritory.

NW346M trio Adult male NW346M was collared in the Squeezakpa July 2008. He
dispersed from the pack and was found with 2 otfwves in the Blackfoot Valley north of
Ovando at the end of the year. We will be monitgtiis trio in 2009 to see if they breed and
establish a territory. NW346M is a GPS collaredfwad is part of a University of Montana
wolf study (see research section).

NW351F pair Adult female NW351F was collared in the Cilly gan July 2008. She
dispersed from the pack and was found paired wittak in the upper Clearwater drainage
northwest of Seeley Lake at the end of the yeae Wi be monitoring this pair in 2009 to see if
they breed and establish a territory.

NW365M Adult male NW35M, from the Lazy Creek pack, wapttired and fitted with a gps
ARGOS collar for patch occupancy modeling researaooperation with the University of
Montana (see research section). He dispersedtirerpack this fall. By the end of the year he
was within the old Hog Heaven (see Hog Heavenitoeyr This is a dispersal of 47 miles.

NW420M: A wolf was radio collared in the Heart Butte ardaew it was incidentally caught by
a coyote trapper on the Blackfeet Reservatioms uhknown how many wolves are associated
with the collared animal, but so far it is beliewedbe by itself. The Blackfeet Tribe is
monitoring wolves in this area.

An uncollared pair of wolves was documented inKiep Cool Creek area north of Lincoln at
the end of 2008.
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An uncollared pair of wolves was documented inEheCreek area south of Lubrecht
Experimental Forest in the Blackfoot Valley at #redl of 2008.

In July an adult gray female wolf was hit and ldlley a vehicle near Lookout Pass. The wolf
may have been a member of the uncollared Mullak.pac

In December 2008, a calf was confirmed killed byuaknown wolf or wolves near Mission
Lake on the Blackfeet Reservation.

In December 2008, a calf was confirmed killed byuaknown wolf or wolves near Wolf Creek,
north of Helena.

West of Kalispell, a calf was confirmed killed in area that could not be determined if it was
the Wolf Prairie pack or adjacent Tellulah pack.

Suspected Packs in Northwest Montana

Rimini: Hunters submitted reports of wolves and wolf sigthe Rimini area southwest of
Helena. Poor tracking conditions prohibited thaefisation of wolf activity before the end of
2008.

There are several other areas of interest in Na@shwWontana where we get reports or have
documented sign, but information may not be sigaiit enough to suspect actual pack activity.
These areas remain of interest and will be schddolesurvey in the 2009 field season. Some
of these areas include: the lower Cark Fork RiBef| River, Libby Creek, upper Little
Bitterroot River, Good Creek, Wigwam River, the ldg Heaven territory, Danaher Creek,
areas around Hungry Horse Reservoir, and portibtitseedMiiddle Fork Flathead River in GNP.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Northwest Montana
Nothing to report.

Southern Montana Experimental Area
Montana Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Experimatal Area
Overview
Packs in the MT portion of the GYA have been docut®e from Red Lodge to Dillon. Several
packs live on the borders of YNP and WY. Agen¢¥sP, MFWP, TESF and WY USFWS)
monitor these packs through flights and groundkirez The location of the den site and the

percent area / time in an area determines whet@#ti will be tallied in the population
estimates. See the respective pack summaries below
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In 2008, a minimum estimate of 130 wolves in 18fiex packs existed in the Montana portion
of the Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area atahd of the year. Packs that were verified in
2007 and still existed in 2008 are Rosebud, Mocckake, Cedar Creek, Buffalo Fork, Mill
Creek, Eagle Creek, Eightmile, Cougar I, Horn Mtaum, and Beartrap. The 4 packs that no
longer existed by the end of the calendar year wiftigsion Creek, Moccasin Lake, Chief
Joseph, N. Gravelly, and Freezeout. Mange andttie& conflicts were the primary reasons
these packs no longer exist. Mange was documemtseleral packs and several individual
wolves died of mange or were euthanized. Packsmiénge (or had mortalities due to mange)
were Eightmile, Baker Mountain, Swan Lake remnaants], Chief Joe remnants.

Of the 18 packs left at the end of the year, 11thebreeding pair criteria. This is an increase
over 2007 levels. The wolf population increasdus to formation of several new packs in
2008, particularly in the Gravelly Mountain rangeldhe Gallatin / Madison range. Average
pack size was 7.1 wolves/pack.

New packs formed in the GYA for 2008 are Lebo Pélkse Creek, Sage Creek (a border pack
with Idaho that counts in the MT population in 2DQBck Creek, Centennial, Toadflax, Heyden
(formerly a YNP pack that shifted its territory sigte of YNP into MT), and Black Mountain.
MFWP documented transient wolf activity in sevéoahtions throughout the MT portion of the
GYA.

Project staff documented the dispersal of seveoles. Two wolves dispersed from the Mill
Creek pack in the Paradise Valley. One appeargirtdhe Baker Mountain pack south of Big
Timber. Another wolf (equipped with a gps ARGO%#lde collar) dispersed from the Mill
Creek pack and traveled southward through YNP atudthe southern parts of WY by the end
of the year. Seven other dispersals were docurmgebtg the wolves died in most cases
(euthanized due to mange, unknown, or natural sugeur collared animals are considered
missing.

A total of 11 wolves were caught in 2008, one ofalitwas too small to collarAt the end of
2008, 15 of 18 (83%) verified packs were being nayed using ground and aerial telemetry.
Six wolves were collared by MFWP and 4 were colldrg WS. Radio-collared wolves were
located 1-2 times per month by fixed-wing airciait ground telemetry.

In 2008 9 of the total 21 packs that did exist at one tdugng the year (43%) were confirmed
to have killed livestock (Table 1b), resulting iretlethal removal of 27 total wolves (4 of which
were killed by private citizens under the 10j regign). Two packs (Freezeout and N. Gravelly)
were removed in their entirely due to chronic catdl Three of the 27 wolves controlled were
lone wolves with no pack affiliation. No wolves reeilled under shoot on sight permits issued
to livestock producers.

A total of 42 mortalities were documented. A taibP7 wolves were killed to resolve livestock
conflicts, 1 wolf died of unknown causes, 10 woldésd due to other human-related reasons (5
euthanized due to severe mange, 1 removed duede ploximity to people and bold behavior,
4 were hit by vehicles), and 4 died of natural eausome also related to mange).
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Verified Packs (Table 1b in Appendix 3)

Rosebud
2 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: Pack formed late in 2005. Its territory is betwdRed Lodge and Roscoe.

2008 Activities: Lack of sign and reports in the area could noficm a breeding pair in the
area. FWP biologists reported two wolves earhehe summer and it is assumed the pair
continues to maintain a territory. Defenders ofdlife and a local ranch in the Rosebud
pack territory participated in a range rider agreetn No reports of riders hazing or
harassing wolves were received in 2008.

Moccasin Lake
4 wolves removed
1 calf and 2 sheep confirmed killed
pack no longer exists

History: This pack formed in 2004, and its territory isignsoutheast of Big Timber. There
was no breeding activity in 2005, but in October khoccasin female 242F was joined by an
adult male (473M) that had left the Swan Lake packNP.

2008 Activities: After a history of depredations, the Moccasiné.plack was removed
during the month of March. Reports of three towgotves during the fall hunts in the
Moccasin Lake territory may be from the neighboriBaker Mountain pack exploring the
vacant area or a new group moving in. Reporteeéal wolves have been received from
the wilderness area to the southeast of the Matdtadie territory this summer. The
Boulder range rider project was discontinued in&8fler its third year due to lack of
funding.

Baker Mountain
5 wolves; not a breeding pair
2 calves confirmed injured, one of which was euitheahy 1 wolf killed by permit, 1 wolf
killed under the 10j regulation
2 wolves collared

History: This group was documented in fall 2005 shorttgrabW57F was caught and
collared near a depredation site. lIts territonpighe West Boulder area, south of Big
Timber.

2008 Activities: A dispersed male wolf from Yellowstone NationaklPHellroaring pack
was shot in a cattle pasture in the Baker Mourteiritory in February under the 10-j
regulations. The radio collar was not working &nd unknown how long this animal had
been in the Baker Mountain territory. Two femalelwes were collared in April, one of
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which had mange. Two calves were injured by wolaudgday, one of which was euthanized.
A shoot on site permit was issued to the landowner.

The second collared wolf was found dead three wattks capture. Cause of death was
undetermined, but we speculate the combinatiohetapture, her advanced age and having
moderate to severe mange could have been the cabiseemaining collared female had
been located with the Mill Creek pack on severalbsons during the fall, but localized back
with Baker Mountain throughout the winter. In adzh, a yearling male from the Mill

Creek pack dispersed from the Mill Creek pack aasldonsistently been with the Baker
Mountain pack since fall. One adult gray male veamd hit by a vehicle in December.

Buffalo Fork
10 wolves; breeding status unknown
no depredations reported

History: The Buffalo Fork pack formed in 2003, north oflfge/stone National Park in
Montana in the Buffalo Fork drainage. In June 288 only radio-collared member of the
pack died and contact was lost. At the end ofyter, 3 wolves were believed to be left in
the pack. In 2005, numerous public reports weteived from backcountry recreationists.
In July 2005, project personnel backpacked thrabghistoric Buffalo Fork territory in the
Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness and found sign of adlivity.

2008 Activities: YNP wolf personnel documented at least ten woinebe Buffalo Fork
territory while visiting outfitter camps in the faf 2007. Park personnel speculate they are
still maintaining the territory in 2008. No radiollars exist in the pack.

Mill Creek
7 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported
1 wolf collared; 1 missing; 2 dispersed

History: The Mill Creek pack formed in 2000. It spent a fanount of time on or near
private property on the east side of Paradise Yaltel the Yellowstone River, near
Emigrant.

2008 Activities Four radio collars were being tracked in thekpduring most of the year.
One yearling female was fitted with a GPS collajuty. By mid September she had
dispersed into Wyoming. One of the radio collayedrlings dispersed to the Baker
Mountain pack by late fall, and one collared mas heen missing since early fall. A
collared black yearling female remains in the paickeven.

8-Mile

5 wolves; not a breeding pair
2 calves unconfirmed

History. New pack formed in early 2007 and occupies idtdoey on the west side of
Paradise Valley, south of Livingston.
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2008 Activities Project personnel issued cracker shells anagtiladry around an active
calving pasture in January. Wolf tracks were sesar the perimeter but did not cross the
flags. The adult male had sign of mange throughmyear and the adult female was found
dead in the spring. Cause of death was assumerhhats she had mange as well. No
breeding activity was determined. A yearling feenahs euthanized due to mange in
December. Two calves were thought to be killeavbives in the 8-Mile territory in July,
but the carcasses had been consumed by bearsyotdscoWS could not verify wolf
predation.

Eagle Creek
10 wolves; breeding pair

1 bull confirmed injured

History. This pack replaced the Casey Lake pack and cgegof a pair of adults and two
pups by the end of 2008ts territory is on the east side of the Yellowvs River north of
Gardiner.

2008 Activities Two pups were hit by a vehicle in July. In Sapber, two wolves were
caught. One pup too small to collar and a yearfiemgale was collared. A bull was injured
and castrated due to his injuries in October. Bteoa was taken as the cattle were being
pulled off allotment.

Beartrap
19 wolves; breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: The Beartrap pack formed in 2002. It occupigeratory at the north end of the
Gallatin Mountain range near the Spanish Peaksistensly since then.

2008 Activities: A total of 19 animals were documented at the er2DOB, at least 6 of these

are pups of the year. A GPS collar was deployelliip.  This pack seems to spend the majority

of its time on private land.

Lebo Peak
6 wolves; breeding pair
8 sheep confirmed killed, 2 confirmed injured

History. New pack in 2008. Its territory is on the nedt end of the Crazy Mountains.

2008 Activities: Eight sheep were confirmed killed and 2 injuredaldylack wolf in March.
Attempts to trap and collar were unsuccessful.detgpersonnel confirmed six wolves
occupying an area from the north end of the CramyiMains and southeast to Big Timber
Creek.

Freezeout Pack:
0 wolves (pack removed due to chronic depredatiooi)a breeding pair
37 sheep confirmed killed, 22 sheep confirmed aguB2 probable killed; 4 wolves
killed by WS
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History: The Freezeout pack first formed in 2001 in the @ignRange east of Dillon. It
has been one of the larger-sized packs in the Marpartion of the GYA outside YNP.

2008 Activities In May, WS confirmed 20 sheep were killed andsB8ep were injured.

Two more sheep were probable kills in two separatielents south of Dillon (East Fork of
the Blacktail and Rock Creek near Blacktail WildlfManagement Area). WS, as authorized,
killed 2 wolves on private land in close proximitythe sheep. In June, WS confirmed 17
dead sheep and 30 more were probable kills. Trinaireng two wolves were killed on July
22.

Cougar Creek Il:
border pack with YNP; counted in MT
10+wolves; 1 radio; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported; 1 wolf killed under tBgriile

History: The Cougar Creek Il pack first formed in 2001 ies¥NP. Its home range was
mostly inside YNP, and NPS personnel did all thenitooing. The last couple of years it has
spent most of the winter outside of YNP and MFWRBsdmost of the monitoring.

2008 Activities: During the months of January and February the Qoligeack was

observed and monitored in the Upper Madison Valleys suspected that they followed
migrating elk from the Upper Gallatin Valley intoet Madison Valley. They were observed
in and around cattle during this period. On Apfllan adult female gray wolf (SW300F)
was shot by a ranch hand under the 10j rule sduiimiis in the Madison Valley. It was a
lone wolf that was in a group of cattle and haewaiorn calf separated from the group. It
was investigated by MFWP wardens and cleared astiéigd action under the current 10J
rules. On April 2& another rancher in the Bear Creek area reportiegpeedation of a
newborn calf. It was investigated by WS who codeliithat is was a probable wolf kill. On
April 28" MFWP wardens picked up an adult gray wolf (SW318i4} was hit on HWY

191 near the Daily Creek area, which has beenriuatly Cougar Il territory. The pack then
followed migrating elk back into the Upper Gallatuhere it was assumed they denned. No
pups were observed through the summer / fall pesoothey are not being considered a
breeding pair. SW187M stayed in the Bear Cree&l arel dispersed from the pack and
formed a new pack in that area of the Madison Yatkdled the Black Mountain pack, see
write up below.

Black Mountain:
5 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: New pack in 2008. It occupied a territory in thadison Range from Bear Creek
to Indian Creek.

2008 Activities: This is a new pack that includes a male wolf (SWMBthat dispersed from
the Cougar Il pack that resides in the Gallatiny@an SW187M hooked up with another
gray female and denned in the Bear Creek areseaifgher Madison River. During the
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summer three pups were observed with this new péardepredations were reported in this
new territory in 2008.

Hayden:
border pack with YNP

6 wolves; 2 radio collars; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: Has historically been an YNP pack; see YNP seaifdhe Wyoming report.

2008 Activities During a radio monitoring flight on MaySthe Hayden pack was located
in the Warmsprings Creek area of the upper RubgR#alley. All four wolves including

the two radio collars were seen from the airplahle Hayden pack traveled around during
the month of May and settled into the West Yellmmstarea and the upper Gallatin Canyon
and are now considered a Montana pack.

North Gravelly:
0 wolves (pack removed due to chronic depredatiooi)a breeding pair
3 calves confirmed killed; 8 wolves removed by WS

History. New pack in 2007. It occupied a territory at tloeth end of the Gravelly Range
from Wigwam Creek to Ruby Creek.

2008 Activities On March 1%, while doing coyote control work in the north esfcthe
Gravelly Mountains, WS darted and collared a yagrfemale wolf (SW295F). It was later
determined to be a member of the North Gravelljkpa@n April 16", WS confirmed 2
calves as being killed by wolves in the North ehthe Gravelly Mountains. This recent
depredation coupled with confirmed depredation2tie7, MFWP decided to remove the
entire pack, which was estimated to be six anim@s removed the following wolves:
April 23" 2 yearling wolves (SW310M & SW311M), April $& yearling (SW312M), May
3 an adult female (SW320F). On Ma$l ®/S was working on removing the rest of the
pack, which included the radioed member, and disi/four wolves traveling together and
immediately phoned MFWP and asked how to procéEWP advised them to remove all
four (SW295F, SW317M, SW318M & SW319F) that woutdthe remainder of the pack
that totaled eight animals.

Jack Creek:
3+ wolves; 2 radio collars; not a breeding pair
2 calves confirmed killed

History. New pack in 2008. It occupied a territory in thertth end of the Gravelly and the
Greenhorn mountains.

2008 Activities: On January 30th, while doing coyote control workha north end of the
Gravelly Mountains, WS darted and collared an achalle wolf (SW287M) that was
traveling alone. In late February during a radmnitoring flight this was seen with an
uncollared gray in the upper Ruby valley. Thisvmmir denned in the Ruby Valley south of
the Ruby Reservoir. May"™®Ws investigated a calf in the lower Ruby that hid marks on
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them. They concluded that the injuries were fromo# attack, tracks of a wolf were in the
area and the radio-collared wolf (SW287M) was hemarby. The decision was for no
control action at this time and the new pair wolwese monitored. On May #5VS
confirmed a dead calf as being killed by wolvethie@ Greenhorns south of the Ruby
Reservoir near the den site. The decision wasntirsue to monitor the situation and not to
do a control action. This decision was based amgoe first confirmed depredation by
these wolves and because it was only a pair witlng@ups in the den. Later in the summer
SW287M moved back to the North end of the Graviglbuntains and was seen with two
pups but no other adults. On Octobel“ahile traveling back from a control action in the
Centennial WS darted and collared one of the pMgd(BF.No other depredations were
reported and this pack did not qualify as a breggiar.

Cedar Creek:
5 wolves; 1 radio; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. New pack in 2007. It occupied a territory at thetd@nd of the Madison range
from Jack Creek to Cedar Creek.

2008 Activities:In the spring of 2007 all of the Cedar Creek pa@nbers, with the
exception of SW166F, were removed due to chromestiock depredations. In late 2007
reports and radio monitoring flights indicated tB&/166F was traveling with an uncollared
black wolf. This new pair denned in the Cedar €r@ea of the Madison valley and had 3
gray pups. The pups were seen numerous timesgdilnenfall hunting season and all three
have advanced stages of mange.

Toadflax:
8 wolves; 2 radio collars; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. New pack in 2008. It occupied a territory at thatbkeend of the Madison Range
from Beaver Creek to Indian Creek.

2008 Activities: This is a new pack that back filled this territefyer the Wedge pack was
removed in 2007. Three wolves showed up in tha duging the early part of 2008 based on
reports from area landowners. This new group df/esused the same den area and
rendezvous sites as the previous Wedge pack. \&aleee seen routinely around the den.
When the wolves moved from the den they were neénied until early September when
they were observed at an old rendezvous site dMbege pack. MFWP personnel set traps
in this area, to put out a radio collar for moriitgrpurposes, on Septembdt 6Two pups
were caught on Septembdt @nd two more pups were caught on SeptemBerdl of the
pups were processed. Two were pit tagged (SW3&&XV385M) and two were radio
collared (SW377M & SW386M) with full size paddedlacs. No depredations were
reported in this territory during 2008.
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Horn Mountain:
5 wolves; 2 radios; breeding pair
3 calves confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed by WS

History: New pack in 2008. It occupied a territory at thatbeend of the Madison range in
the Antelope Basin area.

2008 Activities: On July 28' WS confirmed a calf as being killed by wolves. \MP

initiated a control action to remove two uncollaestlilits. WS took a wolf (SW358M) on
July 30" and another (SW359F) on July*Jinishing the control action. On July®@ calf
was found with injuries to the hindquarters and s@sfirmed as done by wolves. The calf
died of its injuries the following day. On Octolhiet WS investigated and confirmed a calf
as being killed by wolves. There were three predsion the allotment; two of them moved
cows home the week of Septembel 281d the third remained for another week. MFWP
decided to initiate a control action for one wolin October % WS finished the control
action on the Horn Mountain Pack by removing alblgearling female (SW339F). Cattle
were moved off of the allotment and no other deatieds were reported. The Madison
Valley Ranchlands Group, in collaboration with Kieyse Conservation and other financial
supporters, hires a range rider during the peribdncattle are on the allotment. 2008 was
the fifth field season of the Range Rider projedthie Antelope Basin area.

Centennial:
6 wolves; 2 radio collars; breeding pair.
1 calf confirmed killed; 1 wolf removed by WS

History: New pack in 2008. It occupied Freezeout’s oldtiy of the Ruby River drainage
in the Gravelly / Snowcrest Mountain range.

2008 Activities: On March 18 while doing coyote control work in the Upper RUMB saw

a pair of wolves traveling together. They darted aollared an adult gray male wolf
(SW296M). This pair of wolves denned in the Freegd?ack’s old den territory thus
pushing Freezeout out of the Upper Ruby into trecBtil drainage. On October18vS

got a call from a producer on the NE end of thet@amal Valley that a calf had been
injured. On October 21WS looked at the calf that had died from its ifgarand confirmed

it as a wolf kill. 1 was determined that this wthe territory of the new Centennial Pack and
that the cattle would be in this area until appnoediely October 24th. MFWP authorized a
control action for one, preferably, uncollared wolthe producer was also been issued a SOS
permit. On October 33WS removed a male pup (SW404M) from the Centerpzdek and
the SOS permit was cancelled and no other depoedaivere reported.

Sage Creek
border pack shared with Idaho

8 wolves; 1 radio collar; breeding pair
1 calf confirmed killed; 3 wolves removed by WS

History: A collared Madison Valley disperser SW072F was tedaround the Blacktail /
Sage Creek areas in 2007 and hooked up with twer etblves forming a new pack. Its
territory is from Sage Creek south to Peet Creektha Idaho border. Idaho has had
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numerous reports of wolves that may be this paskda@an the number of individuals and
colors so it being called a border pack with Idabbthe radio collar has never been found in
ldaho.

2008 Activities On March 23, WS confirmed one calf as killed by vesl and one calf as a
probable wolf kill near the town of Dell. While aite radio frequencies were monitored and
SWO072F, a dispersing wolf from the Madison Valleys heard in the area. Based on past
depredations it was decided to remove 3 wolves tirSage Creek pack. On April 8 three
wolves were removed from the pack, 2 grays SW3&¥WB03U and a black 304U. Due to
weather conditions and topography two of the wolvege not retrieved. The Sage Creek
pack spent the summer on the saitte of the Centennial Valley near Pete Creek and n
more depredations were reported.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Wyoming Populatian Estimate (Table 2 in Appendix 3)
None.
Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Montana GYA

West Yellowstone AredA collared male wolf from YNP Bechler pack wasihd dead in
Montana outside of West Yellowstone in early Mar€ause of death was unknown.

Pray (Paradise Valley) One lone gray was seen coming out of a sheepneasthere two sheep
were confirmed wolf killed.

SW113M (Paradise Valleywas the last documented Chief Joseph wolf. &tedevere mange
and had been frequenting sheep and calving opesatiatside of the original territory. Project
personnel euthanized SW113M in mid-March. The &Mack now occupies the old Chief
Joseph territory.

Yankee Jim Canyon area (north of Gardine®ne uncollared black wolf with mange was hit by
a vehicle on Hwy 89 in January.

Melville area (north of Big Timber) One calf was confirmed injured by an unknown vewitl
euthanized. No other damage was reported anddHelid not return to the area.

Reed Point areaA total of 25 sheep and 4 goats were killedvy wolves in the fall. Shoot on
site permits were issued to two landowners. Omellared female was killed and a second wolf
remains in the area and is slated for removal.detsrand guard dogs wearing spike collars were
brought into the area of one of the bands. Thedamer documented a conflict between the
wolves and guard dogs. The owner endorsed the spilar, believing that it deterred the
potential of serious injury inflicted by wolvestioe guard dogs. Both dogs survived their
injuries and continued to work the band of sheep.
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Southeastern Montana (near Ismayyvo black wolves were reported in the fall of 2008
southeast Montana. Dead cattle had been investidmit not confirmed as wolf killed. Project
staff will continue to monitor the area.

Horse Butte:On May 7' MFWP started getting reports of a lone wolf extiityj odd behavior

in a campground north of West Yellowstone. A réfam the campground host, “A wolf was
following their golf cart around in the campgroumaad that a bison carcass was in the
campground. She hauled the carcass off to the durhp wolf had no fear of the people, and
approached rather closely.” On May"@FWP got a call from a resident in a subdivision o
Horse Butte near West Yellowstone of a wolf getiimg a fight with a dog and biting it,
chasing it onto the porch then circling the howsxing for it, the dog was a Lab. MFWP
Wardens responded and made an on site visit atetisteat bison were calving in the area that
could have drawn in the wolf and causing it to hdeg encounters. MFWP then decided to
remove the wolf because of safety concerns torasdents. The wolf (SW328M) was removed
on May 27" and no more reports were received from this area.

Suspected Packs in Montana GYA

Bullis Creek area (south of Livingston, west sifi¥ @llowstone River)A female collared wolf
from the Leopold pack was euthanized due to mamgauily January on the north end of
Paradise Valley. Reports of up to three wolveshasen received periodically throughout the
year. No collars are known in the group.

South of Reed PointReports and pictures of tracks of wolves weoeired from the Bridger
Creek area south of 1-90 and south of Reed P&HRWP will continue to scout and follow up
on reports in the area.

North Gravelly’s (west of Cameron®n August ' a rider on the north end of the Gravelly's
(public land) saw, from a long distance, 5 largaygwolves attacking a calf. When the rider
reached the calf it was still alive and was euthathi WS confirmed it as being attacked by
wolves. This is the first sighting of a group offays in this area and there are no known packs
or radios in this area. MFWP conducted a wolf mamig flight on August 12 and no known

or missing radios were heard. It is unknown igtisia new forming pack or if part of a
neighboring pack moving through the area. MFWR eahtinue to monitor and compile wolf
observation reports in this area.

Northwest of White Sulpher Springs argane wolf was shot by a landowner in June. Hunter
and ranchers continued to submit reports of waglfitings and tracks from nearby areas. Wolf
activity could not be verified by the end of 2008.

Other Miscellaneous Information in Montana GYA

Early in the year, a pilot picked out wolf tracksthe snow and followed them approximately
30-35 miles north across Island Park to the CemaéMountains. The pilot eventually observed
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7 wolves on a kill. IDFG personnel captured 2 veslvone of which was an old alpha male,
wearing a MMFWP radio collar which had gone undetdy IDFG personnel. The male was
originally collared in the Wedge pack in 2006 (alpthat used to live in the southern end of the
Madison Valley). This wolf was legally killed inphil, during the brief period of time during
which wolves were delisted.

Two packs were thought to have existed at the €é20@7, but they did not persist very long
into 2008. Mange is suspected as the cause.

Mission Creek
did not exist in 2008

History: The Mission Creek pack first formed in 2002. tégitory is southeast of
Livingston. Pack dynamics appeared to be greéfipgd by mange. In October 2005, the
alpha male succumbed to mange and died and SW2a8méfly of the Moccasin Lake
pack) joined the pack.

2008 Activities: The one wolf missing from 2007, wolf SW28M, wasiifid dead on the
north end of Paradise Valley and assumed to hadfdbm mange.

Swan Lake
did not exist in 2008

History: The Swan Lake pack was originally a YNP group,utvinter of 2006 spent their
time outside of the park.

2008 Activities Wolf 205M was euthanized due to mange in Janatigy continuing to use
a barn in Paradise Valley to get warm. The callas not working. Another Swan Lake
wolf, 345M, was found dead outside of Jardine. sMmwlf had also been documented with
severe mange. This collar was not working either.

Montana portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area
Overview

In 2008, we documented a minimum estimate of 11/@soin 21 packs in the Montana portion
of the Central Idaho Experimental Area. This sight decrease from 122 wolves in 23 packs at
the end of 2007. There were 4 newly identifiedksan 2008. Some of these packs are believed
to be first year packs and some are likely to hausted the previous year.

Previously verified packs that still existed in 800ere the Battlefield, Brooks Creek, Divide
Creek, East Fork Bitterroot, East Fork Rock Crédint Creek, Grasshopper, Lake Como,
Pintler, Miner Lakes, Mt Haggin, Painted Rocks, Rdountain, Sula, Trail Creek, Trapper
Peak, and Welcome Creek packs. Newly documentedspa 2008 included the Watchtower,
Feeley, Horse Prairie, and McVey Creek packs. Thedwbrod, Skalkaho, and Willow Creek
packs were removed in 2008 due to livestock depimta The Sapphire pack appeared to
disband and were believed to no longer exist byetitkof the year.
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The Big Hole, Black Canyon, and Hughes Creek pédeaho/Montana border packs) denned
and spent the majority of their time in Idaho if08@&nd will therefore count in the Idaho
population estimate.

During 2008, 12 (57%) of 21 verified packs were itamed using ground and aerial telemetry at
some point during the year. At the end of 200@8&%0) of 21 verified packs were being
monitored using ground and aerial telemetry. Ewbives in 7 packs were captured and radio
collared in the Montana portion of the CID in 2008ix wolves were radio collared during
MFWP trapping efforts and 2 were radio collared/#$. Radio collared wolves were located 1-
2 times per month by fixed-wing aircratft.

Eight of 21 packs monitored in the MT portion oétGID occupied the Montana/ Idaho border:
Battlefield, Brooks Creek, Lake Como, Miner Lak@ajnted Rocks, Sula, Trapper Peak, and
Watchtower packs. The Battlefield, Brooks Creeld Bliner Lakes packs have been verified to
spend time in Idaho. The others were only susgdotepend time in Idaho, based on proximity
of sightings or telemetry locations. Because ttf&epacks denned in Montana, or were known to
have spent most of their time in Montana, they voenented as Montana packs for 2008.

MFWP conducts most of the monitoring of these packdose coordination with IDFG and the
NPT, with the exception of the Miner Lakes packjalihvas monitored by both agencies in both
states. The Hughes Creek pack spent most ofmtsiti Idaho and was monitored primarily by
IDFG.

Reproduction was confirmed in 10 packs: Brooks Kreévide Creek, East Fork Bitterroot,
Grasshopper, McVey Creek, Miner Lakes, Painted Bdekntler, Trapper Peak, and Welcome
Creek packs. Although pups were documented in tbel® Creek, East Fork Bitterroot, and
Trapper Peak packs their survival either couldb®tonfirmed at the end of 2008 or pups were
known to have died for various reasons. For th@aieing 7 packs, a minimum of 26 pups were
produced and 7 packs (Divide Creek, Grasshoppevay€reek, Miner Lakes, Painted Rocks,
Pintler, and Welcome Creek) met the breeding g&juirement. Reproductive status of the
Battlefield, East Fork Rock Creek, Feeley, Fline€k, Horse Prairie, Lake Como, Mt Haggin,
Ram Mtn, Sula, Trail Creek, and Watchtower packs waknown.

One dispersal was documented in 2008. SW20M dispdrom the Sula pack in the spring and
joined the Painted Rocks pack up the West ForkeMitterroot. Several wolves were missing
at the end of the year and it is unknown whethey ttispersed, the collar failed, or they were
killed illegally: SW218F (Welcome Creek pack), S8ME (Sapphire pack), and SW83M
(Sapphire pack).

Nine packs were confirmed to have killed livesto@attlefield, Brooks Creek, Flint Creek,
Grasshopper, McVey Creek, Mussigbrod, Pintler, I&kad, and Willow Creek. Single or
unknown wolves were responsible for killing 1 caffd 19 sheep. Another two packs, Feeley
and Trapper Peak, were involved in cattle injurgt probable incidents respectively, although no
confirmed losses were documented. In total, 26ec&6 sheep and 3 llamas were confirmed
killed. Two cows and 2 calves were confirmed iagir One dead cow, 2 dead calves, and 1
injured cow were documented as probable wolf. yraulf mortalities were documented in
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2008. Thirty-four wolves were killed in responsedepredations: 2 were shot by private
citizens [1 under the 10(j) rule and 1 under ssétutes when wolves were delisted] and 32 were
killed by WS. One wolf was killed illegally, 2 wehit by vehicles, 1 was killed in self defense,

1 was an incidental mortality related to a coyatars, and 1 mortality cause was unknown.

Verified Packs (Table 1c in Appendix 3)

Battlefield
2 wolves; not a breeding pair
6 calves confirmed killed, 1 calf confirmed injurédwolves removed by WS

History: First documented in 2002. Its territory is weSWisdom.

2008 Activities Three wolves were thought to be in the Battldffgack in early 2008.
SW47F, who had previously been a member of thig,pdispersed to the Pioneer Mountains
in 2007, leaving no collars in the Battlefield pdekritory. In early May, 4 calves were

killed in 3 separate depredation incidents. Twdve® were killed in response. In
September, WS confirmed a calf was injured by welkmed attempted to place a radio collar
in the pack. In November, WS confirmed wolvesddIR more calves. WS made additional
collaring attempts for the Battlefield pack and aashorized to lethally remove 1 wolf from
the pack. At that time, WS verified there weréeatt 2 wolves in the Battlefield pack. No
wolves ended up being removed. At the end of 2868attlefield pack remained
uncollared and occupied a territory west of Wisdom.

Brooks Creek
3 adults; not a breeding pair
2 calves confirmed killed, 3 llamas confirmed kiliel wolves removed by WS

History: The Bass Creek pack initially established in #rsa in 1998. After repeated
conflicts with livestock on private property, thetiee pack was translocated to the Spotted
Bear area of the South Fork of the Flathead Rivegrey they established the Spotted Bear
pack. The Brooks Creek pack was first documerdeddolonize this area west of Florence
in 2005.

2008 Activities: The Brooks Creek pack denned in Montana in 200&Jaho in 2006, and
back in Montana in 2007 and 2008. MFWP made aexted effort in the spring to keep the
pack from re-denning behind several ranches imBitterroot Valley where there had been
conflicts in the past. The pack did not den thmreended up denning a couple drainages
away. In July, this pack was confirmed to havéeliR calves and 3 llamas. WS removed 4
wolves in response including collared male SW17Mwas known to be involved in the
llama depredations. Several attempts were madellar another individual in this pack but
none were successful. A dead subadult wolf wasdon the Brooks Creek pack territory by
MFWP personnel in April and was confirmed to belkgal mortality. The incident is still
under investigation. The pack was known to havendd in the Bitterroot Valley, but no
pups were ever documented. Three adults wererawediin this area at the end of the year.
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Divide Creek
5 adults, 2 pups; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First confirmed in 2006. Its territory is nordst of Darby.

2008 Activities: Seven wolves were believed to be in the DivideeRmpack in early 2008 (4
adults and 3 pups). MFWP attempted to place a €& in this pack as part of a
University of Montana study but no adult wolves &eaught. A pup was caught in August
but was released without being collared. In thie & outfitter documented a dead female
pup in the backcountry but the wolf was difficudtdet to and was not retrieved so cause of
death was unknown. Seven wolves were seen fromitle December, at least 2 of which
were pups.

East Fork Bitterroot
3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations confirmed

History: First confirmed in 2006. Its territory is ea$tSula.

2008 Activities: In early 2008 there were thought to be at leagbWes in the East Fork
Bitterroot pack. In January, a gray male pup tgptight front leg caught in a coyote snare.
MFWP collared and released the pup. The pup wasdfalead two days later not far from
the capture location. A cold front had moved ietldhat night after the pup was released
and temperatures plummeted to 15 to 20 degreew lzelm, which may have contributed
additional stress to the capture event. FemaleI®Ftenned in April and had 3 gray pups.
SW115F and a large light colored male and the 3 pugre seen traveling together in
August. In June a black male (SW336M) was colladjdcent to the East Fork pack’s
territory in Cameron Creek and was paired up wiginey female. At the end of the year
SW115F was found with SW336M and 1 other uncollayey adult (possibly the gray
female SW336M was found with earlier in the yedt)is unknown what happened to
SW115F’s previous mate and the 3 pups.

East Fork Rock Creek
at least 8 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is ie tpper East Fork of Rock Creek
drainage near Georgetown Lake.

2008 Activities: Wolf activity in the East Fork of Rock Creek drage continued to be
reported during 2008. There were several creddperts of 8 wolves traveling together. In
the fall MFWP initiated a trapping effort, but bagather hampered the effort and no wolves
were caught. Eight wolves were still believed ¢oitnthe pack at the end of the year.
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Feeley
2 wolves; not a breeding pair

1 calf confirmed injured
History: New Pack in 2008. Its territory is northwestovide.

2008 Activities: A new group of at least 2 wolves was documentdtie Fleecer Mountain
area in 2008. The Fleecer Mountain pack previoastupied this territory and was

removed for livestock conflicts in 2007. One o thmembers of that pack was believed to
have been killed, along with the other 3, but wagen recovered. It is unknown whether this
wolf survived and is part of this new group. le flall WS confirmed a calf was injured on
private land. The landowner moved the cattle diffarent pasture and no more conflicts
occurred. Hunters reported seeing two wolves eauk$ during the fall hunting season, and
WS personnel verified tracks of at least 2 wolv&le Feeley pack remained uncollared at
the end of 2008 and occupied a territory includimg Fleecer WMA.

Flint Creek
2 wolves; not a breeding pair
1 calf, 6 sheep confirmed killed; 2 wolves remotgd/N'S

History: First documented in 2007. Its territory is tlwethern half of the Flint Range.

2008 Activities: In early January 2008, 4 wolves were documemntetea Flint Creek pack.
They killed a calf and 2 sheep in January and Wigoxed 2 adult wolves in response. In
October 4 more sheep were confirmed killed on #mesproperty where the incidents had
occurred in January. A collaring effort was intiéid but no wolves were caught. At least 2
wolves were still believed to be present at the @frttie year.

Grasshopper
6 wolves; not a breeding pair

1 calf confirmed killed, 1 calf probable killed
History. First documented in 2007. lIts territory ista south end of the Pioneer Mountains.

2008 Activities There were believed to be at least 3 uncollareldes in the Grasshopper
pack in early 2008. In March, WS investigated addealf and called it a probable wolf Kill.
Attempts were made at that time to put a collahepack, but no wolves were caught.
Little was known about this pack through the suminerin the fall MFWP received
numerous wolf sighting and track reports from htsmend ranchers in the Grasshopper
Valley. In December, a calf was confirmed killegan Polaris. WS made efforts to lethally
remove one wolf and collar one wolf. At the en®608, the Grasshopper pack remained
uncollared and occupied the Grasshopper ValleymegaaPolaris.

Horse Prairie
7 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2008. Its territory is sauet of Dillon.
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2008 Activities: Very little is known about this pack through 20Bightings from the
summer and fall indicated activity east of the Bigle Divide near Bloody Dick Peak. At
the end of 2008, 7 wolves were verified in thiskpan the west end of Horse Prairie.

Lake Como
at least 3 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: This pack initially produced pups and was documeeas a breeding pair with 5
members at the end of 2002. This pack has neesr taelio-collared. Its territory is
southwest of Hamilton.

2008 Activities: Very little was known about this pack through 2008ere continued to be
reports of sightings in the Lake Como, Roaring Liand Sawtooth drainages. At the end of
the year there were believed to be at least 3 \galvéhis pack.

McVey Creek
6 wolves; breeding pair

6 cows confirmed killed, 2 cows confirmed injurddyrobable cow injured
History. New Pack in 2008. Its territory is east of Wisd

2008 Activities SW47F dispersed into the West Pioneers at tHeoER007 and was located
in early 2008 with a second wolf, presumably a mdlelemetry locations indicated denning
activity in the spring. SW47F was last locatedume and has been missing since. Itis
unknown whether she died, dispersed, or the cfaleed. In early October the pack started
killing cattle. On October 9 WS confirmed wolveBdd a cow on public land. No radio
collars were heard and WS attempted to collar alehse 1 wolf. On October 14 WS
confirmed wolves killed 2 cows. MFWP authorizedawolf to be lethally removed by WS
or through a SOS permit authorized to landownemn.G@tober 20 WS confirmed that wolves
killed one cow. A second injured cow was documeate probable. A third cow was
reported as injured but could not be located ferWsS investigation. WS efforts and the
SOS permit were increased to lethally remove d t§ta wolves while continuing efforts to
collar. On October 27, WS confirmed wolves killedow. WS indicated that this was most
likely the injured cow that was not investigateonfr October 20. On October 30 WS
confirmed that wolves had injured a cow. On Noventh WS confirmed that the cow from
October 30 was dead. On November 26 WS confirmmmhaas injured by wolves. WS
concluded that the injury occurred several weeks po the investigation. No further
depredations occurred in 2008 and no wolves wehallg removed in 2008. At the end of
2008, the McVey Creek pack remained uncollaredaaedipied a territory to the east of
Wisdom.

Miner Lakes
5 adults, 6 pups; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History. First documented in 2006 with dispersal of B1%bif Idaho into the Big Hole
Valley. Itis a border pack shared with ID, argltérritory is west of Jackson.
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2008 Activities At the end of 2007 the Miner Lakes pack condistiecollared alpha female
B191F and 3 pups. The alpha male had been kitledcontrol action the previous year but a
new male apparently dispersed into the pack iry&f08. The pair reproduced and had 6
pups. Atthe end of the year MFWP and IDFG docusgetl black wolves in this pack.

The Miner Lakes pack is a Montana/ldaho border fmtks counted as a Montana pack for
2008 because they are thought to have denned antirspre of their time in Montana.

Mt. Haggin
3 wolves; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007 with dispersal of SW6fdn the Black Canyon pack.
Its territory is south of Anaconda.

2008 Activities In early 2008 there were 2 wolves in the Mt Hagzack. They showed no
signs of having successfully reproduced the pres/iar. SW67M remained with the Mt.
Haggin pack in 2008 but again no pups could bdiedrduring the course of the year.
Hunting reports in the fall were consistently visuar tracks of at least 3 wolves. The Mt.
Haggin pack occupied a territory south of Anacom@anly on the Mt. Haggin WMA.

Mussigbrod
pack removed; not a breeding pair

2 calves confirmed killed; 2 wolves removed by WS
History: First confirmed in 2006.

2008 Activities: In December 2007 the Mussigbrod pack killed ¥esland 3 wolves were
removed at that time. Depredations continued Jattuary 2008. Two more calves were
confirmed killed and WS was authorized to remoweertrst of pack, which was believed to
consist of 3 remaining wolves. Two wolves werdekilshortly thereafter and the third wolf
escaped and was not seen or reported by area laedogince. Therefore the Mussigbrod
pack was considered removed in 2008. No otheredigpions were reported in this area for
the remainder of the year.

Painted Rocks
9 wolves; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: Wolf activity was initially documented in the Rged Rocks area (West Fork of the
Bitterroot River near the Montana/ldaho borderwite location of dispersing Idaho female
B67 in this area in 2001. B67 was monitored wstig died in 2002. Its territory is in the
upper West Fork of the Bitterroot near Alta.

2008 Activities:In the spring, wolf SW20M from the Sula pack disagged and in early

May was found further down the West Fork of thadibot with a group of wolves believed
to be the Painted Rocks pack. The pack was meaitiar the remainder of the year and was
found to have denned and produced at least 4 pdp3VP initiated a trapping effort, but
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was unsuccessful. At least 9 wolves (5 adultsypspwere thought to comprise the Painted
Rocks pack at the end of the year. A MFWP bioliogjighted 13 wolves further up the West
Fork later in the summer and it is unknown whethes was the Painted Rocks or a different
pack.

Pintler
5 adults, 5 pups; breeding pair
2 calves confirmed killed, 1 calf probable killétywolves removed by WS

History. First documented in 2007. lIts territory is de south side of the Anaconda-Pintler
Wilderness Area.

2008 Activities In early 2008 there were thought to be at |8agblves in the Pintler pack
including collared female SW217F. The pack derinefbril in the Big Hole Valley and 5-

6 pups were seen during a monitoring flight in Mayater in the year on December 3, WS
verified 1 calf confirmed killed by wolves and viegd 1 probable calf killed. On December
4th, WS killed 1 adult wolf from the Pintler packin December 7th, WS confirmed another
calf killed by the pack. WS was authorized to édfthremove 2 wolves. On December 16th
WS killed one wolf. No other wolves were killeddano further conflicts were reported.
Ten wolves including SW217F were believed to bthaPintler pack at the end of the year.

Ram Mountain
at least 4 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2007, though likely preser2006. Its territory is west of
Phillipsburg.

2008 Activities: In early 2008 there were believed to be 5 gralvesin the Ram Mountain

pack. MFWP scouted the area during the earlybiaiino wolf sign was found and therefore
no trapping efforts were initiated. Later in tladl fnore wolf reports were received from the
area and at the end of the year there were belivied a minimum of 4 wolves in the pack.

Sapphire
pack disbanded; not a breeding pair

no depredations reported
History: First documented in 2001. Its territory was bawgst of Philipsburg.

2008 Activities: The Sapphire pack, having been a large pack @fdlves for several years,
were down to 4 members in early 2008. The dedfmaumbers may have been the result of
restructuring within the pack after a livestock tohaction in 2007 resulted in the removal
of 5 pack members. Collared male SW83M and fer8s#.84F were still being tracked
with the group early in the year. In early Juhg Skalkaho pack moved over from the west
side of the Sapphire Mountains and usurped thelSappack’s territory. This appeared to
result in the final disbanding of the Sapphire pa8kV184F was found with the Skalkaho
pack on several occasions, as was an uncollarel Walf thought to be a different female
from the Sapphire pack. However neither femalesvieund with the Skalkaho pack at the

-76 -



same time. SW184F was last found traveling alan@édpper Creek in August and was
known to have been around the Ross’ Fork areagiredhnly fall but has not been found since.
SW83M was last located alone several miles fromrevttee Skalkaho pack was first found
in the area in early July. In June, Sapphire \8W45F (collared as a pup in 2005 and had
not been located for many months) turned up onatityrinear the East Fork Reservoir in the
East Fork Rock Creek pack’s territory. Upon inigegion her collar was found chewed off.
Although no remains were found, the collar sme#iedhough it had come off a carcass so
it's possible she was killed by the East Fork RGck&ek pack. Defenders of Wildlife funded
a range rider program in the Middle Fork of Rocle€k again in 2008, but the Sapphire
wolves were never implicated in any depredationiénarea (see Skalkaho write-up for
depredation history in this area for 2008).

Skalkaho
pack removed; not a breeding pair
2 calves confirmed killed, 1 cow probable killedw@lves removed by WS

History: First documented in 2005 but likely present iQ£20 Its territory was east of
Hamilton for the first part of the year then thesutped the Sapphire pack’s territory
southwest of Philipsburg during the summer.

2008 Activities:In early 2008 there were 9 wolves (4 adults, 5 pupthe Skalkaho pack.
The alpha female had died the previous year angdblk made large movements during the
winter, possibly in search of a new female. Theyveed no signs of denning up in the
spring and in July moved entirely out of their brstal territory and into the Middle Fork of
Rock Creek to the east, where they appeared t@ tlserSapphire pack’s territory. The
Sapphire pack had dwindled (see Sapphire pack-wptend the Skalkaho pack’s incursion
seemed to result in the final disbanding of thiskpalhe Skalkaho pack was found at
different times with Sapphire female SW184F orespmed uncollared black female from
the Sapphire pack through the summer and early Fdwever the Skalkaho pack started
harassing and killing cattle in September. Twaealwere injured in separate incidents and
had to be euthanized. Two wolves, including tiphalmale, were killed. Problems
escalated in late September and October. Thegiaded cattle through fences on multiple
occasions and an adult cow was found and documestadorobable wolf kill. A range rider
program was in place on the ranch and the wolves iveing closely monitored and hazed
on multiple occasions. The wolves would returrwit24 hours and be back in the cattle.
Because the Skalkaho pack appeared to be incréakeyng into livestock and due to the
failure of non-lethal efforts, MFWP decided to reradhe remainder of the pack. Five more
wolves were removed in October. Interestinglythaf 7 total wolves that were killed, 6 of
them were males and th® Was not retrieved so sex could not be determiffédee of the
wolves killed were collared adult male SW196M andared yearling males SW269M and
SW270M. Sapphire wolves were not included as qfattis control action since they were
only found intermittently with the pack and coulot e linked directly to any depredations.
A single wolf from the Skalkaho pack was known &vé remained and its fate is unknown.

Sula

5 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported
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History: First documented in 2005 but likely present i@20Its territory is west of Sula.

2008 Activities: The Sula pack was believed to comprise at leastdl@es in early 2008.
SW20M, who had been a member of the Sula paclkefearal years, dispersed from the pack
in the spring and joined the Painted Rocks paok Psented Rocks write-up). As such, radio
contact was lost with the Sula pack, and little Waswn about them throughout much of the
rest of the year. However there were multiple regpof sightings and tracks in the Sula pack
territory during hunting season. There were belitto be a minimum of 5 wolves in this
pack at the end of the year.

Trail Creek
5 wolves; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported; 1 wolf killed “in the’aatder state statutes

History: First documented in 2007 though likely preser2006. Its territory is near Chief
Joseph Pass west of Wisdom.

2008 Activities: In early 2008 the Trail Creek pack was believeddmprise at least 6
wolves. MFWP initiated a trapping effort in Maycadune and collared a 2-year-old gray
female. In early July, wolves were seen chasitiecand the owner shot and killed an adult
male under state statutes (wolves were delistdtedime). No other conflicts were reported
during the year and no depredations were everrcoedl. At the end of the year there were
believed to be at least 5 wolves in the Trail Crpa&k.

Trapper Peak
3 wolves; not a breeding pair

1 domestic dog probable killed; 1 injured cow piaka

History: Wolf activity was documented in this area in 2006 was not verified as distinct
from the Lake Como pack until 2007. Its territegysouthwest of Darby.

2008 Activities: Female SW170F and an uncollared gray wolf wemzid@nted traveling
together in early 2008. They denned in the spaimg) had a minimum of 3 pups. In March a
domestic dog was killed on private land west oftiyaand was considered a probable wolf
depredation. In late July a cow was found withthaérbit off and the incident was
documented as a probable wolf attack. Not enowglerce existed in either incident to
confirm wolf involvement. MFWP initiated a trapgieffort in August and caught both
adults in the Trapper Peak pack and 1 of the p@W170F was re-collared with a
University of Montana GPS collar and the adult gregle was collared with a standard VHF
collar. The pup was too small to collar and wadsased. The pack continued to maintain a
small territory southwest of Darby for the remaindethe year. But at the end of the year
only 3 wolves were documented to still exist in plaek: the 2 collared adults and an
uncollared gray wolf, possibly one of the pups.

Watchtower
at least 2 adults; not a breeding pair
no depredations reported
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History: Suspected in 2007, confirmed in 2008. Its teryiis in the upper Nez Perce
drainage up the West Fork of the Bitterroot.

2008 Activities: The Watchtower pack was suspected in 2007 buthfiasult to confirm
because the neighboring Painted Rocks pack wadlaresh Wolf activity was confirmed in
the Watchtower Creek area but territory boundasiee uncertain. However in 2008 a
collared member of the Sula pack (SW20M) dispensexdthe Painted Rocks pack and
through monitoring MFWP was able to determine thetdNtower pack was separate.
However MFWP was never able to determine an acewaint on the pack. There were
thought to be a minimum of 2 wolves in the pacthatend of the year. The pack is likely an
Idaho/Montana border pack but counts in Montananasés for 2008 because most activity
was found on the Montana side.

Welcome Creek
3 adults, 3 pups; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented in 2006. Its territory is eafstlorence.

2008 Activities: In early 2008, 4 wolves were thought to existhe Welcome Creek pack.
The pack denned in April and had a minimum of 3oullFWP attempted to trap and but
efforts were unsuccessful. One pup was captured/asitoo small to collar and was
released. Collared female SW218F disappeareckifathand is thought to have possibly
dispersed. Six wolves (3 adults, 3 pups) wereskel present at the end of the year.

Willow Creek
pack removed; not a breeding pair
3 cattle, 1 sheep confirmed killed; 12 wolves kille

History: First confirmed in 2005 with the dispersal of BMifrom the Buffalo Ridge pack
near Challis, Idaho.

2008 Activities:In early 2008 there were 10 wolves in the Willove€k pack. Due to the
larger size of the pack, livestock producers ingtea worked with the Blackfoot Challenge
to initiate a carcass pick-up program in the anethé spring to help reduce attractants during
calving time. MFWP also hung fladry around a lapgsture in the spring where wolves
were frequenting and had been reported harassitig paor. Some efforts were also made
to keep the pack from denning on private land abairwere not successful. The pack
denned in early April in the same area as the 2ipue years and had a litter of 3 pups. In
mid-April a calf was confirmed killed on the ranetnere the fladry was hung, although the
depredation occurred outside the fladry lines. KM8d 2 wolves in response. An ewe was
killed shortly thereafter by a single wolf. Dus large size and the fact the pack had shifted
its territory and had started to spend most ofr ttiie on private lands around livestock
MFWP decided to remove 6 more wolves from the palcite leaving the alpha pair and

litter of 3 pups. WS removed 3 wolves, one of whigas the alpha male (B142M), which
was killed by accident. MFWP then asked WS toglagother collar on a member of the
pack who would remain to help care for the littevS collared a yearling female shortly
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thereafter. In the summer MFWP worked with th@adches most potentially affected by the
pack and developed a range rider program to helgase monitoring of wolves and cattle in
the area. Also sometime during the early summerumcollared black wolves joined the
pack from unknown origin. In mid-August a calf wamfirmed killed and WS killed 2 more
wolves in response. Shortly thereafter anothdneas killed and MFWP authorized the
removal of the rest of the pack. Five more wolwese removed including collared alpha
female SW82F. One of the 3 pups was unaccountedt the end of the control action but
had not been seen for several weeks and may hasletiother causes.

Verified Border Packs Counting in Idaho PopulationEstimate (Table 3 in Appendix 3)

Big Hole
at least 5 wolves; breeding pair

no depredations reported

History: The Big Hole pack formed when B7 and B11 (reldasel 995 as part of the

original reintroduction efforts) pair bonded in 89987 and B11 were translocated out of the
Big Hole Valley, Montana twice, in 1996 and 199&fdre settling and establishing a

territory near Lolo Pass, west of Missoula. Thg Bole pack has had a continuous tenure in
its home range since 1997.

2008 Activities Ten wolves were in the Big Hole pack in earl920 Adult female B151F,
whose collar failed in 2007, was hit by a car aitied on highway 12 in November. A gray
female pup was also killed in November, by a huolaiming self-defense. Collared wolves
B347F and B348M were usually found apart at theadr2D08, but both were still within the
territory of the Big Hole pack. In March, B348Mashed extraterritorial movements and
was found once near Superior, MT. However, B348a4 Wwack in the Big Hole pack
territory at the end of the year. The pack derinddaho and so counts in Idaho population
estimates for 2008. There were believed to beaat|3 adults and 2 pups in the pack at the
end of the year.

* The two Big Hole pack mortalities occurred in Mana and count as Montana mortalities
for 2008.

Black Canyon (south of Jackson, MT)
status unknown; suspect 3 adults, 1 pup
5 cattle confirmed killed; 5 wolves removed by WS

History: First documented by IDFG in 2005.
2008 Activities: See 2008 Idaho Annual Report.

Hughes Creek (northwest of Salmon):
? adults, 5 pups; breeding pair
no depredations reported

History: First documented by IDFG in 2005.
2008 Activities: See 2008 Idaho Annual Report
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Miscellaneous / Lone Individuals in Montana CID

SW64M: SW64M, who originally dispersed from the Sage Crgagk east of Dillon, paired up
with a second female in the Big Sheep Creek ardg i@a2008. (The first female he paired with
in 2007 was killed in Idaho because of livestockftiots). The pair was implicated in the
depredation of 2 lambs early in the year. A thamib was documented as probable. In January
the uncollared female was killed and in May SW64k&kwilled by Idaho WS due to conflicts in
ldaho.

Vacant Willow Creek territory (west of PhillipsbargThree wolves of unknown origin were
documented in the old Willow pack territory neaillysburg at the end of the year. Reports of
black wolves in the area suggest these wolvesareehated to the Willow Creek pack, which
was removed from the area in August.

Ross’ Fork of Rock Creek (west of Phillipsburdy:single gray wolf from the Skalkaho pack is
believed to still inhabit the Ross’ Fork of Rocke€k.

Jackson: A wolf was hit by a car east of Jackson on Noven®. Is this the one that was
reported by the landowner as dead in the field??

Grant area: On October 1%, an unknown wolf killed sixteen sheep. A singlelfiwas shot by
a rancher under the 10j rule shortly thereafter.

Northeast of FlorenceA lamb was confirmed killed by an unknown singlelf northeast of
Florence in the Bitterroot Valley in August.

Northeast of Hamilton:In July an unknown wolf or wolves injured a calfthe Willoughby
Creek area of the Bitterroot.

Suspected Packs in Montana CID

There are several areas where MFWP suspectedibedavolf activity, but did not have
enough information to verify whether new packs wanesent. Areas to potentially be explored
in 2009 include:

Big Sheep Creek (Tendoy Mountains west of Dé#indowners and hunters in the areas west of
Dell submitted reports of wolf sightings and trackoor tracking conditions made detection
difficult for pack verification.

Roaring Lion (on the MT/ID border west of HamiltodpFG documented a wolf pack around
the Moose Lake area just across the Montana barddaho. But it is unknown whether this
pack is distinct from Lake Como.
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Medicine Lodge Creek (Tendoy Mountains northweBtat): Numerous reports were
submitted of wolf sightings in the Medicine Lodgeanear Dell.. Attempts to verify wolf
activity were unsuccessful due to poor trackingdrons.

Red Conglomerate Peaks (west of Monida Pass oW1 bordery Numerous reports from
hunters indicated wolf activity in the area wesMainida Pass. Poor tracking conditions
prohibited verification of wolf activity

Other Miscellaneous Information in Montana CID
Nothing to report.

OUTREACH AND EDUCATION

MFWP’s wolf program outreach and education effares varied, but significant. Outreach
activities take a variety of forms and include: tag people in the field, visiting landowners on
their ranches, phone conversations and email @ shirmation and answer questions, and
granting interviews with the media, writers, andess. MFWP wolf staff also gave
presentations at organized functions. MFWP alspgmed and distributed a variety of printed
outreach materials and media releases to help Mansabecome more familiar with the
Montana wolf population, the state’s plan, anddbeent federal regulations. During the course
of the year, MFWP staff note most their outreadbres and activities in the Montana Wolf
Weekly Report.

Other MFWP staff and volunteers are instrumentaldoomplishing MFWP’s outreach efforts.
These include area game wardens, area wildlif@bisis, block management personnel,
information officers and front desk staff, stafftbé Education Bureau, State Parks employees,
the Helena staff (who work closely with the MFWPN@uission, the legislature, and a variety of
other elected or appointed officials), hunter ediocainstructors, etc.

An increasingly important aspect of outreach haobe the Internet. The MFWP website hosts
many, many pages related to the wolf program. Walé pages were redesigned in 2008 to help
the public navigate and find information more gasiNew information and documents are
published as they become available. MFWP wenkti@efforts to keep the public informed
about the legal status of wolves and wolf managetmeough the wolf pages. See
www.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf

The “Report a Wolf” application continued to brimgluable information so the public can help
MFWP with monitoring efforts for existing packs addcumenting wolf activity in new areas.
Several hundred reports were received through tiesite. Countless more were received via
postal mail on a pre-printed card and over the phon

Beginning in mid-April 2008, MFWP began collatifgetfrequency with which the public
accessed the MFWP wolf web pages. From April 1Béoember 31, about 50,000 total visits
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were counted. The wolf web pages are visited betvi&0 and 400 times per day. According to
diagnostic statistics, the two most popular woljgmare the opening page (e.g. information
about listing status) and the wolf weekly.

Diagnostic statistics also suggest that the pulitors spend more time on the wolf pages than
the average of all other MFWP web pages visiteddi#onally, visitors to the wolf-specific
pages have a higher bounce rate (48%) than thageéor all other MFWP web pages (33%).
This suggests that visitors may have the MFWP watfes bookmarked and visit them directly
for specific information periodically (e.g. visitogo to a wolf page directly and then exit the
MFWP website without visiting any other MFWP welgpa).

Additionally, the MFWP website receives email conmtseand questions from a wide variety of
interested publics. Efforts are made to resporabtmany as possible. A wide variety of media
requests are also received, ranging from daily pamsrs, magazines, documentary filmmakers,
and authors.

Most wolf program staff spend 2-15 days at hunbeck stations each hunting season in MFWP
Regions 1-4 to talk with hunters about wolves, woifnagement, and their hunting experiences.
Hundreds of conversations are held. MFWP wolff stiso receive invitations for presentations
from a wide variety of groups every year. Stafftty accommodate as many as possible given
other work priorities and the time of year.

Presentation Outreach Categories

Civic: Kiwanis Club, Rotary Club, Lions Club, etc.

Teacher/school: K-12, teachers

College/Professional: colleges, conferences, anit aducation

Hunting: hunting, check stations, outfitting, raategun, etc.

Landowner / Livestock: livestock groups, permitiegatershed groups, etc.
Agency/government: Forest Service, BLM, NPS, couktgntana Legislative Committees, etc.
Wildlife Advocacy / Conservation

Outreach Categories # of Programs Number of public
Civic 8 (16%) 720 (23%)
Teacher/school 5 (10%) 272 (9%)
College/professional 7 (15%) 345 (11%)
Hunting 2 (5%) 105 (3%)
Landowners / Livestock 16 (33%) 950 (30%)
Agency/government 6 (13%) 297 (10%)
Wildlife Advocacy 4 (8%) 455 (14%)
Total: 48 (100%) 3144 (100%)
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RESEARCH, FIELD STUDIES, AND PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

Each year in Montana, there are a variety of rebeairojects and field studies in varying
degrees of development, implementation, or congiatelated. These efforts range from wolf
ecology, predator-prey relationships, wolf-livestoelationships, policy, or wolf management.
Additionally, the findings of some completed prdageget published. The 2008 efforts are
summarized below.

Trophic Cascades Involving Humans, Wolves, Elk, aAdpen in the Crown of the Continent
Ecosystem.

Graduate StudenCristina Eisenberg, Boone and Crockett Club Fellow
Committee ChairDr. William J. Ripple, Oregon State Universityor@allis

Project SummaryPredation by wolves may be critical for maintambiodiversity and

sustaining aspen communities. Currently in dedlngortions of the West, aspen provides key
habitat for songbirds and beaver, among other spe€ine of the major controversies in ecology
in the past century concerns whether food hasoagér influence on herbivore population
regulation than predation. Predation can drivengfidethal and non-lethal effects throughout
food webs, referred to as trophic cascatiés are studying trophic cascades involving human
land use, wolves, elk, and aspen in the Crown®fdbntinent Ecosystem. Our objective is to
investigate how an apex predator affects aspen conties by influencing abundance and
behavior of large herbivore prey. This work willtobute to our knowledge of food webs, via a
gradient analysis of the magnitude of trophic cdesan areas of high, medium, and low wolf
density, and investigation of temporal and spatadhic interactions in a geographic location
where they have not been studied previously.pai$ of theSouthern Alberta Montane Elk
Study,an interagency, transboundary collaboration in Wwhve are working with 98 elk fitted

with GPS collars, and 8 radio-collared wolf padRoject partners include Shell Canada, Alberta
Fish and Wildlife Division, Montana Fish Wildlifend Parks, Waterton Lakes National Park,
Glacier National Park, the University of AlbertaetUniversity of Calgary, Oregon State
University, and the Boone and Crockett Club.

Project Activity in 2008During this second year of field research, we radtilbared 4 wolves in
Glacier National Park, with assistance from Montkis, Wildlife, and Parks, deploying 3 GPS
collars and one VHF collar, and put GPS collarawother cohort of 35 elk in Waterton Lakes
National Park. By stratifying the study area inighh medium, and low wolf density sites, we
measured the effect these three densities of walkeekaving on prey species behavior. This
behavioral response to predation risk was measio®d) focal animal observations on elk and
by putting in 220 kilometers of track transectsjt@antify wolf, other large carnivore, and
ungulate (elk, moose, and deer) relative densityrasource selection. Additionally, we
completed a biodiversity survey in areas of higldime and low wolf density, using songbirds
as an indicator species.

Preliminary ResultsPreliminary results of this ecosystem-scale progecfgest wolf presence
affects multiple levels of the food web, withinlassic three-part trophic cascades framework
(predators-prey-vegetation). These effects maydehl behavioral trophic cascade, which
involves prey avoidance of areas of high predatisk with elk vigilance related to wolf
density. Changes in elk herbivory due to wolf ptestamay be creating richer songbird habitat,
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increasing biodiversity. In our third year of resgawe may determine whether a moderate wolf
population may be sufficient to trigger the ecobagibenefits attributable to wolf presence in a
landscape, via trophic cascades.

Anticipated Completion Date: 2010

Seroprevelance of Canine Parvovirus and Canine Bisper in wolves (Canis lupus) in
relation to human activity in the Canadian Rocky Matains

Student Brynn Nelson, Wildlife Biology Program, Univetgiof Montana, Missoula, Montana
Advisors and CollaboratorsMark Hebblewhite Wildlife Biology Program, Unisty of
Montana, Missoula; Todd Shury, Parks Canada, Deyeentt of Veterinary Pathology, Western
College of Veterinary Medicine, Saskatoon, Saslaten, Evelyn Merrill, Department of
Biological Sciences, University of Alberta, Edmomt®ale Seip, BC Ministry of Forests, Prince
George, British Columbia, Nathan Webb, Departmémiological Sciences, University of
Alberta, Edmonton, Fiona Schmiegelow, DepartmemR@&fiewable Resources, University of
Alberta, Edmonton, and Paul C. Paquet, World Widiund, Canada.

Project Summary:Diseases affect social carnivores that occuigh Hensity areas, like wolves
(Canis lupuy. Carrier species (feral dogs, coyotes, foxes)dirbetween the urban/wildlife
interface; thus, transmitting diseases to wolwa& sampled 99 wolves from the years 2000 to
2008 for canine parvovirus (CPV) and canine distemyirus (CDV) in Banff and Jasper
National Parks and surrounding areas of the Cand&iekies. Of the 99 wolves, 92 tested
positive for CPV, 22 tested positive for CDV andt8&ted positive for both diseases. We tested
whether seroprevelence of CPV and CDV was higlesecito human activity (roads, town sites,
campgrounds, federally designated Indian reseed)as a function of sex, age class, and
different wolf packs using mixed-effects logistegression models. CPV and CDV
seroprevalence was found to be higher in areasrctoshuman activity and was higher in
younger age classes of wolves. Understanding sksteansmission between urban areas and
wildlife areas with high wolf densities, like the@adian Rockies, could yield pertinent
information about disease profiles. Disease msfifom the Canadian Rockies could help
conserve the recently delisted wolf species insli&a Yellowstone National Park where human
activity is high relative to wolf activity.

Gray Wolf Diets in Northwestern Montana

Graduates Studendonathan Derbridge
Committee ChairDr. Paul R. Krausman, University of Montana, Misk

Project SummaryGray wolves are distributed throughout northwestontana and
understanding their diets can be used to bettezngtahd their role within the ecosystem. A
variety of methods can be used to derive this midron but none has been used in northwestern
Montana. Scat analysis and stable isotope anaysig distinct methods that can be used
simultaneously to determine diets. We tested thsilbdity of field data collection for both these
methods. It is possible to locate home sites ove®bnd collect scats from them. We have also
successfully tested a non-invasive hair-snaggimygdehat will provide hair samples for stable
isotope analysis. By using temporally and spatiaigtched samples for these diet analysis
methods we will describe the diets of wolves intneestern Montana and report the relative
merits of each method. Our results will providefubmformation to wildlife managers on an
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important life history characteristic of a top paéat in the ecosystem, and serve as a reference
for future research.

Project Activity in 2008coursework, development of research ideas angbgad, field research.

Anticipated Completion Dat010

Winter Distribution, Habitat Use, and Browse Utilizion Patterns of the Shiras Moose on the
Mount Haggin Wildlife Management Area

Investigators Braden Burkholder and Robert Garrott, Departnoériicology, Montana State
University, Bozeman; Vanna Boccadori, and Kurt Mpntana Fish Wildlife & Parks.
Collaborators: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; Montana State nsity.

Project Overview:Moose populations across Montana have expandie ilast century, both in
geographic range and in population size. This egioa has had a negative impact on moose
winter range in some locations where moose haveutiieed key browse species such as aspen
and willow. Excessive and unsustainable browsegthe potential to reduce local biodiversity
and carrying capacity of moose and other ungulaié® browse species of interest in this study
are willow (Salixspp.), a highly palatable and abundant browsecedor moose on many

winter ranges, including our study area in southi@r@esMontana. Knowledge of spatial and
temporal patterns of moose willow community use aibw utilization patterns is limited in
Montana and would be helpful in moose populatiomaggment. The objectives of this study
are to determine patterns of willow community ugeselected female moose during winter and
to quantify willow utilization across the study ar® examine population scale habitat use
through browse patterns. To accomplish these tigs; we deployed GPS collars on 12 cow
moose in the winters of 2007 and 2008 and complerge scale, systematic browse surveys in
the spring of 2008. Preliminary results indicad&anoose spend the majority of the winter in or
adjacent to willow communities, but overall willavilization across the study area is low. Our
data suggest that while moose have the potent&gtoficantly impact willow communities, this
does not appear to be the case on the Mount H&gNIA at current moose densities. As part of
this research focused on moose-willow habitat i@lahips, we are also collecting baseline
moose movement and demographic data. These datzewivailable for comparison to any

wolf movement data collected from this study ar@dditionally, wolf-moose interaction data
are being collected opportunistically, such as ols®ns of wolves, field necropsies of moose
for cause of mortality, and adult moose and cal¥isal rates.

Organochlorine and Heavy Metal Contaminants in NoriAmerican Grey Wolves

Supervisors R. Given Harper, Stephen Hoffmann and Jeff Friltikois Wesleyan University,
Bloomington, IL

Undergraduate studentSusan Blunck, Patrick Chess, Stacy Hynes, Enoihed, Jason Koval,
Ryan Misek, Sarah Rueth, Patricia Troxell

Collaborators Mark Atkinson, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parkémberlee Beckmen, Alaska
Department of Fish and Game; Dean Cluff, Environtaleaind Natural Resources, Government
of the Northwest Territories; Mark Collinge, APHVBildlife Services, Idaho; Mark Drew, Idaho
Department of Fish and Gan@arolyn Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
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Project Description Due to its location at the top of terrestriabdiochains, the grey wolCanis
lupug may contain high levels of organochlorine (OC3taedes and metabolites, and heavy
metals. However, few studies have documented t@ms@ounds in wolves throughout much of
their North American range, which is the purposéhef study. The wolves were either found
dead, collected via lethal control methods or hstee legally in Alaska, Idaho, Montana and the
Northwest Territories. Wolf kidneys were removeahfi carcasses by personnel from state and
Canadian wildlife agencies from 2005-2007. Thenkigs were then frozen and shipped to
lllinois Wesleyan University for analysis. The peace and concentration of 17 OC compounds
(Aldrin, 4,4’-DDD, 4,4'-DDE, 4,4’-DDT, Dieldrin, Edosulfan I, Endosulfan I, Endosulfan
sulfate, Endrin, Endrin aldehyde, alpha-HCH, be@Hldelta-HCH, gamma-HCH, Heptachlor,
Heptachlor epoxide and Methoxychlor) in wolves ésnlg determined via electron-capture gas
chromatography; sampled verification of high coriation OC compounds is accomplished via
gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS). @ftamination patterns will be analyzed
in relation to sex, age and latitude. The coneginin of heavy metals (aluminum, cadmium,
copper, iron, lead and zinc) in wolf kidneys watedmined via inductively coupled plasma
emission spectroscopy at the University of WiscoiMadison. Differences in concentration
levels due to sex, age class and location are lesialgiated, and a regression analysis will be
used to assess possible relationships among heetajsm

Anticipated Completion Date: 2009

Application of Electrified Fladry to Decrease RisiK Livestock Depredation by Wolves (Canis

lupus)

Graduate StudentNathan J. Lanc&Zommittee ChairDr. John A. Shivik, USDA/National
Wildlife Research Center/ Utah State Universitygan

Collaborators USDA/National Wildlife Research Center, Wildlicience Center, Montana
Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Utah State University, Man&a Wildlife Services, Confederated Salish
and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation

Thesis AbstractWolf (Canis lupu} predation on livestock can cause economic andiernal
hardships for livestock producers, complicatingliaéance of wolf conservation with other
human interests. New management tools that dexresksof predation may offer additional
flexibility or efficiency for both livestock prodecs and management agencies. We examined 1)
the efficacy of electrified fladry compared to figcht protecting a food source from wolves in
captivity, 2) the efficacy of electrified fladry feeducing wolf use of pastures and preventing
depredations, and 3) the applicability of electdfifladry. In captivity we tested the reaction
from 15 groups (46 wolves) to the presence of fiadlectrified fladry or no barrier within their
enclosures. During trials, a deer carcass wadgedun one corner of the pen, and a strand of
fladry (n = 5 pens), or electrified fladry (n = Brgs), was strung across the pen to protect the
food resource. Failure of the barriers was defimgdt least one animal in a group moving
across the barrier. Both fladry and electrifieatlfly effectively excluded wolves from a food
resource for short durations of time (1-14 days},dectrified fladry was more effective. Our
research indicated that although electrified flaoag the potential to reduce wolf depredations,
animal learning, motivation, and personality plagical roles in the effectiveness of fladry
systems. In Montana, we assigned 9 livestock djpesato randomly receive a treatment
(electrified fladry, n=6 pastures) or control (meteiving electrified fladry, n=6 pastures). We
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measured cost per kilometer for purchasing matgnmimber of people and hours required for
installing and maintaining, as well as recordingevations of potential difficulties with
electrified fladry. We formed and distributed esitrveys to each rancher who participated in
the study to assess opinions about the use oéttmigue. Wolf activity at the ranches was
insufficient and we were not able to determindetgified fladry was successful or unsuccessful
for preventing livestock depredations. We founalyéver, that electrified fladry may be limited
by costs associated with its purchase and thappbcation and effectiveness of electrified
fladry may limit it's usefulness for addressing Wwtestock conflict. The understanding of
human perceptions of management tools is critwdetermining the success of implementing
management techniques and fostering participatoincaoperation among stakeholders.

Project completion date2009

Developing wolf population monitoring techniques

Principle Investigators:David Ausband and Dr. Michael Mitchell, Montanadperative
Wildlife Research Unit, Missoula

Cooperators:Nez Perce Tribe, Idaho Department of Fish and Gafoatana Fish, Wildlife,
and Parks, University of ldaho, and U.S. Fish anliiNMé Service

Funders:Nez Perce Tribe, Idaho Department of Fish and G&afari Club International
Spokane Chapter, NSF EPScOR at The University ofttda, Five Valleys Audubon, Idaho
Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, Environmenteiehces Program at The University of
Idaho, MILES Program at UM, Irene Evers’ Compegtiyndergraduate Research Scholarship,
Defenders of Wildlife, The Mountaineers Foundatiomegon Zoo Future for Wildlife Grants,
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, Montana Departtrod Natural Resources and
Conservation, Wilburforce Foundation, Regina B.nkemberg Foundation for Animal Welfare,
and The Wolf Recovery Foundation.

Project Summary Before the early 20th century the gray wa@gis lupu was common
throughout the northern Rocky Mountains (NRM), Wass extirpated by the 1930s as a result of
poisoning, unregulated trapping, and bounty camyzai§he gray wolf was listed as an
endangered species in 1974. After the reintrodoaifds6 individuals in 1995 and 1996 the wolf
population expanded and an estimated 1,500 woleedine in the NRM. Throughout
reintroduction and recovery, wolves in the NRM haeen monitored intensively through
capturing, radio-collaring, and aerial surveys,marped almost entirely with USFWS funding.
Federal funding for intensive monitoring will beneinated following delisting and agencies will
have to rely on scarce resources to obtain thernrdbon needed to document wolf numbers.
Realizing the need for less invasive, but effecth@nitoring techniques, the Nez Perce Tribe
obtained a Tribal Wildlife Grant to research altgive ways to monitor the wolf population that
do not necessarily rely on radiocollaring wolveslli@borating with the Montana Cooperative
Wildlife Research Unit and Idaho Department of Fasid Game, research began in earnest in
2006.

We have devised, and are in the process of tegtipggposed population monitoring program
based on patch occupancy modeling, a statisticahtque that can integrate observations from
multiple sampling methods into population-levelkeirgnces on broad spatial scales. We
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demonstrate that a patch occupancy model can mogasonably accurate estimates of
abundance of wolf packs using only on-line pubightngs. To populate a patch occupancy
model and develop a statewide population monitofiagnework useful for Idaho, we are
evaluating a variety of survey methods that havesddevels of inference and have
demonstrated strong relationships to wolf abundamckdistribution. We are developing these
methods to 1) enable the reliable detection ofa@petively active wolf packs, and 2) be more
cost-effective than traditional radiotelemetry. el8uite of methods we are developing and
testing are hunter surveys, rendezvous site surteydboxes, and rub pads.

We surveyed 2,000 hunters annually and found thatehns are largely accurate when reporting
wolf observations because there was a strong etioelbetween the number of wolves detected
by hunters and the density of wolves in each dlidysareas. To develop survey methods that
can provide more detailed data on wolves in a garea than hunter surveys, we developed a
habitat model that predicted the locations of wetfdezvous sites. In 2007 and 2008, we
conducted surveys at approximately 475 predictade®vous sites annually resulting in the
detection of 12 of 17 accessible litters of pups alh25 study packs. Genetic samples collected
during rendezvous site surveys provided accurgbelption estimates via DNA analyses. The
howlbox, an automated wolf detection tool, can detlves remotely, distinguish adults from
pups, and obtain minimum pack size counts usingtepgrams. Finally, we were able to
consistently elicit roll responses from wolves ob#&wbed rub pads. Nearly 390 rub pad trap
nights resulted in 39 roll events and ongoing DN#actions indicate rub pads can obtain hair
samples non-invasively from wolves. The data ga&ithérom each of these survey methods can
provide the detection/non-detection data needgdpalate a patch occupancy model; further,
some of the methods can provide highly detailed datwolves in area providing biologists with
unprecedented tools for understanding wolves odogmreas of high management interest.
Because some of our survey methods can providaea&sts of pack size they can be coupled
with the Mitchell et al. (2008) equations to estienétne number of Breeding Pairs in the state and
help meet federal requirements during the 5-yeat gelisting phase of wolf recovery.

During 2009-2011 we will continue to test the validf our survey methods and refine and
improve them where necessary. We will also estinteaumber of individual wolves and
Breeding Pairs from the patch occupancy model &nfbpn simulations of patch occupancy
models that employ varying levels of each survethod to determine which combination
provides the highest level of accuracy and precifio use in future wolf conservation. Lastly,
we will explore the use of spatially-explicit colaation and extinction probabilities generated
by the patch occupancy model to assess their ussfsiland reliability at predicting both the
abundance and distribution of wolves. As wolves enfstm an endangered species to a big-
game species, agencies in the NRM can use a patcipancy framework to couple harvest
results and annual monitoring efforts and enabigitoous feedback and improvement of
harvest predictions and population conservaticategiies. Our goal at the end of 2011 is to have
a less expensive population monitoring framewoskt tiras been soundly tested, is rooted in wolf
ecology and can provide population estimates withssociated measure of precision that
managers can use with confidence.

Project Activity in 2008:Continued testing and refinement of new surveyhas, prepare
manuscript(s) for publication.

Anticipated Completion Date: 2011
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Using hunter surveys and an understanding of temiy size to monitor wolves in Montana

Graduate StudentLindsey Rich

Committee Chair:Dr. Mike Mitchell, Montana Cooperative WildlifeedRearch Unit, University
of Montana, Missoula

Project Summary:The goal of my masters research is to help cieatwv long-term population
monitoring technique for wolves that is accuratd bath time and cost-effective for MFWP to
employ. | will determine if hunter surveys canused to populate a Patch Occupancy Model
(POM) which accurately estimates the number of walfks in Montana and their distribution.
To do this, a grid of patches will be placed ovesrithna where patch size is equal in area to
territory size. | will use GPS collars to accuhatestimate territory size throughout the state.
The patches are then surveyed to determine wheebaupied (the species is detected) and
unoccupied (the species is not detected). One ame cost-effective approach to collect this
detection/nondetection data may be to use sighbhgslves by hunters. Several questions
pertaining to hunter’s sighting of wolves were atittethe annual phone surveys that MFWP
conducts of a sample of resident deer and elkdiedmlders. Of the 50,039 license holders that
were successfully surveyed about the 2007 hungagan, 2,824 saw wolves. The large number
of locations collected with GPS telemetry will als® used to understand what ecological factors
drive the territory sizes of wolf packs. If teony size can be linked to specific ecological fasto
such as prey density or landscape variables, tH&DM will be developed with patch sizes that
vary spatially and temporally corresponding with #patial and temporal variation of these
ecological factors (i.e. territory size will notyeato be estimated directly).

Project Activity in 2008:Coursework, developing and writing research psapgurchase of 15
GPS collars, deployment of 9 GPS collars by MFWH sjgecialists (4 collared wolves remain
in the territories they were collared in, 3 wolvesre dispersed, 1 wolf was hit by a car while
dispersing, 1 wolf was illegally shot)

Anticipated Completion Date2010

Understanding Patterns of Distribution and Abundaad¢o Monitor and Manage Wolves

Graduate StudentAlison Mynsberge
Committee Chair Dr. Michael S. Mitchell, Montana Cooperative Wife Research Unit,
University of Montana, Missoula

Project Summary Monitoring the wolf population in the Northerroéky Mountains (NRM)

will become increasingly difficult as the populatimcreases in size and distribution and when
funding is affected by delisting. States in theNReed a time- and cost-effective method to
monitor the numbers of wolves and breeding paimpliance with delisting. The goal of my
research is to develop this new long-term monitprrethod. | will use data from a variety of
sources, including public sightings, howl boxeackrcounts, and rendezvous site surveys, to
populate a patch occupancy model that will estintaéeabundance of wolves and their
distribution in Idaho and Montana. Estimates aflpsize will then be used to predict the
number of breeding pairs in each state using pugtisnethods. My research will build upon
the work of researchers from the University of lo@md from the Montana Cooperative Wildlife
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Research Unit at the University of Montana. Supgrerof this research include Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks, Idaho Fish and Game, and the Rierce Tribe.

Project Activity in 2008Coursework, development of research questions.

Anticipated Completion Date2012

Biological and Sociological Efficacy and Applicaliiy of Electrified Fladry for Protecting
Free-ranging Cattle from Gray Wolves, Canis lupus,Montana

Investigators Carolyn A. Sime, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parksathan J. Lance, Utah State
University; Dr. John Shivik and Dr. Stewart BretlSDA Wildlife Services Research Center;
John Steuber, USDA Wildlife Services Montana S@itiéce; Stacy Courville, Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes.

Abstract Wolves living near livestock increase risks epcedations, which increase economic
losses, animosity, and conflict among stakehold@ithough wolves may not have drastic
economic effects on the livestock industry as alejihey can substantially affect individual
ranchers when depredations become chronic. Letmatol is often controversial because some
stakeholders want wolves removed and others ddnbtoth lethal and non-lethal methods
require evaluation for their effectiveness in natigg predator-livestock conflicts. Thus, we
examined the use of electrified fladry for managiaf conflicts on 9 ranches in Montana.

Wolf activity at the ranches was insufficient dygyitme period of study and we were not able to
determine if electrified fladry was successful asuccessful for preventing livestock
depredations. We found, however, that electrifiadry may be limited by costs associated with
purchasing and that the application of electrifiadry may limit it's usefulness for addressing
wolf-livestock conflict. Biological, economicalnd sociological goals of management can be
met through lethal and non-lethal methods, butm®method is without limitations. The
understanding of human perceptions of managemel# i®critical for successfully
implementing management techniques and fosterirtgcimation and cooperation among
stakeholders. With this understanding, educatr@hteaining can change human perceptions
and may render non-lethal tools more effective.

Other Project Collaborators and Principald).S. Forest Service, Gallatin National Foresty B
Timber; Boulder Watershed Group; participating kanders in both project areas; Mike Lewis
and Joe Weigand, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parkg] &ald specialists from both USDA
Wildlife Services and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Park

Note: The field portion of this study was funded thrbwgConservation Innovation Grant
provided by the Montana Office of the USDA Naturasources Conservation Services

LAW ENFORCEMENT

The USFWS Office of Law Enforcement remained tta&llagency investigating wolf deaths in
Montana for most of 2008, with the exception of #hmonth period when the gray wolf was
delisted. MFWP representatives collaborated andiged assistance to federal law enforcement
on request. All wolf mortalities that are not tlesult of authorized agency lethal control, of a

-91 -



shoot on sight permit, or obviously related to higke / train strike, are reported to law
enforcement personnel. All other wolf mortalitee® under investigation until a full
determination is made regarding cause of deatlderaeor state law enforcement investigated 5
incidents of wolves being killed while seen activehasing livestock. No citations were issued.
Approximately 8 other wolf mortalities are suspeote confirmed as illegal activity and
investigations are ongoing. In one case, the iddal was cited and paid a fine.

MFWP Game Wardens, by nature of their positionsenatuable contributions with respect to
outreach about wolves, their management, and th&@dna program. In addition, wardens have
assisted with various field activities such asieging road-killed wolves or responding to
wolves caught incidentally by recreational trappafgardens have also passed along wolf
reports to project personnel and contributed toitodng efforts.

FUNDING
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

MFWP’s core wolf program is funded through 2 sefmafaderal sources. Approximately half is
obtained through a direct annual Congressionalitema appropriation and half is obtained
directly from USFWS as a part of the agency baskbu These sources are identified in the
state-federal wolf cooperative agreement and aresterred on a federal fiscal year cycle which
is offset from the state fiscal year cycle by siantins. Federal funds can be spent anywhere in
Montana for the wolf management and conservatitinifies specified in the cooperative
agreement through June 30, 2010 (independent disted status). Any of the unspent funds
will revert back to the Federal Treasury 90 daysrahe extermination date of the 5-year
agreement.

Although the agreement states that a total of $B¥is to be available to Montana annually,
federal budget constraints have sometimes result€dngressional recessions (across the board
percentage cuts). Therefore, Montana receivedtzg&iy,000 in federal fiscal year (FFY)

2005. In 2006, Montana received about $641,060-HY 2007, Montana again received about
$641,000 in federal funds.

In FFY 2008, USFWS transferred $396,000 (Presiddnidget language and $323,000 from
USFWS base funding) to MFWP. In addition, FY08 @@ssional earmark language included
$243,000 in additional funding for wolf monitoring be distributed by USFWS to Montana,
Idaho, and Wyoming. That funding was split evdmdyween the 3 States.

Funding levels in FFY 2009 appear to be similadffy 2008, except that in FY09 USFWS base
funding was not provided to Montana because oaffjgarent surplus in the cooperative
agreement that has to be 100% spent by June 30,V204n the agreement expires. MFWP and
USFWS will begin work to develop a new cooperatigeeement outlining responsibilities and
funding for the next 5-year period later in 2009.
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USDA Wildlife Services

USDA WS is the federal agency assisting MFWP witifwdepredation management. WS
personnel conduct investigations of injured or déagstock to determine if it was a predation
event and, if so, what predator species was refiderfer the damage. Verification (either as
confirmed or probable) by WS that damage is duewmlf is an important aspect of the
managing the wolf-livestock interface. Livestockreers may be eligible to receive
reimbursement through the Montana Livestock LossuReon and Mitigation Program. MFWP
determines what, if any, is an appropriate respohselves were responsible for the damage.

As a federal agency, USDA WS is funded throughrégeilar Congressional al budgeting
process, particularly with respect to wolf-relateork due to the wolf’'s federally listed status.
WS also receives money from other sources in M@tanother agency activities, including the
state per capita fee and county livestock assedsmen

In FFY 2005 and 2006, Montana USDA WS was fundedubh the regular Congressional
budgeting process for federal agencies and dideweive USFWS-direct funding. Historically
and beginning in the early 1990s, USFWS providedliing to USDA WS western region to
assist in wolf recovery and management in thetétiesarea. By 2001, about $100,000 per year
was being transferred from USFWS to USDA WS actsdri state area for field assistance. At
that same time, USDA WS also began receiving dawaoual appropriations through the USDA
Congressional budget process in recognition ofrtbeeased workload in the northern Rockies.
USFWS continued to fund USDA WS until 2005 throagtiirect Congressional appropriation
and USDA WS western region continued to receiveigp€ongressional directives.

However, in FFY 2005, Congress deleted the fedgoptopriation that had been given to
USFWS and subsequently transferred to USDA WShieir tvork in the tri state area. In it's
place, other special Congressional directives legohlincorporated into the USDA WS western
region budgets to address funding needs as a mdsnltreased workloads beginning in FFY
2001. These special directives have been maimtaaeh year since. Both MFWP and MT WS
have concerns that Congressional earmarks anc¢orasplirectives will be cut or eliminated at
the Congressional level. That would have imporaqtications for the two agencies and their
ability to fulfill their respective agency respobpisities and the commitments made in the
Montana Wolf Plan.

There has been confusion over the coincidentahtggroi elimination of USFWS funding

received by MT WS and MFWP taking on wolf managemmesponsibilities. In FFY 2005, the
USFWS Congressional appropriation that had beeviged to the western region of USDA WS
was eliminated. In the same FFY, an interagenopemtive agreement was completed between
MFWP and USFWS. As a condition of MFWP signing dlgegeement, USFWS agency base
funding was transferred to MFWP since MFWP was dowg the field program with state
personnel. The loss of USFWS funding for tri-sta&DA WS gray wolf field activities had
nothing to do with a different, independent Congi@sal earmark appropriation and USFWS
base funding for to MFWP to implement work outlinecan MFWP-USFWS interagency
cooperative agreement to manage wolves in Montana.
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In FFY 2008, WS maintained a $100,000 Congressidinattive for responding to complaints
of wolf damage as well as a $1,000,000 directiedyced from $1,300,000 in FFY 2007) for
Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming to investigate and eskipredator damage, including that by
wolves.

In FFY 2007, WS spent an estimated $183,924 respgrd wolf complaints and assisting
MFWP with depredation management responses su@dmscollaring or killing problem
wolves. This is an increase above the estimat&@,$00 spent in federal fiscal year 2006. In
FFY 2008, Montana WS expended approximately $2277,43nis is an increase of about
$43,500 over the previous year. The increaseesmpart to increases in fixed costs (e.g. fuel
or personnel) and working in new areas. Administeatime is not reflected in the total.

In calendar year 2008, MFWP and WS modified thepeoative Agreement and the work plan
to redirect $110,000 of funding toward assistanite wolf depredation management. WS
management activities include capture and increahenntrol of wolves, reporting, as well as
proactive preventative actions to help reduce arimmize potential for wolf predation on
livestock

PERSONNEL AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

By now, literally hundreds of people have assisté@t wolf recovery efforts in a wide variety of
ways, and we are indebted to them all. Since 26@ntless more have assisted with the
development of the Montana wolf plan and many ntorginue to assist during the transition
from federal management to state management. Yéziedly want to acknowledge the support
and understanding of our families and friends.

The MFWP wolf team is comprised of Kent Laudon @lipell, Carolyn Sime in Helena, Mike
Ross and Val Asher in Bozeman, Liz Bradley in Dillissoula, and Nathan Lance in Butte.
But the wolf team is part of a much bigger teanrefmendously dedicated agency professionals
that make up Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks. Intpaular, Dr. Mark Atkinson (MFWP’s
former wildlife veterinarian) over saw our animalrulling protocols welfare guidelines, in
addition to being the MFWP lead for wolf diseasevsillance and necropsy work. Additional
staff at the MFWP Wildlife Research Laboratory gisovide significant logistical support and
services for the wolf program, including Neil Anden (Lab Supervisor). Salish Kootenai
Confederated Tribes biologist Stacey Courville Blatkfeet Tribe biologist Dan Carney
captured and monitored wolves in and around tlesipective tribal reservations. We thank
them for sharing information contained in this ne@md the close coordination throughout the
year.

In 2008, the Montana wolf management program bstefrom the contributions from our
seasonal technicians Ty Smucker, Kris Boyd, and Kalder, all of whom excelled at their jobs
and contributed enormously. The Montana wolf managnt volunteer program was very
fortunate to have Stefanie Bergh, Kari Holder, Brsithock, Laura Cerruti, Quinn Harrison,
Sarah Bassing, Gana Wingard, Trina Wade, NathameS#dan Whitehead, Shona Wilson, and
Keagan Keeney -- who worked enthusiastically aiti good humor and dedication through
long days and weeks. We also want to thank thenSaeasystem Center and Northwest
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Connections for their avid interest and help inudoenting wolf presence and outreach in the
Swan River Valley.

We also thank the private citizens who served enatbrking group to develop the framework
for a Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and MitigatProgram. We also thank the members
of the Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council floeir ongoing contributions. Their
participation on these working groups, respectivetpvides valuable guidance from a diversity
of perspectives. Their continued collaboratioonglwith many other Montanans, continues to
be the foundation of the program’s success to date.

MFWP’s wolf program is supported by others througiitbhe agency. We thank Adam Messer
of MFWP Information Services for his patience, gbwanor, and expertise in creating the maps
for this report, his work on all our other wolf peot data requests, and for his help with data
management. Regional biologists and game ward&osmation officers, front desk staff, and
program managers contribute their time and exgentis variety of ways and have been
invaluable. Justin Gude provided important dataysis and support, as did the University of
Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit. Werappate the MFWP Helena staff from all
the Divisions who contributed their expertise ainiet We thank Caryn Amacher, Denise
Dawson, Rebecca Cooper, Adam Brooks for assissngith interagency cooperative
agreements, grant agreements, and budgeting. Weagte the wise counsel and participation
of the MFWP legal staff, especially Bob Lane. Vypr@ciate the work and dedication of the
MFWP Website Team. Jay Lightbody and Don BartddchePrint shop prepared and printed
outreach materials. Mike Lewis and Joe Weigandrdmrted their time, funding, and expertise
during the electric fladry field trials experimetsd data analysis. We thank the staff of the
Communications and Education Division for theirugbtful reviews of our work and for their
media contributions throughout the year. The Moat&overnor’s Office, MFWP Director’s
Office, the MFWP Legal Unit, and the MFWP Commissaeserve special recognition for their
leadership, contributions and steady guidance tirout the year.

USFWS personnel in Montana included wolf recovergrdinator Ed Bangs (Helena) who
shepherded the development of the state-federglecative agreement and freely shared
information and data about wolves in Montana. \Weespecially grateful for the financial
support and his confidence in the developing gietgram. Law enforcement agents
investigated wolf mortalities throughout Montanal gmovided important guidance about the
federal regulations. Dominic Dominici (USFWS AgamCharge, WY) provided valuable
guidance and information about a variety of sulsjacid the interpretation of federal regulations.

USDA WS investigates suspected wolf damage andesavut wolf control activities in
Montana. We thank them for contributing their etise to the state’s wolf program and for
their willingness to complete investigations andyaut lethal control work in a timely fashion,
7 days a week. WS personnel involved in wolf managnt in Montana in 2008 included State
Director John Steuber, eastern district supenksad J. Hoover, western district supervisor
Kraig Glazier, wildlife specialists Dennis Bigg®hh Bouchard, Owen Murnion, Rick Glover,
Steve Demers, Michael Hoggan, Dan Thomason, AlanvBy Brian Noftsker, Mike Thomas,
Chad Hoover, R.R. Martin, Graeme McDougal, Theoddreh, James Rost, Pat Sinclair, John
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Maetzold, Paul Bucklin, Bart Smith, and James Steyand pilots Stan Colton, Tim Graff, and
Eric Waldorf.

The Montana Wolf Management program field operatialso benefited in a multitude of ways
from the continued cooperation and collaborationtber state and federal agencies and private
interests such as the USDA Forest Service, MornDepartment of Natural Resources and
Conservation (“State Lands”), U.S. Bureau of Lananslgement, Plum Creek Timber Company,
Glacier National Park, Yellowstone National Padgho Fish and Game, Wyoming Game and
Fish, Nez Perce Tribe, Canadian Provincial wildifefessionals, Defenders of Wildlife,
Keystone Conservation, Boulder Watershed GroupMaéison Valley Ranchlands Group, the
upper Yellowstone Watershed group, the Blackfoadléhge, and the Granite County
Headwaters Working Group.

We deeply appreciate and thank our pilots whosgusand specialized skills, help us find
wolves, get counts, and keep us safe in highlylehging, low altitude mountain flying and
bring us home. They include David Hoerner (Hoemégation Inc., Kalispell), Steve Davidson
(Selway Aviation, Hamilton), Doug Chapman (Montakiecraft, Bozeman), Roger Stradley
(Gallatin Flying Service, Belgrade), Steve Ard (Gker Aviation Inc., Belgrade), Neal Cadwell
(Elkhorn Aviation, Belgrade), Lowell Hanson (Piedmd@.ir Services, Helena), and Mark Duffy
(Bozeman).

The citizens of Montana deserve special recognitiomheir cautious willingness to craft a
balanced plan that recognizes that wolves areigenspecies now back on the landscape where
people live, work and recreate, to accept the mesipdity for wolf conservation and
management, and their willingness to move forwamovking that it will continue to be
controversial, challenging, and that hard decislmange to be made. We also appreciate the time
they take to send us wolf report postcards, onso# reports, or to call us on the phone with
their information.

And lastly, the countless private landowners in k&o@a whose property is used by wolves,

sometimes at great cost to the owner, deserveespect, our understanding and attention to
their new challenges, and our gratitude.
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APPENDIX 1

MONTANA CONTACT INFORMATION

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Carolyn Sime

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Gray Wolf Program Coordinator, Helena
406-461-0587

casime@mt.gov

Kent Laudon

Montana Fish Wildlife & Park

Wolf Management Specialist, Kalispell
406-751-4586

klaudon@mt.gov

Liz Bradley

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Wolf Management Specialist, Dillon
406-865-0017

Ibradley@mt.gov

Mike Ross

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman
406-581-3664

Mross@ mt.gov
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Nathan Lance

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Wolf Management Specialist, Butte
406-425-3355

nlance@mt.gov

Val Asher

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Volunteer
Wolf Management Specialist, Bozeman
406-581-3281
val.asher@retranches.com

USDA Wildlife Services

(to request investigations of injured or dead
livestock):

John Steuber

USDA WS State Director, Billings

(406) 657-6464 (w)

Kraig Glazier
USDA WS West District Supervisor, Helena
(406) 458-0106 (w)

Jim Hoover
USDA WS East District Supervisor, Columbus
(406) 322-4303 (w)



MONTANA FISH WILDLIFE & PARKS ADMINISTRATIVE REGION S

STATE
HEADQUARTERS

MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks
1420 E 6™ Avenue

PO Box 200701

Helena, MT 59620-0701
(406) 444-2535

REGION 1

490 N Meridian Rd
Kalispell, MT 59901
(406) 752-5501

REGION 2

3201 Spurgin Rd
Missoula, MT 59804
(406) 542-5500

TO REPORT A DEAD WOLF OR POSSIBLE ILLEGAL ACTIVITY:

U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service

Special Agent, Missoula MT: (406) 329-3000
Special Agent, Casper, WY: (307) 261-6365

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Dial 1-800-TIP-MONT

REGION 3
1400 South 19"
Bozeman, MT 59718
(406) 994-4042

HELENA Area Res Office
(HARO)

930 Custer Ave W

Helena, MT 59620

(406) 495-3260

BUTTE Area Res Office
(BARO)

1820 Meadowlark Ln

Butte, MT 59701

(406) 494-1953

REGION 4

4600 Giant Springs Rd
Great Falls, MT 59405
(406) 454-5840

LEWISTOWN Area Res
Office (LARO)

215 W Aztec Dr

PO Box 938

Lewistown, MT 59457

(406) 538-4658

REGION 5

2300 Lake Elmo Dr
Billings, MT 59105
(406) 247-2940

TO SUBMIT WOLF REPORTS ELECTRONICALLY AND TO LEARN MORE ABOUT
THE MONTANA WOLF PROGRAM, SEE:
www.fwp.mt.gov/wildthings/wolf
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APPENDIX 2

Gray Wolf Chronology in Montana

Wolves are common throughout Montana.

Wolf-bounty law initiates Montanas official eradim effort.

Federal authorities begin wolf control in the West.

Wolf populations eliminated from most of the West.

Gray wolf believed extinct in Montana although wedvand wolf sign still occasionally observed.

Wolves still seen in Wyoming, Montana, and Idahoasionally but no self-sustaining breeding
documented; wolves, likely dispersing from Canaudae,killed in Montana and Idaho in every decade
through 2000.

Montana protects wolves as state endangered species

Wolves protected under federal Endangered SpeatsfA973.

A wolf is monitored in British Columbia, just nortf Glacier National Park.

A lone wolf kills livestock near Big Sandy, Montaaad is killed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semvic
This is Montana’s first documented wolf depredaiiomore than 50 years.

A wolf den is confirmed in Glacier National Parkhé Magic Pack establishes a territory in the Né&xirk
Flathead River valley, in the western portion cd€ér National Park.

A pack denned on the Blackfeet Reservation, butveasliscovered until 1987 when they began to
depredate on livestock.

Camas Pack established in the North Fork of thth&ta River valley in Glacier National Park.
First livestock depredation occurs on the BlackiReservation.

The U.S. Congress establishes a Wolf Managemenn@itee to recommend wolf recovery strategies for
Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho.

Congress directs the US Fish and Wildlife Servicprepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
wolf recovery in Yellowstone National Park and cahtdaho.
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1993

1994

1995
1996

1999

2000

2001

2002

An estimated 45 wolves in five packs occupy theefatiNorthwestern Montana Recovery Area. One pack
establishes west of Helena, founded by a femaléwilttch disperesed from Canada.

Federal EIS on the reintroduction of wolves intdld@stone National Park and central Idaho completed
Wolves to be reintroduced into Yellowstone NatioRalk and central Idaho for three to five yearseund
the Endangered Species Acts experimental, non-gsiseres that grant additional management fldiipi
Wolf recovery is defined as 30 breeding pairs--duitamale and an adult female raising two or marpsp
to Dec. 31--in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming for éhseiccessive years.

Fifteen wolves from four packs captured in Canagar@located to Yellowstone National Park and 17
individual wolves are released in central Idaho.

Yellowstone National Park receives 17 more wolvesnfCanada and 10 wolf pups from a depredating
pack in northwestern Montana. Twenty wolves areasd in central Idahos' pups are born in the wild.

Governors of Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming renew@/I8@emorandum of Understanding to coordinate
public involvement to pursue plans to manage avexea wolf population in the northern Rockies amd t
assure a timely delisting.

Montana Governor Marc Racicot appoints 12 Montatizens to the Montana Wolf Management
Advisory Council. The council, chaired by ranchédra€e Hibbard of Helena, is charged to advise Mantan
Fish, Wildlife & Parks on wolf management in arpiiion of the wolf's delisting.

US Fish and Wildlife Service determines there &d®@eding pair in the tri-state Rocky Mountain
Recovery Area, marking 2000 as the first year efttiree-year countdown to meet wolf population
recovery goals.

An estimated 97 wolves in 8 breeding pairs are tamim Montana.

Montana Wolf Management Advisory Council presetgsRieport to the Governor to Governor Judy Martz,
who directs MFWP to draft wolf conservation and agement planning document.

Montana Legislature removes the gray wolf from Mord's list of predatory species once the wolf is
delisted. Upon delisting, wolves will be legallyclassified in Montana as species in need of managem
New law includes provisions for the defense of &éfel private property when a wolf is attackinglitk,

or threatening to kill a person, or livestock.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Park’s draft of the Mont@wWolf Conservation and Management Planning
Document is reviewed, amended and approved by thadha Wolf Management Advisory Council.

An estimated 35 breeding pair, in 51 packs, areiealin the tri-state Rocky Mountain Recovery Area,
totaling about 550 wolves. The US Fish and WildBkrvice determines 2001 is second year of thethre
year countdown to trigger an official proposal &dist the wolf.

An estimated 123 wolves in 7 breeding pairs aretznlin Montana.

Montana Wolf Conservation and Management Plannioguinent is released in January. Montana Fish,
Wildlife & Parks begins to develop an environemitgbact statement (EIS) on the state management of
wolves. The public is invited to participate at comnity work sessions around the state and asked to
identify issues and help develop management aligasa

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks develops draft EI8five alternatives.

An estimated 43 breeding pairs are counted inrtkstdte Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Area, totglin
about 663 wolves. The US Fish and Wildlife Sende¢ermines 2002 is the third year of the three-year
countdown to trigger official proposal to delisetivolves.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announces that thehern Rockies gray wolf population has achieved
biological recovery under the federal Endangereectas Act.
An estimated 183 wolves in 17 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

2003
- Montana’s EIS process includes a 60-day public centmeriod and statewide community work sessions.

The final EIS recommends the adoption of the "upda&buncil" alternative. The Montana Fish, Wilelif

& Parks Commission approves the adoption of théepred alternative — the Council’s Update.

State conservation and management plans complgtstIbID, and WY and submitted to USFWS.

States of Montana, ldaho, and Wyoming request fupétiom Congress.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service expected to begim dffficial administrative process of delisting gray

wolves in the northern Rockies.

An estimated 761 wolves in 51 breeding pairs atmtad in the tri-state Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery

Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 182 wolves in 10 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

2004
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves state manant plans from Montana and Idaho and rejects

Wyoming’s plan. Delisting is officially delayed tilnthe impasse is resolved.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and the Montana Figfildlife & Parks Commission approve amending

the Record of Decision to pave the way for intestate participation in northwest Montana through a

limited cooperative agreement.

In February, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and UFssh and Wildlife Service complete a cooperative

agreement covering northwest Montana.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks receives federalding and hires staff who begin implementing theesta

plan prior to delisting and in consultation withSJ Fish and Wildlife Service.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks begins close cooation with USDA Wildlife Services to investigatecan

resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.

An estimated 835 wolves in 66 breeding pairs atmtad in the tri-state Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery

Area at the end of the year.

An estimated 153 wolves in 15 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

2005
- Wolves in northwest Montana recoveyr area reclieskds “endangered” by court order.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service adopts more flex@hiegulations [known as 10(j) regulations] for the

experimental population areas of Montana and Idaho.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and U.S. Fish andd€e Service complete a cooperative agreement

paving the way for Montana to assume independeanhfwhreponsibility for wolf management and

conservation statewide. Montana begins implemgritie state plan to the extent allowed by federal

regulations throughout the state. Funding from. BiSh and Wildlife Service and through special

Congressional appropriations fund Montana Fishdifd & Park’s wolf team.

Montanans form a diverse working group of privatzens, non-governmental organizations, and state

and federal agencies to begin developing the Mentavestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Program.

Work is ongoing.

An estimated 256 wolves in 19 breeding pairs atstad in Montana.

2006
- Montana implements as much of approved state gaossible and within federal guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Widllfie Service and@pkCongressional appropriations continue.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and USDA Montana Wiile Services update an existing interagency

cooperative agreement to include gray wolves

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mititgatiowdram draft framework completed and draft

legislation is prepared for the 2007 Montana Leqiske.

An estimated 316 wolves in 21 breeding pairs atntad in Montana. Distribution continues to be the

western one-third of Montana.
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2007
- Montana implements as much of approved state @aossible and within federal guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service andaapCongressional appropriations continue.

HB 364 passed the 2007 Montana Legislature, cigpdiia Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and

Mitigation Program; Oversight Board is appointedtiwy Governor and administrative officer of the Bba

is hired. First Board meeting, fundraising, ane+mlaking to begin early in 2008.

MFWP proposes a tentative wolf hunting/trappingsseastructure proposal which is approved by the

MFWP Commission, enabling the agency to gatherip@iolmment. (decision timeline is occurs in 2008).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes modificataf the Experimental Rules (10j) to provide aduil

flexibility to northern Rockies states with apprdvgans that applies to the experimental areaksaset

states, respectively.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approves Wyomingaslfiimanagement plan and state laws.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes a NorthHeotkies Distinct Population Segment and to delist

wolves in the northern Rockies in states with appdoplans in February. Two options are presented.

An estimated minimum of 422 wolves in 39 breediagpare counted in Montana. Distribution contsue

to be the western one-third of Montana

2008
- Montana implements as much of approved state gaossible and within federal guidelines.

Funding from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service andadapCongressional appropriations continue.

The proposed U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service modificn of the Experimental Rules (10j) to provide

additional flexibility to northern Rockies stateitwapproved plans that applies to the experimearizds

of those states, respectively is published in thaeFal Register in January and took effect lataely.

Became moot from March to July when wolves offigialelisted. Took effect again in mid-July whee th

delisting decision was enjoined. This federal fatjon is challenged in court and litigation waidl st

ongoing at the end of the year.

MFWP proposes a tentative wolf hunting/trappingsseastructure proposal (in December 2007), gathers

public comment. MFWP Commission approves 2008/2fl88nial wolf hunting season in February.

In June, MFWP proposed a tentative wolf quotalfierpgossible 2008 wolf season and received public

comment in July.

In June, MFWP also initiated formal rulemaking tiopt rules relating to how the agency will implernen

lethal control under Montana’s owlf plan and otlassify the gray wolf as a species in need of

management upon delisting. Formal rules adoptettidWIFWP Commission in September. New rules

are effective as of October, but will not be applifee. take effect) until the wolf is delisted.

Montana Livestock Loss Reduction and Mitigation Bbmet twice. The program receivesd a $50,000

grant from Defenders of Wildlife and donations frtme Greater Yellowstone Coalition, the Montana

Cattlemen’s Association, and others. Combinedingmdllows payments to begin in April with the firs

claim. Approximately $83,000 are paid in claims lfeestock that are verified by USDA Wildlife Séces

as having been killed by wolves.

In February, USFWS publishes the final delistinig rsecognizing the NRM DPS and removing it frora th

List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife; Wyonmsn2007 regulatory mechanisms were adequate.

Delisting decision took effect March 28.

Twelve parties filed a lawsuit challenging the itifecation and delisting of the NRM DPS on April 28

The plaintiffs also moved to preliminarily enjoimet delisting.

Oral arguments are heard in May. On July 18, tt& District Court granted the plaintiff's motioorfa

preliminary injunction. The ruling placed the graglf back under the ESA. The NRM DPS wolf

population was officially delisted from March 28&aly 18 and preparations for a 2008 wolf hunting

season were suspended.

In September, USFWS asked the Court to vacatedlistidg rule and remand it back to the agency for

further consideration. The Court agreed on Octdder USFWS re-opens a 30-day public comment period

on the February 2007 delisting proposal specifissaes raised in the preliminary injunction.

USFWS analyzes public comments and expected to maleeision by the end of 2008.

An estimated minimum of 497 wolves in 34 breediagpare counted in Montana. Distribution contmue
to be the western one-third of Montana.
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APPENDIX 3
NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF PACK TABLES
Table 1a. Montana wolf packs and population datdfontana’s portion of the Northwest
Montana Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 1b. Montana wolf packs and population datdvfontana’s portion of the Greater
Yellowstone Experimental Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 1c. Montana portion of the Central Idaho &kpental Recovery Area (Montana
statewide totals): wolf packs and population d2€98

Table 2a Wyoming wolf packs (outside of Yellowstd\National Park) and population data for
Wyoming’s portion of the Greater Yellowstone Expeental Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 2b. Yellowstone National Park (YNP) wolf ga@nd population data for YNP’s portion
of the Greater Yellowstone Experimental RecovergaA2008.

Table 2c. Wolf Population Data for the Greaterldi@bstone Experimental Recovery Area,
2008.

Table 3a. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Central Idaho
Experimental Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 3b. Idaho wolf packs and population datddaho’s portion of the Northwest Montana
Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 3c. ldaho wolf packs and population dataHerGreater Yellowstone Experimental
Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 3d. Idaho population data for the Centrahtw Experimental Recovery Area, 2008.

Table 4a. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum fallliygopulation and breeding pairs 1979-
2008 by recovery area.

Table 4b. Northern Rocky Mountains minimum falllfymopulation and breeding pairs 1979-
2008 by state.

Table 5a. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confotmelf depredation and wolf management
(by recovery area, 1987-2008

Table 5b. Northern Rocky Mountain states: confumelf depredation and wolf management,
by state, 1987-2008
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Table 1a: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec  overy Area, 2008.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °
# WOLF PACK * AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN ?  UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING * CONTROL ° CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
1 Arrastra Creek NWMT MT 5 ? 5
2 Ashley NWMT _ MT ? ? 7 1
3 Bearfite NWMT MT 3 2 5
4 Belmont NWMT MT 2 8 10
5 Benchmark NWMT _ MT ? ? 7
6 Bennie NWMT MT 2 2 4
7 Bitterroot Range# NWMT _ MT 4 ? 4 1
8 Blue Mountain NWMT _ MT 3 ? 3
9 Camas Prairie NWMT _ MT ? ? 4 3 2
10 Candy Mountain NWMT MT 5 3 8
11 Cilly NWMT _ MT 2 8 10 1
12 Corona” NWMT _ MT 11 3 14
13 DeBorgia # NWMT _ MT 3 1 4
14 Dutch ® NWMT _ MT 14 6 20
15 Elevation Mountain NWMT MT 3 0 3 4
16 Fishtrap NWMT _ MT ? ? 8 3 1
17 Firefighter NWMT _ MT ? ? 2
18 Flathead Alps NWMT _ MT 5 ? 5
19 Great Bear NWMT MT ? ? 2
- Hewself NWMT MT 0 0O 0 - - - - - - 4 - - - -
HogHeaven’ NWMT _ MT 0 0 0 27 4
20 Kintla NWMT _ MT 7 2 9 1
21 Kootenai South NWMT _ MT 2 2 4
22 Ksanka NWMT MT 4 ? 4 2
23 Lazy Creek NWMT _ MT 5 1 6 1 1 1
24 Livermore NWMT MT 5 0 5 1 3
25 Lydia NWMT _ MT 3 3 6
26 Marias NWMT _ MT ? ? 2
27 McKay NWMT _ MT ? ? 3
28 Mineral Mountain NWMT MT 6 3 9
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Table la:

Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data

for Montana's Portion of the Northwest Montana Rec

overy Area, 2008.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES °

# WOLF PACK * AREA  STATE ADULT PUP TOT  NATURAL HUMAN? UNKN ® DISPERSED MISSING * CONTROL ° CATTLE  SHEEP DOGS __ OTHER
29 Mitchell Mountain NWMT MT 1 3 4 1 2 3
30 Monitor Mountain NWMT _ MT 3 0 3 5

31 Murphy Lake NWMT _ MT 1 3 4 1 1 3

32 Ninemile NWMT MT 3 2 5

33 Nyack NWMT _ MT 2 ? 2

34 Piper” NWMT _ MT 5 7 12 1 1

35 Pulpit Mountain NWMT _ MT 2 1 3

36 Red Shale NWMT _ MT 3 1 4

37 Salish NWMT MT 2 7 9 2 1

38 Satire ® NWMT MT 3 0 3 1

39 Selow NWMT _ MT ? ? 4

40 Solomon Mountain# NWMT _ MT 4 ? 4

41 Spotted Bear NWMT _ MT 5 ? 5 1

42 Superior# NWMT MT 3 4 7 2 1

43 Tallulah NWMT MT 4 2 6 2 1

44 Twilight# NWMT _ MT 3 5 8

45 Wolf Prairie NWMT _ MT ? ? 7 1

Misc/Lone 13 0 13 5 1 3

MT in NWMT (Table 1a) NWMT _ MT 151 79 256 0 17 7 49 36 10
ID in NWMT (Table 3b) NWMT D 18 8 26 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
NWMT RECOVERY AREA NWMT  MTAD 169 87 282 0 18 8 50 36 10

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

T N OO O A WDN

Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.

Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Agency lethal control (10j regulation does not apply to the endangered area).

Pack did not exist on Dec. 31 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
Border pack shared with the State of Idaho; dens in Montana.

" Pack names were changed to better characterize geographic home place. Whitefish is Dutch; Squeezer is Piper; Meadow Peak is Satire; Thompson Peak is Corona
FINAL_Table_la_NWMT_3-15-09.xIs
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Table 1b: Montana Wolf Packs and Population Data  for Montana's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone E  xperimental Area, 2008.

- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA _ STATE _ADULT PUP_TOT _ NATURAL __HUMAN2 _ UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP __ DOGS OTHER
46 Rosebud GYA MT 2 0 2
Meoeeasin-Lake GYA MT 0 0 0 4 2
47 Baker Mountain GYA MT 5 0 5 1 1
48 Buffalo Fork GYA MT ? ? 8
49 Mill Creek GYA MT 5 2 7 2 1
50 Eightmile GYA MT 5 0 5 1
51 Eagle Creek GYA MT 8 2 10 2
52 Beartrap GYA MT 13 6 19
53 Lebo Peak GYA MT 2 4 6 8
54 Cedar Creek GYA MT 2 3 5
55 Horse Creek GYA MT 3 5 8
56 Sage Creek# GYA MT 3 5 8 3 1
57 Jack Creek GYA MT 1 2 3 1 2
58 Centennial GYA MT 4 2 6 1 1
59 Toadflax GYA MT 3 5 8
60 Cougar 2 GYA MT 10 ? 10 1 1
61 Hayden # GYA MT 6 ? 6
62 Black Mtn GYA MT 2 3 5
63 Horn Mtn GYA MT 2 3 5 3 3
N-—Gravelly GYA MT 0 0 0 8 3
Freezeout GYA MT 0 0 0 4 37
Misc/Lone GYA MT 4 0 4 2 5 1 5 3 3 38 0
MT Total in GYA GYA MT 80 42 130 4 10 1 7 4 27 15 85 0
1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.
5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
# Border packs: Sage Creek shared with ID - dens in MT and the majority of time in MT; Heyden shared with WY - dens in MT and majority of time in MT.

FINAL_Table_1b_SWMT_GYA_3-15-09.XIs
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Table 1c: Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po  pulation data, 2008.

Montana portion of Central Idaho Experimental Area

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONTROL CONFIRMED LOSSES6
# __WOLF PACK1 AREA _ STATE _ADULT _PUP__TOT _ NAT _HUMAN2 _ UNKN3 DISPERSED __ MISSING4 _ KILLED 5 CATTLE __SHEEP _DOGS _OTHER
64 Brooks Creek # cID MT 3 ? 3 1 4 2 3
65 Lake Como # cip MT 3 ? 3
66 Trapper Peak # cID MT 2 1 3
67 Watchtower # cID MT 2 ? 2
68 Painted Rocks # cip MT 5 4 9
69 Sula# cID MT ? ? 5 1
70 East Fork Bitterroot cID MT 3 0 3 1
71 Trail Creek cip MT 5 ? 5 1
72 Divide Creek cID MT 5 2 7 1
Skalkaho cID MT 0 0 0 7 2
73 Welcome Creek cip MT 3 3 6 1
74 Ram Mtn cID MT ? ? 4
75 East Fork Rock Creek cID MT ? ? 8
Sapphire cip MT 0 0 0 2
WillowCreek cID MT 0 0 0 12
76 Flint Creek cID MT 2 0 2 2 1 6
77 Feeley cID MT 2 0 2
78 Mt Haggin cID MT 3 0 3
79 Pintler cID MT 5 5 10 2
80 McVey Creek cip MT 2 4 6
81 Battlefield # cID MT 2 0 2 2
82 Miner Lakes # cID MT 5 6 11
Mussigbred cip MT 0 0 0 2 2
83 Grasshopper cID MT 5 1
84 Horse Prairie cID MT ? ?
Misc/Lone cID MT 4 0 4 3 2 1 19
MT Total in CID cID MT 61 26 111 0 5 1 1 3 34 26 26 0 3
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Table 1c: Montana Portion of the Central Idaho Experimental Area (Montana statewide totals): wolf packs and po  pulation data, 2008.

Montana portion of Central Idaho Experimental Area

REF. RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONTROL CONFIRMED LOSSES6
# __WOLF PACKL AREA _ STATE _ADULT _PUP__TOT __ NAT _HUMAN2 _ UNKN3 DISPERSED __ MISSING4 _ KILLED 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP __DOGS__ OTHER
MT in NWMT (Table 1a) NWMT MT 151 79 256 0 17 7 5 5 49 36 0 2 10
MT in GYA (Table 1b) GYA MT 80 42 130 4 10 1 7 4 27 15 85 0 4
MT in CID (Table 1c) CID MT 61 26 111 0 5 1 1 3 34 26 26 0 3
MT STATE TOTAL 292 147 497 4 32 9 13 12 110 77 111 2 17
1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
4 Collared wolves that ceased transmitting in 2008.
5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
# Border pack shared with State of Idaho; dens in Montana and majority of time in Montana.

FINAL_Table_1c_SWMT_CID_3-15-09.xis
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Table 2a:  Wyoming Wolf Packs (Outside of Yellows tone National Park) and Population Data for Wyoming  's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area  , 2008.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA _ STATE _ADULT PUP_TOT __ NATURAL _ HUMAN2 _ UNKN3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP _DOGS__ OTHER
Wyoming Outside Yellowstone National Park
85 Buffalo GYA wy 7 2 9 1 0 0 0
86 Pinnacle Peak GYA Wy 4 6 10 2 0 0 0
g7 Washakie GYA wy 6 4 10 2 0 1 0
88 Carter Mtn. GYA wy 2 6 8 2 2 0
89 Absaroka GYA wy 3 2 5 2 2 0
90 Beartooth GYA wy 4 4 8 1 1 0 1 0
91 Butte Creek GYA wy 5 4 9 0 0 0
g2 Pahaska GYA wy 5 4 9 1 0 0 0
93 Antelope GYA wy 4 4 8 1 0 0 0
94 Snake River GYA wy 4 ? 4 0 0 0
95 Chagrin River GYA wy 3 2 5 0 0 0
96 Phantom Springs GYA wy 5 4 9 0 0 0
g7 East Fork GYA wy 4 4 8 1 3 5 0
og Dog Creek GYA wy 4 2 6 1 0 12
99 Rim GYA  wy 4 2 6 1 0 0 0
100 Sunlight GYA wy 2 2 4 2 7 6 0
101 Greybull River GYA wy 0 3 3 1 2 1 0
102 Elk Fork Creek GYA wy 3 0 3 0 0 0
103 Pacific Creek GYA wy 9 4 13 1 0 0 0
104 Green River GYA wy 3 0 3 0 11 14
105 Whiskey Basin GYA wy 3 0 3 0 0 0
106 Huckleberry GYA wy 3 0 3 1 1 1 0 0 0
107 Black Butte GYA wy 2 0 2 1 0 0
108 South Fork GYA wy 3 1 4 8 4 0
109 Bold Mtn GYA wy 2 0 2 0 0 0
110 Big Piney GYA wy 7 ? 7 0 0 0
111 Lava Mtn Gya Wy 2 1 3 1 0 0 0
112 Prospect GYA wy 2 ? 2 2 0 0 0
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Table 2a:  Wyoming Wolf Packs (Outside of Yellows

tone National Park) and Population Data for Wyoming

's Portion of the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area  , 2008.

B MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA _ STATE __ADULT PUP_TOT _ NATURAL _ HUMAN2 _ UNKN3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP _DOGS _ OTHER
113 Popo Agie GYA  wy 2 0o 2 0 0 0
114 Deer Creek GYA wy 2 0 2 0 0 0
Sub-total 109 61 170 2 5 6 4 6 26 30 26 0 0
Misc. wolves
Crandall ova WY 6o 0 o 1 2 6 4 0
Soda-take GYA wy 0 0 0 4 0 0
Daniel GYA wy 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
Gooseberry GYA wy 0 0 0 6 3 0
Misc./Lone wolves GYA wy 8 0 8 1 4 4 4 4 0
WY Total (outside YNP) WY 117 61 178 3 15 13 4 6 46 41 26 0 0

0 N O O WN B
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Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.
Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
See narrative text for explanation




Table 2b: Yellowstone National Park (YNP) Wolf Pac ks and Population Data for YNP's Portion of the Gre  ater Yellowstone Experimental Area, 2008.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA _STATE ADULT PUP_TOT _ NATURAL HUMAN2 UNKN3  DISPERSED _ MISSING4 _ CONTROLS5 _ CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER

Yellowstone National Park Northern Range

115 Quadrant Mountain GYA wy 4 0 4

116 Everts (470F) GYA Wy 5 3 8

117 527F Group GYA wY 3 0 3

118 471F Group GYA wY 3 0 3

119 Blacktail Deer Plateau GYA Wy 8 0 8

120 Agate GYA wY 4 0 4 3

121 Slough GYA wY 7 o 7 1 1

122 Druid GYA wY 8 5 13 1
Misc/Lone wolves GYA wy 6 0 6 8 3 3
Northern Range Total 48 8 56 15 0 0 8 4 0 0 0 0
Yellowstone National Park Non-Northern Range

123 Mollie's GYA wy 10 3 13 1

124 Yellowstone Delta GYA  wy 2 1 1

125 Ylwstne Dita Sub Gp GYA wyY 0

126 Bechler GYA wy 6 3

127 Cougar Creek GYA wY 4 0 1

128 Gibbon Meadows GYA wY 19 6 25 1

129 Canyon (587M) GYA wY 4 0 4
Non-Northern Range Total wY 54 14 68 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
YNP Total in WY GYA WY 102 22 124 17 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 0 0
WY Total (outside YNP) 117 61 178 3 15 13 4 6 46 41 26 0 0
WY STATE TOTAL WY 219 83 302 20 15 13 13 12 46 41 26 0 0
1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.
2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.
3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.
4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.
5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.
7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
8 See narrative text for explanation
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Table 2c:  Wolf Population Data for the Greater

Yellowstone Recovery Area, 2008.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
WOLF PACK 1 AREA PUP__ TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP _ DOGS __ OTHER
WY in GYA (Table 2b) GYA 83 302 20 15 13 13 12 46 41 26 0 0
MT in GYA (Table 1b) GYA 42 130 4 10 1 7 4 27 15 85 0 4
ID in GYA (Table 3c) GYA 5 17 0 1 1 0 0 10 5 0 1 1
GYA RECOVERY AREA  Gva WY/MT/ID 130 449 24 26 15 20 16 83 61 111 1 5

Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.
Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.

1
2
3
4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.
5
6
7
8

See narrative text for explanation.
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2008.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED

REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
130 Aparejo cID D ? ? 13
131 Applejack cID ID 2 2 4 3 1 5
132 Archie Mountain CID ID 9 2 11 2
133 Avery CID ID 2 1 3 1
134 Basin Butte CID ID ? 2 13 1 7 8 36
135 Battle Ridge cID ID ? ? ?
136 Bear Pete CID ID 4 4 8 4 14
137 Bear Valley CID ID 8 5 13 1
138 Big Buck CID ID ? ? ?
139 Big Hole # cID ID 4 2 6 2 1
140 Bimerick Meadow cID ID 2 1 3
141 Black Canyon # CID ID 3 0 3 5
142 Blue Bunch CID ID 4 4 8
143 Buffalo Ridge CID ID ? ? ? 1 6
144 Calderwood cID ID 7 2 9

Garey-Dome’ CcID ID 0 0 0 1
145 Casner Creek CID ID 3 4 7
146 Chamberlain Basin CID ID ? ? ?
147 Chesimia CID D 3 ? 3 1
148 Cold Springs cID ID ? ? ?
149 Coolwater Ridge cID D ? ? ? 1

CopperBasin’ cip D 0 0 0 3 1
150 Deception CID ID ? ? ? 1
151 Doublespring CID ID ? ? ? 6 9 3
152 Eagle Mountain cID ID 2 1 3
153 Earthguake Basin CID ID 5 4 9
154 Eldorado Creek CID ID 4 4 8
155 Fish Creek # CID ID 11 5 16 1
156 Fishhook CID ID 3 4 7
157 Five Lakes Butte cID ID ?

-139 -




Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2008.

_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
158 Florence CID D ? ? ? 2 1
159 Galena cID ID 2 1 3 6 5
160 Giant Cedar CID D 5 2 7 1 1
161 Golden Creek CID ID 3 2 5 1
162 Gospel Hump CID ID ? ? ?
163 Grandad cID ID 2 1 3
164 Hard Butte cID ID ? ? ? 3 17 1
165 Hemlock Ridge CID ID 4 0 4
High-Prairie’ cip D 0 0 0 1 3 4
166 Hoodoo CID D 8 3 1 2 1
167 Hornet Creek cID ID 2 3 5 1 1
168 Hughes Creek # CID ID 2 5 7 1
169 Hyndman CID ID 2 0 2
170 Indian Creek CID ID ? ? ?
171 Jungle Creek CID ID ? ? ? 11
172 Jureano Mountain cID ID 2 6 8 1 1 4
173 Kelly Creek CID D 3 4 7 1
174 Kootenai Peak CID ID ? ? ?
175 Landmark CID ID ? ? ?
176 Lemhi CID ID 3 6 9 1 4
177 Lick Creek cID ID 6 4 10
178 Lochsa CID ID 10 5 15
179 Magruder CID ID 3 ? 3
180 Marble Mountain CID D 2 1 3 2 1
181 Monumental Creek cID ID ? ? ? 1 1
MeoeresFlat’ cp ID 0 ) 4 4 1
182 Morgan Creek cID D ? ? ?
183 Moyer Basin CID ID 3 5 8 4 2
184 O'Hara Point CID ID ? ? ?
Orphan’ ciD ID 0 0 0
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Table 3a: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Dataf or Idaho's Portion of the Central Idaho Recovery Ar  ea, 2008.
_ MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 % MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ADULT PUP TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE SHEEP DOGS OTHER
185 Owl Creek CID ID ? ? ?
PackerJohn’ cIp ID 0 ) 10 1
Pass Creek’ cip D 0 0 0 1 7
186 Pettibone Creek CID ID ? ? 2
187 Phantom Hill CID ID 5 4 9 1 1
188 Pilot Rock cID ID 2 6 8 1
189 Pot Mountain cID ID ? 2 11 1
190 Red River CID ID ? ? 3 1 1
191 Scott Mountain CID ID 2 3 5
192 Selway CID ID ? ? ? 1
193 Sleepy Hollow cID ID 3 5 8
194 Snake River CID ID 2 6 8
195 Soldier Mountain CID ID 4 1 5 1
196 Spirit Ridge CID ID 2 8 10 2
197 Steel Mountain CID ID 6 1 7 23
198 Stolle Meadows cID ID 3 3 6 1 3
199 Tangle Creek cID D ? ? ? 1
200 Thorn Creek CID ID 2 2 4
201 Thunder Mountain CID ID ? ? ?
202 Timberline CID ID 7 4 11 1 5
203 Wapiti cID ID 6 6 12
Warm-Springs’ cip ID 0 0 1 1 1
204 White Bird Creek CID ID 3 4 2 2
205 Wolf Fang CID ID 3 1
206 Yankee Fork cID ID 2 2 1 1
Lone/Paired cID ID 22 0 22 5 13 40
Idaho minimum count CcID ID 212 153 403
Unknown wolves ® cip D ? ? 400 4 3 12 14 40 6
ID Total in CID CID ID 212 153 803 3 24 16 8 17 97 91 218 11 0

- 141 -




Table 3b:

Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Data f

or ldaho's Portion of t he Northwest Montana Recovery Area, 2008.

R MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA _ STATE _ADULT PUP_TOT __ NATURAL _ HUMAN 2 _ UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE ___ SHEEP ___ DOGS__ OTHER

207 Boundary # NWMT D ? ? 2

208 Calder Mountain # NWMT D ? ? 2

209 Copper Falls # NWMT ID 2 1 3

210 Cutoff Peak # NWMT D 5 4 9

211 Mullan # NWMT ID 3 ? 3 1 1

212 Pond Peak # NWMT ID 2 1 3

213 Silver Lake # NWMT D 2 1 3

214 Snowy Top # NWMT ID 2 1 3
Lone/Paired NWMT D 2 0o 2
ID in NWMT NWMT D 18 8 26 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Table 3c: Idaho Wolf Packs and Population Data for  Idaho's Portion of Greater Yellowstone Experimental Area and Idaho Statewide totals, 2008.
- MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
REF RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
# WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE _ADULT _PUP_TOT __ NATURAL _ HUMAN2 _ UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE _ SHEEP _DOGS _ OTHER

215 Biscuit Basin GYA ID ? ? 7 1

216 Bishop Mountain # GYA ID 2 3 5 3 1

217 Bitch Creek GYA ID 3 2 5 1 1
Fall-Creek’ GYA ID 0 0 o0 2 1
Unknown wolves GYA D ? ? ? 1 1
ID Total in GYA GYA D 5 5 17 0 1 1 0 0 10 5 0 1 1
ID Total in NWMT NWMT D 18 8 26 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
ID Total in CID CID ID 212 153 803 3 24 16 8 17 97 91 218 11 0
ID STATE TOTAL ID 235 166 846 3 26 18 8 17 108 96 218 12 1

GYA/NWMT/CID
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Table 3d: Wolf Population Data for the Central Id  aho Experimental Area, 2008.

_ - MINIMUM ESTIMATED DOCUMENTED
RECOV PACK SIZE DEC 2008 MORTALITIES KNOWN CONFIRMED LOSSES 6
WOLF PACK 1 AREA STATE ___ADULT __ PUP__ TOT NATURAL HUMAN 2 UNKN 3 DISPERSED MISSING 4 CONTROL 5 CATTLE __ SHEEP _ DOGS __ OTHER
MT in CID (Table 1c) CID MT 61 26 111 0 5 1 1 3 34 26 26 0 3
ID in CID (Table 3a) CID D 212 153 803 3 24 16 8 17 97 91 218 11 0
CID RECOVERY AREA  cip ID/MT 273 179 914 3 29 17 9 20 131 117 244 11 3

1 Underlined packs are counted as breeding pairs toward recovery goals.

2 Excludes wolves killed in control actions.

3 Does not include pups that disappeared before winter.

4 Collared wolves that became missing in 2008.

5 Includes agency lethal control and take by private citizens under 10j regulation.

6 Includes only domestic animals confirmed killed by wolves.

7 Pack did not exist on December 31, 2008 and is not displayed on the map; see pack narrative.
8 See narrative for more information.

# Border pack shared with adjacent state or province; dens in Idaho and majority of time in Idaho.

% Pack composition figures are extrapoplations of data collected during summer, where number of adults is calcuated by subtracting verified pup production from
year-end pack size estimates; estimates do not account for undocumented pup mortalities, and therefore may underestimate the # of adults in a pack.
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Table 4a: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol  f population and breeding pairs* 1979-2008, by Fede

Minimum Fall Wolf Population by Recovery Area:

ral Recovery Area.

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 8687 88899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
Recovery Area

NWMT 2 1 2 8 6 613 151014123329415548 66 70 56 49 63 64 84 108 92 59 126 171 230 282
GYA 21 40 86 112 118 177 218 271 301 335 325 390 453 449
CID 14 42 71 114 156 196 261 284 368 452 565 739 830 914
TOTAL 2 1 2 8 6 6 13 15101412 3329415548 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1016 1300 1513 1645
Breeding Pairs by Recovery Area:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 8687 88899091929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
Recovery Area

NWMT 121132445 6 7 5 5 6 6 7 12 4 6 1 12 23 18
GYA 2 4 9 6 8 14 13 23 21 31 20 31 33 35
CID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 26 29 40 43 51 42
TOTAL 1 21132 445 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 86 107 95

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.

Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are added
to the previous year's breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current year
indicates that < 2 pups or < 2 adults survived on December 31 of the previous year, that wolf pack is

deleted from the previous year's breeding pair counts and population totals. Therefore, breeding pair

counts and population totals are updated in current annual reports.

FINAL_2008_BP_by REC_AREA_Table_4a_&_ Figure_5.xIs
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Table 4b: Northern Rocky Mountain minimum fall wol f population and breeding pairs* 1979-2008, by Stat e.

Minimum Fall Wolf Population by State:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 9091 929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
State

MT 2 1 2 8 6 6 13151014 123329415548 66 70 56 49 74 97 123 183 182 152 256 316 422 497
WY 21 40 86 112 107 153 189 217 234 272 252 311 359 302
ID 14 42 71 114 156 187 251 263 345 422 512 673 732 846
TOTAL 2 1 2 8 6 6 131510 14 12 33 29 41 55 48 101 152 213 275 337 437 563 663 761 846 1020 1300 1513 1645

Breeding Pairs by State:

Year 79 80 81 82 83 84 8586 87 88 89 9091 929394 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
State

MT 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 4 5 6 7 5 5 7 8 7 17 10 15 19 21 39 34
WY 2 4 9 6 7 12 13 18 16 25 16 25 25 22
ID 3 6 10 10 10 14 14 25 26 36 40 43 39
TOTAL 1 2 1 1 3 2 4 4 5 8 14 20 21 24 30 34 49 51 66 71 86 107 95

* By the standards of the Rocky Mountain Gray Wolf Recovery Plan and wolf reintroduction environmental impact statement,
a breeding pair is defined as an adult male and an adult female wolf, accompanied by 2 pups that survived at least until Dec 31.
Recovery goals call for 10 breeding pairs per area, or a total of 30 breeding pairs distributed through the 3 areas, for 3 years.

NOTE: Each year, wolf packs discovered in the current year that contain > 2 yearlings and > 2 adults are added to the
previous year's breeding pair and population totals; similarly, if evidence in the current year indicates that < 2 pups
or <2 adults survived on December 31 of the previous year, that wolf pack is deleted from the previous year's
breeding pair counts and population totals. Therefore, breeding pair counts and population totals are updated in
current annual reports.

FINAL_2008_BP_by_STATE_Table_4b_&_Figure_6.xls
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Table 5a: Northern Rocky Mountain States Confirmed

Wolf Depredation *, 1987-2008, by Recovery Area.

YEAR 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 98 99 00 01 02 03 06 07 08 TOTAL
Northwest Montana Recovery Area_:

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 9 9 13 10 8 6 6 9 6 26 37 190
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 O O O O 0 19 2 5 3 1 1 1 5 0 92
other 3 0O 0 0O O OO OO O O 0O 0 O 4 0 1 0 2 1 10 23
dogs 0O 0 01 0 0O O 0 3 1 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 1 3 2 21
wolves moved O 0 4 0 3 0 O 2 2 10 0 4 O 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 37
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 0O O O 0 4 4 9 4 3 1 2 15 19 50 154
Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area

cattle 0O O 3 4 7 135 79 60 554
sheep 0 13 7 13 39 41 35 111 756
other 3 0O O 0O 1 O 0 1 13 5 34
dogs 1 0 4 7 8 4 0 6 2 0 3 1 37
wolves moved 6 8 0O 0O 6 8 0 0 0 42
wolves killed 0 1 3 9 6 9 56 87 83 436
Central Idaho Recovery Area

cattle 0 2 1 9 16 15 43 78 117 365
sheep 0 24 5 57 39 205 173 244 1285
other 3 0O O 0O 0 0 O 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 5
dogs 0 1 4 1 6 O 1 6 3 9 7 7 11 60
wolves moved 0 5 0 3 15 10 5 0 0 0 0 38
wolves killed 0 1 1 0 5 10 7 7 71 80 131 398
Total, 3 Recovery Areas :

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 311 33 32 184 183 214 1109
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0O O O O 37 89 80 247 213 355 2133
other 3 0O 0 0O O OO OO 0 O 0O 1 O 3 14 18 62
dogs 0O 0 01 0 O O 0 4 2 5 15 11 6 9 8 13 14 118
wolves moved O 0 4 0 3 0 0 2 823 3 19 16 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 O O O 0 6 7 23 20 142 186 264 988

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by livestock owners. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2008 are 21 llamas, 28 goats and 10 horses.

From 1987 to December 2008, Defenders of Wildlife has paid $1,167,474 for wolf damage to livestock and guard dogs. An additional $50,000
was donated directly to Montana towards state reimbursement efforts. Information is available at http://defenders.org/wolfcomp/html.

FINAL_2008_DEP_by REC_AREA_Table 5a_3-15-09.xls
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Table 5b: Northern Rocky Mountain Confirmed Wolf D

epredation !, 1987-2008, by State.

YEAR 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 TOTAL
Montana

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 10 19 10 20 14 12 20 24 36 23 32 75 77 398
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 O O O 13 41 0 25 7 50 84 86 91 33 4 27 111 584
other 3 0O 0 0O 0OOOO OO O O OO0OWO 4 5 o0 3 2 2 14 17 47
dogs 0O o o100 0 0 41 0 1 2 5 2 5 1 4 1 4 3 2 36
wolves moved O 0 4 0 3 0 O 2 822 20 0 14 6 17 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 96
wolves killed 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 O 0O 5 18 4 19 7 8 26 34 40 35 53 73 110 438
Wyoming

cattle 0O 0 2 2 2 3 18 23 34 75 54 123 55 41 432
sheep 0O 0 56 7 0 25 3 0 7 18 27 38 16 26 254
other 3 0O 0 0O 01 0O O O 10 2 0 1 0 0 14
dogs 0O 0 0 3 6 6 2 0 O 2 1 0 2 0 22
wolves moved 0 O 1 0O 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
wolves killed 0 0 2 3 1 2 4 6 18 29 41 44 63 46 259
Idaho

cattle 0O 1 1 9 11 15 10 9 6 19 20 29 53 96 279
sheep 0 24 29 5 64 48 54 15 118 161 184 205 170 218 1295
other 3 0O 0 0 0 O O O o0 o 0 0 0 0 1 1
dogs o1 4 1 7 0 2 4 5 3 9 4 8 12 60
wolves moved 0 1 0 3 510 1 o0 O 0 0 0 0 0 20
wolves killed o 1 1 o0 3 11 7 14 7 17 27 45 50 108 291
Total, 3 States

cattle 6 0 3 5 2 1 0 6 3 11 22 21 33 32 40 52 64 130 97 184 183 214 1109
sheep 10 0 0 0 2 0 O O O 37 126 12 89 80 138 99 211 270 244 247 213 355 2133
other 3 0O 0 0O 0OOOOOO O O O1 0 4 5 10 5 2 3 14 18 62
dogs 0O 0 0O1 00O O O 4 2 4 51511 6 9 6 9 11 8 10 14 115
wolves moved O 0 4 0 3 0 O 2 8 23 21 3 1916 18 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 117
wolves killed2 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 21 7 23 20 19 46 59 86 103 142 186 264 988

1 Numbers of animals confirmed killed by wolves in calendar year.
2 Includes wolves legally shot by livestock owners. Others killed in government control efforts.
3 Total livestock other than cattle and sheep confirmed killed by wolves between 1987 and 2008 are 21 llamas, 28 goats and 10 horses.

From 1987 to December 2008, Defenders of Wildlife has paid $1,167,474 for wolf damage to livestock and guard dogs. An additional $50,000 was donated directly to

Montana towards state reimbursement efforts.Information on the compensation program is available at http://www.defenders.org/wolfcomp.html.

FINAL_2008_DEP_by STATE_Table 5b_3-15-09.xls
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APPENDIX 4

NORTHERN ROCKIES PACK DISTRIBUTION MAPS 2008

Figure 1. (map) Central Idaho, Northwest Montand @reater Yellowstone wolf recovery
areas (Key: Tables 1 - 3).

Figure 2. (map) Northwest Montana Wolf Recoverya\(Key: Table 1a).

Figure 3. (map) Greater Yellowstone Wolf Recoverg#\(Key: Tables 1b, 2).

Figure 4. (map) Central Idaho Wolf Recovery AregyKTables 1c, 3 a, b, c, d).
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APPENDIX 5

NORTHERN ROCKIES WOLF POPULATION GRAPHS

Figure 5. Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populativands 1979-2008, by recovery area.

Figure 6.Northern Rocky Mountain wolf populatioerids 1979-2008, by state.
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