MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS
HUNTING SEASON/QUOTA CHANGE SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Species: Gray Wolf
Region: Statewide/all Regions
Year: 2011 Hunting Season

1. Describe the proposed quota change and provide aramary of prior history.

FWP proposes a statewide quota of 220. This gsidtebe allocated in a season framework that
mostly repeats the 2010 wolf hunting season addptéde FWP Commission in July 2010. That
season was precluded by wolf relisting.

MANAGEMENT INTENT: Implement state management authority for woleegduce the
current wolf population by approximately 25% vianker harvest.

MEASURABLE OBJECIVES:

1. Maintain a viable and connected wolf population in Montana.

2. Gain and maintain authority for Sate of Montana to manage wolves.

3. Maintain positive and effective working relationships with livestock producers, hunters, and
other stakeholders.

4a. Reduce wolf impacts on livestock.

4b. Reduce wolf impacts on big game populations.

4c. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for wolves.

4d. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for ungul ates.

5. Increase broad public acceptance of sustainable harvest and hunter opportunity as part of
wolf conservation.

6. Enhance open and effective communication to better inform decisions

7. Learn and improve as we go.

A 2011 statewide wolf quota of 220, partitionedaitttirteen individual wolf management units
(WMUSs) shown in Table 1 (WMU legal descriptionsAippendix 1) is proposed. FWP also
proposes quotas or subquotas in WMU 150 and iredkéunting districts (HDs) 280 and 316
where an early back country rifle wolf season @gpsed to coincide with the existing early elk
back country hunting season. An archery-only weHdson in all WMUs with an allocated harvest
potential not to exceed 20% of the WMU quota ogsidta is also proposed to coincide with the
existing deer and elk archery only season. Anydstrover-run at the WMU scale is proposed to
be reduced from adjacent WMU quotas, other WMUbéregion or at the statewide scale to
eliminate potential for any harvest over-run. Aiddial mechanisms include rigorous tracking of
harvest in each WMU through mandatory harvest teygpand the 24-hour closure notice process.
Harvest quotas are proposed to tally only legatihgrharvest.A harvest equal to this proposed
guota level is predicted to reduce the year-end mimum total wolf numbers 25% from 566

in 2010 to approximately 425 in 2011 Alternative quota ranges are being analyzed andowil
available at the May 12 commission meeting. A cetimg model predicts a 7% decline.



Elements of the previous wolf season structureradssafety nets were incorporated so that
regulated public hunting would not jeopardize wapulation long term viability. The proposed
2011 season structure retains many fundamentarésatrom earlier season structures listed below.

1. Establishing quotas at a time of year (tentativiélay and final in July) so that the most
current monitoring data could be considered.

2. Maintain a 1-800 hotline so that hunters would knawether or not wolf harvest was legal
(i.e. quota was open) prior to going hunting.

3. Mandatory reporting of successful harvest withirhdrs so FWP can closely monitor
hunter success and quota status. Harvest quetasoposed to tally only legal hunting
harvest.

4. Mandatory carcass inspection within 10 days.

5. Closure of the season upon a 24-hour notice wiW¢M& or subunit quota is filled. Any
harvest over-run at the WMU scale is proposed teteaced from adjacent WMU quotas,
other WMUSs in the region or former recovery areatdhe statewide scale.

6. FWP authority to initiate a season closure prigetching a quota when conditions or
circumstances indicate the quota may be reachéthvidd hours.

7. Definite season-ending closure date, regardlesdether the quotas were reached.

8. Emergency season closure at any time by ordeedf¥iP Commission.

9. Adopt season structure and quota annually to bexdt@pt and respond.

Other elements proposed include:

1. A hunting season beginning with the start of theegal archery season and running through
December 31, 2011. No trapping proposed durirgydériod.

2. Licenses proposed to remain over-the-counter gesarato residents and nonresidents
with total harvest controlled via required repagtof harvest by successful hunters.

3. Any licensed hunter may take only one wolf in fhisposed hunting season.

4. An archery only season is proposed for all WMUsTi®eptember 3, 2011 until 20% of the
WMU quota or subquota is met but ending no ldtantOctober 16, 2010.

5. A backcountry rifle season is proposed to run ffeptember 15, 2010 until the WMU
guota or subguota is met but ending no later thecgeBber 31, 2010. This backcountry
rifle season is proposed for WMU 150, deer/elk imgndlistrict 280 portion of WMU 290
(subquota of 4) and deer/elk hunting district 3@&ipn of WMU 390 (subquota of 3).

6. The general rifle season for all WMUs with remagnumfilled harvest quotas/subquotas is
proposed to run from October 23, 2011until thel &IU quota or subquota is met but
ending no later than December 31, 2011.

7. Any wolf license purchased during an open seasprojgosed to not be valid until 5
days from the day of purchase. This would makesghie of wolf licenses consistent with
the sale of bear and lion licenses in an Enforceére#ort to address potential illegal
harvest prior to license purchase (see additiarstification provided).

All other season elements not specifically notedpaoposed to be unchanged from 2010.



Table 1. QUOTA ALTERNATIVE: Proposed 2011 statdevguota of 220, partitioned into
proposed 13 individual WMUs (Legal Description®\ppendix ).

Wolf Management Unit Proposed 2011 Quota

Northwest Montana

Purcell - WMU 100 18
Salish - WMU 101 19
North Fork Flathead — WMU 110 2
Lower Clark Fork = WMU 121 17
Flathead — WMU 130 12
Bob Marshall - WMU 150 3
Lower Clark Fork — WMU 200 22
Blackfoot — WMU 290 (subquota of 4 in 20
deer/elk HD 280)
Northcentral - WMU 400 10
Northwest Montana Total 123

Western Montana

Bitterroot/Upper Clark Fk/Big Hole/Tendoy 36
—WMU 210

[72)

West Fk Bitterroot — WMU 250 18
Western Montana Total 54
Southwest Montana
Highlands/Tobacco 6
Roots/Gravelly/Snowcrest — WMU 320
Gallatin/Madison — WMU 310 19
Southcentral Montana (subquota of 3 in 18
deer/elk HD 316) — WMU 390
Southwest Montana 43
STATEWIDE TOTAL 220




Historical Perspective, Proposal Development and Biogical Context

Historical Perspective and Proposal Development

Wolf recovery in the northern Rocky Mountains (NRMj)s been underway since the late 1980s.
The biological recovery criteria were first achidwie 2002. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) first delisted the gray wolf from the fealdéndangered Species Act (ESA) throughout
the northern Rockies in February 2008. That dacigias challenged in federal court and a
requested injunction was eventually granted in 2098. After reviewing the court order, USFWS
eventually withdrew the decision. The combinedastof the court and the USFWS “relisted” the
gray wolf under federal law. USFWS opted for addil agency review and public comment on
an alternative delisting approach in the lattef 6&2008. Also during the latter half of 2008eth
states of Montana and Idaho finalized a Memorandiibnderstanding for the Protection of
Genetic Diversity of Northern Rocky Mountain Graykkes. On May 4 2009, wolves were
officially delisted a second time.

On June 2 2009, a lawsuit challenging the secofistidg was filed in Federal District Court in
Missoula by a coalition of 13 environmental andnaalirights groups. Another separate lawsuit
challenging the USFWS delisting criteria was figkbrtly after in the same court by the Greater
Yellowstone Coalition. The complaints allege thieNilwolf population is not recovered and
that the delisting violates ESA for many legal mas including delisting cannot occur without
an adequate Wyoming regulatory framework approwethé U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(which it currently does not). Montana interveascda party to defend the delisting decision. A
preliminary injunction request to relist the wolhike the main litigation moved forward was denied
on September 8, 2009, clearing the way to implerm&09 hunting season. A hearing on the
merits of the legal challenge to the federal 20€l&ting decision occurred on June 15, 2010. A
ruling that formally reinstated federal Endange®pécies Act protections for wolves in the
Northern Rockies was issued on August 5, 2010t iThiag precluded the implementation of the
2010 wolf season structure and quotas adoptededy\¥P Commission on July 8, 2010. A
congressional delisting tied to the federal budgstlution was signed into law on April 15, 2011.
That federal law provides 60 days for the USFWE&issue the wolf delisting rule first published in
April 2009 and allows Montana to prescribe publevest as a component of wolf management.
Unlike wolf delisting rules issued in the paststbongressional action excludes the rule from
judicial review.

In the latter half of 2008, FWP also completed dmiaistrative rulemaking process. The
Commission approved final rules in September 2008 se administrative rules stand in effect
upon delisting. The gray wolf was reclassifiedtlhg rule as a species in need of management;
furthermore, Montana Administrative Rules and skates replaced federal regulations.

For developing a proposed 2010 season structureamdst quota, FWP completed the following
process. In addition to maintaining a statewideutetion modeling effort as an important input to
guota setting, FWP assigned regional staff thedaaksembling regional inputs to season structure
and quotas based upon regional circumstancesltaewolf biology and relationships with
livestock and prey. This was done to enhanesdnsitivity to and opportunity for local inputs i

a manner that best fosters ground-based consengatpport for the wolf itself.  In this light,
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regional inputs called for a general reduction otifwumbers reasonably within the flexibility of
the species biology and recovery requirements sd hegional quotas were considered alongside
population modeling outputs that relied upon walpplation inputs from the previous year.
Various harvest rates were applied to simulatedilatipns. Development of the 2011 season
proposal was anchored to this 2010 process.

Another internal procedural step of structured sieai making (SDM) was used to identify wolf
management units (WMUSs) for the 2010 hunting sea&iDM consists of 5 steps arranged in an
iterative sequence: define the Probledentify Objectiveghat would characterize successful
resolution of the problem, develop management Altevesto meeting those objectives,

identify Consequencdsr each of the alternatives, and evaluate Trdtfeamong the

alternatives. This two-day effort included regibaad Helena staff across multiple positions
and bureaus and culminated in the developmenspeaific problem statement specific to the
2010 season setting process, a list of priorit@gectives and multiple wolf management units.
The products of this process are listed here irctimeext of and applied to the 2011 proposal.

Problem Statement from SDM process

FWP must propose a 2011 wolf harvest strategy that maintains a recovered and connected wolf
population, minimizes wolf-livestock conflicts, reduces wolf impacts on low or declining

ungul ate populations and ungulate hunting opportunities, and effectively communicates to all
parties the relevance and credibility of the harvest while acknowl edging the diversity of values
among those parties.

Obijectives from SDM process

1. Maintain a viable and connected wolf population in Montana.

2. Gain and maintain authority for Sate of Montana to manage wolves.

3. Maintain positive and effective working relationships with livestock producers, hunters, and
other stakeholders.

4a. Reduce wolf impacts on livestock.

4b. Reduce wolf impacts on big game populations.

4c. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for wolves.

4d. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for ungul ates.

5. Increase broad public acceptance of sustainable harvest and hunter opportunity as part of
wolf conservation.

6. Enhance open and effective communication to better inform decisions

7. Learn and improve as we go.

Biological
At the statewide level, at least 15 BPs statewidaequired to offer any public hunting and

trapping opportunities (2003 Montana Gray Wolf Gamation and Management Plan Final EIS
August 2003). Managing for higher wolf numbersedk a greater degree of flexibility when
addressing wolf-livestock conflicts and other elatseof wolf management. Harvest needs to be
implemented in such a way that accounts for theadya aspects of conflict management and
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wolf population ecology. After any final quota gudion, FWP will continue to monitor wolf
removals in response to livestock conflict. Ifsbaemovals grow significantly beyond levels
experienced in the past and beyond those levedspocated into population modeling, the
Commission could potentially revisit quota numbemsg/or close all or portions of any adopted
wolf season.

The Montana wolf plan outlines an adaptive managefn@mework, through which FWP will
work to integrate gray wolves into the natural hnchan landscapes (Montana Fish, Wildlife &
Parks 2003). Wolves will be conserved and managednjunction with Montana’s other resident
wildlife.

The typical and most influential mechanism to iaseewolf numbers and distribution is dispersal
and formation of new packs in new places. Basedbta gathered from radio-collared wolves, the
average dispersal distance is about 60 miles. ®gdtave been documented to disperse twice that
distance (120 miles) and even longer. The lordje&ince dispersers (>180 miles) had
significantly lower survival and most did not breed

To simulate dispersal in any direction from thergetiic center of wolf pack territories from 1989
to 2008, FWP did some exploratory mapping. FWRebed the geometric center by 10-mile
increments and delineated a line where the Northilestana and the central Idaho wolf packs
appear to be within 60 miles of wolf packs in the&er Yellowstone area. The line is buffered
and shaded on either side to display the averaperdial distances of 60 and 120 miles (Figure 1).

Dispersal has another important biological functiamamely to maintain genetic diversity in a wolf
population. The gray wolf has a very strong inhetendency to “outbreed” and will thus seek to
breed with unrelated individuals. Figure 2 shawesdrigin and end point of dispersing radio-
collared wolves in the northern Rocky Mountaingrfrd995-2005.
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Figure 1. Map of wolf pack territories from 1980& (teal colored shapes) and 2008 wolf pack
territories (smallest dots) in Montana and neasthee borders showing the geometric
center buffered by 10-mile increments to simulabdf dispersal in 360 degrees from the
center. The line and shaded portion separatinijdittawest Montana and central Idaho
subpopulations from the Greater Yellowstone subladiom depicts the average
dispersal distance of 60 miles (30 miles on eigird of the line) and two times the
average or 120 miles (60 miles on either side efitte).
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Figure 2. Map of the origin and end points of oazhllared wolves dispersing in the northern
Rocky Mountain federal recovery area, 1995-2005.

Review of Proposed Season Structure and Quotas

FWP has typically reported wolf numbers as the yggat total number of known wolves, packs
and BPs. These represemiaimum number and likely under-represents the total number of
wolves by 10-30%, depending upon the size of thié papulation, terrain, vegetation (i.e.,
sightability) and monitoring effort.

One output of the model used to evaluate impahaofest is théotal minimum number of
wolves at the end of each year. Therefore, reateradvised to pay attention to whether the
numbers being reported are thimimum number obtained through field-based monitoring
efforts or the estimate obtained through the modedixercise. FWP believes the observed
number of lone wolves is biased low, but the deggemknown.

One intentional feature of the current model ig thes run annually with the most recent year’s
monitoring data as its inputs. A model run witk thost recent inputs and with no harvest
predicts a 201 predicted total number of wolves to be 647 wolves. The modelrassuharvest
mortality is additive to all other mortality andajas are completely filled, which is a conservative
approach
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Proposed 220 Quota, Statewide Context

A total statewide quota of 220 wolves is the sumtasiof 123, 54 and 43 respectively in northwest
Montana, western Montana and southwest Montana.a Sdatewide scale, this quota represents an
approximately 40% harvest rate applied by the mudiéie simulated 2011 pre-harvest population.
This in contrast to the approximate 15% statewatedst rate (75 wolf quota) applied in 2009. The
model inputs are based on rates of depredationvatexgency and private citizen), natural
mortality, illegal mortality, unknown mortality, imigration, emigration, and dispersal as observed
and documented in the field during 2010. The mtu simulates harvest and assumes that
harvest will be additive to all other forms of nadityy to predict the year-end number of wolves and
breeding pairs. The model predicts that a haeasal to the proposed quota of 220 would reduce
the year-endninimum total wolf numbers approximately 25% from 566 1@ to a predicted 425

in 2011. Given the likely undercount of single vad in the field, FWP would expect to document
approximately 383 (90% of 425 total predicted we)veack-living wolves at the end of 2011 using
the same monitoring methods as were used in 2Z0A. number of pack-living wolves does not
include lone wolves that are also recorded in ge@r-minimums. More than fifteen (15) breeding
pairs were predicted in approximately 95% of 10@@leh simulations. A competing model

predicts a smaller impact from harvest with a 7%ide in wolf numbers.

As precautions against harvest over-runs, the gsialasely tracked with al2-hour reporting
period. Depredation removals can also be trackeem January 1, 2011 through April 26, 2011
six (6) wolves were removed for livestock conflicis?1l wolves associated with livestock conflicts
were removed through the whole of 2010. Thereoim@ission authority for emergency season
closures at any time. FWP is proposing that amydgsa over-run at the WMU scale be reduced
from adjacent WMU quotas, other WMUSs in the regiomat the statewide scale. Thus monitoring
capacity and regulatory mechanisms are in plapeamosed to prevent overharvest relative to the
quota.



Summary

To summarize, the combination of the wolf seasnrctire and the proposed final quota reflects
efforts to meet objectives identified in the SDM¢®ss described above.

These are:
1. Maintain a viable and connected wolf population in Montana.

The quota looks to maintain the current overatridbution of wolves albeit at a reduced level.
2. Gain and maintain authority for Sate of Montana to manage wolves.

A harvest equal to this proposed quota level iglipted to reduce the year-end minimum total
wolf numbers 25% from 566 in 2010 to approximat&dp in 2011.Alternative quota ranges are
being analyzed and will be available at the Mayxd&imission meeting. Monitoring capacity and
regulatory mechanisms are in place or proposeteigept overharvest relative to the quota.

3. Maintain positive and effective working relationships with livestock producers, hunters, and
other stakeholders.

Current wolf levels are well above conservationimiums. The proposed reduction maintains
species distribution and viability while recogngisentiment among some publics for a reduced
wolf presence. It also seeks to recognize angnoal awareness that other publics seek a greater
wolf presence.

4a. Reduce wolf impacts on livestock.

While it is not clear exactly what relationship Mal/olve between hunter harvest and any
reduction in livestock depredations, given thedrgbf wolves and depredation events it is
reasonable to assume that some population levettied stands to potentially reduce livestock
depredations. Additionally, hunter harvest hasesomknown potential to literally and directly
curtail or prevent livestock loss or agency respdosthat loss at a local scale.

4b. Reduce wolf impacts on big game populations.

FWP’s commitment to wolf is no less than its conmant to other wildlife and is adaptively
pursuing a balance that accommodates all spedmsdy and population status.

4c. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for wolves.
Consistent with all managed wildlife species, FW#tfwnanagement is grounded in the

statutory direction and agency intent to maintéatesauthority and to provide species viability
and presence and associated public opportunitiperipetuity.
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4d. Maintain sustainable hunter opportunity for ungulates.

This proposed reduction in wolf numbers reflectscawn over ungulate populations but does not
dismiss the value of the wolf, its biological neeasl its ecological role.

5. Increase broad public acceptance of sustainable harvest and hunter opportunity as part of
wolf conservation.

This proposal looks to keep hunters and livestaoklpcers supportive of wolves in Montana
and recognizes that without the elements of humerest the wolf cannot be widely supported
in the state. It also looks to demonstrate Mortacareful consideration of wolf population data
as the basis for proposing this quota option fer@lommission to consider.

6. Enhance open and effective communication to better inform decisions.

This proposal and other supporting documents ilitade available to decision makers and to
others upon request prior to any final decisionblle comment will run through 5:00 PM
Monday, June 20.

7. Learn and improve as we go.

Given current uncertainties associated with aivelgtshort history of wolf management with
hunting on the Montana landscape, the presenttidisgdion with the current wolf population level
by some segments of the public and the specieredaptive ability to grow and/or rebound, it is
paramount that FWP move forward in decisive fastta clearly prescribes actions with
predictions that can be recognized, measured apdmded to. Season adoptions are scheduled to
be annual rather than biennial to better adaptatving management understanding. Competing
models will continue to be assessed for theirikeaind absolute fit.

FWP has carefully considered the need to implenvelftharvest and management in light of
uncertainty. There are many sources of uncertamtjuding the fact that wolves do not have a
long history (only one year) of being hunted in Néora as a managed species through fair chase
and regulated means. Further, FWP does not yetdasiiable way to predict participation, hunter
success, wounding loss, spatial distribution o¥ést; and wolf vulnerability to harvest. All are
currently laden with assumptions, with no way dfdating them until after the fact. Mechanisms
are in place through mandatory harvest reportialy,/gkull inspection, and the annual telephone
harvest survey to gather new information about Wotiting and to fully assess these unknowns.

Some insight can be gleaned from the publishe@fiies, though the findings vary with the study
area and management framework. A wolf populatangenerally withstand a range of about 30-
50% total human-caused mortality and remain redftigtable, depending on a variety of
variables and environmental conditions. The oVeraé of the population from which wolves

are removed and the size and proximity to otheufadipns appear to be particularly important
considerations. Mortality levels exceeding 50%garerally required to initiate a population
decline. Other important factors highlighted ie therature include: overall wolf density and
population size, pup survival, immigration / emiga rates at local and regional scales, the size
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and proximity of other wolf populations, the sizelguxtaposition of core protected areas
having low levels of human-caused mortality, roadgity, habitat condition, degree of habitat
fragmentation, other non-harvest mortality (e.thaécontrol), prey populations, and livestock
density (Fuller et al. 2003; Oakleaf et al. 200€rg®n and Russell 2007; Brainerd et al. 2008;
Adams et al. 2008).

FWP efforts are already underway to refine and oweiits model and develop mechanisms
imbedded in the modeling process itself to learmenaibout wolf population dynamics in
conjunction with public harvest and conflict managat. Subsequent population monitoring
efforts and better models within the adaptive manant framework will allow FWP and others to
improve knowledge and reduce the level of uncestaia more experience is gained through time.

2.  Why is the proposed change necessary?

In response to growing wolf numbers, impacts tedteck and prey populations (deer/elk/moose)
and associated growing concern among some publgtiteents, FWP is proposing a higher wolf
guota for 2011. The intent of this increased qista cap and reverse the wolf population by an
estimated 25%.

Multiple management units are proposed to direchtrvest potential in prescribed (active rather
than passive) fashion. This season element al@hghve separate backcountry WMU
guotas/subqguotas and the 20% limit on archery-oatyest are in direct response to the 2009
hunting season circumstance where the significaonity of harvest came in the backcountry unit
of deer/elk HD 316.

FWP further expects to expand understanding abeuevel of hunter interest in harvesting a wolf,
the extent to which wolves on the Montana landseap&nd remain vulnerable to harvest, how
successful Montana hunters will continue to be, @l the population continues to respond. The
adaptive management framework and the Commissasoaesetting process will allow FWP to
adjust the season structure / quotas in the fufioebest facilitate this adaptive process, FWP wil
develop and propose wolf seasons and quotas ag2@ii R for the 2012 season.

Regulated public hunting as a wildlife managemeoit hielps to balance wildlife populations with
ecological and social carrying capacities. Moreofar chase, regulated public hunting will
enhance acceptance of wolves because the pullimené fully participate in wolf management.
This, in alignment with the public’s conservatidghie and the state’s hunting heritage and tradition
will ultimately develop an additional constituertbyough time much in same way as witnessed for
mountain lions. Initiating a larger public harvasthis time gives FWP the opportunity to continue
to build invaluable experience with a new and nemgsmanagement tool. It is FWP’s expectation
that public harvest will help fine tune wolf numbend distribution, which may provide some relief
in areas prone to chronic wolf-livestock conflictswill also provide some relief to prey
populations (deer / elk) in areas where predatyoa Yariety of carnivores has contributed to low
recruitment.
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3. What s the current population’s status in relationto management objectives?

The Montana wolf population is securely recovetiedyugh dynamic. As of December 31, 2010,
the most recent totatinimum wolves for Montana was 566 wolves in 108 packsf3Bhich were
breeding pairs (Sime et al. 2011). The statewigifation has trended upward since the mid
1980s and most noticeably since 2004. Some ofrtbadase is probably actual population increase
and part is likely due to increased monitoring ey FWP compared to previous USFWS efforts.

Recent population increases have occurred everawidtstimated average total annual mortality
rate of about 30% in Montana from 2005-2008 based @dio-collared sample. The rate of wolf
population growth in Montana appears to be slowliogn as the highest quality habitats with the
lowest potential for conflicts are occupied. Poed annual increases have been in the 20-35%
range year to year, but the most recent increasesZ007 to 2008 was 18%, from 2008 to 2009
was 4% and from 2009 to 2010 was 8%. The currahpaedicted number of breeding pairs is
above the 15 breeding pairs required to offer rsiropportunity.

While clear numerical objectives at local or largeslles can ultimately be an asset to management
direction and efforts, FWP has not solidified snamerical objectives while in pursuit of better
understanding of wolf response to various mortadtgs, hunter effectiveness and wolf
relationships to livestock and natural prey onNfwatana-specific landscape. Such improved
understanding stands to come from completed, oggoid planned formal research and continued
applied adaptive management, including huntingte@&m (15) breeding pairs (BPs) [and 150
wolves] is not a minimum or maximum but rathersgdito transition between liberal and
conservative management strategies. The seasotustt, quotas and overall process were guided
by the objectives identified in an intentional dadilitated structured decision making process.

FWP is aware that the proposed quota options gragiopulation decline from 2010 to 2011.
Managing for lower wolf numbers is prudent givea gignificant resistance to wolf numbers by
some members of the public, livestock depredatémusimpacts to prey populations. As wolf
numbers have increased, so has the level of coadinvolf-caused livestock losses and the
number of wolves killed to resolve conflicts (Sieteal. 2011). And it appears that in some
places, total predation to include wolf predati@s been a factor in prey population dynamics
(Hamlin and Cunningham 2009). Thus, harvest neebts implemented in such a way that
accounts for the dynamic aspects of conflict mamesye, wolf population ecology, prey
populations, other predator populations and alkti@al factors surrounding wolf management.

4. Provide information related to weather/habitat faciors that have relevance to this change.

Continuation of a wolf hunting season will help F\Wianage and fine-tune wolf numbers and
distribution more proactively. Anecdotal evideoser the last several years seems to indicate that
larger packs may have a greater tendency to iojukél domestic livestock than when the same
pack had fewer members. FWP believes that pubhdtitg (and trapping at some future date) will
help maintain smaller pack sizes for those packshwioutinely encounter livestock and live on or
near private lands. It may even completely remgaeks that are chronic sources of conflict.
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An additional consideration when adopting harvestas is Montana’s “defense of property” law
that allows a person to haze, harass, or Kill 4 se®n actively attacking, killing, or threateniog

kill or killing livestock. The defense of propestatute (MCA 87-3-130) and new ARM rules took
effect upon delisting when federal regulations eghi The flexibility afforded under state law is
similar to the federal 10j experimental regulatitdrs applied to southern Montana since 2005.
Thus delisting and transitioning to the state Iégahework does not create more liberal means for
private citizens to kill wolves caught in the attaeking, killing, or threatening to Kill livestock
across southern Montana where most livestock atsfliccur. The current modeling effort already
takes that mortality into account.

Transition to state law does provide new flexipit livestock owners across northern Montana.
Under the federal regulations in the endangereal avestock owners did not have that flexibility.
While some of Montana’s highest livestock densitiess most wolf-livestock conflicts occur in
southern Montana, wolf packs across northern M@ntam and do encounter livestock. FWP
acknowledges that a small number of wolves coulkillesl when caught in the act of killing or
threatening to kill livestock. The number is expedo be similar to southern Montana and FWP
will learn over time what additional mortality witbnsistently appear in northwest Montana.

Prey declines due to the combination of weathdnitdiatotal predation, and human harvest led
FWP to decrease hunter opportunity in some placesdupied wolf range. In conjunction with
lower human harvest levels of deer, elk and mabee?011 proposed wolf season quotas may
provide some relief to these prey populations.

5. Briefly describe concerns with this proposal or cotacts made.

concerns

There has been significant public support to hamwvese wolves given wolf biology and sincere
concerns about the status of deer/elk populatidhg. rate of wolf population increase has been
robust and the harvest simulation model predigiafadion resiliency under higher quotas. As with
all such efforts, FWP does acknowledge limitatiohthe model despite its thoughtful development
and an anchor in field-based data.

There has been the public input that FWP shoulthol@ to address connectivity requirements for
sustaining a northern Rockies metapopulation ghientana’s unique geographic link with wolf
populations in Canada / Alaska and the Greateo¥stione Recovery area (which includes
Yellowstone National Park and all of Wyoming). dstyg reaction to wolf harvest in 2009 north of
Yellowstone National Park prompted a proposed sotagn deer/elk hunting district 316.

FWP is aware that wolf populations in western andtsvest Montana are strongly influenced by
immigration and wolf dispersal from Idaho and Yeltone National Park into Montana,
respectively. Depending on how those populati@mpn under their respective management
frameworks (in conjunction with natural fluctuatsodue to prey availability or disease etc.),
dispersal rates may be either positively or negbtiaffected — thus, connectivity may be affected.
If so, FWP may need to adjust quotas, create nuimersts / subguotas, or change the season
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structure in the future and is prepared to dorsopnjunction with the Commission.

Genetic diversity in the northern Rocky Mountainfwoetapopulation is currently high and is not a
problem. The interagency genetic diversity MOU ouite Montana, along with Idaho and the
federal government to monitoring protocols thatusth@nable detection of any emerging
conservation issues.
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Appendix I. Proposed 2011 Legal Descriptions.

Purcell - WMU 100: This WMU lies in the extreme northwest part & gtate and is made up
of deer and elk HDs 100 and 104.

Salish — WMU 101: This WMU lies in the central part of Region 1 asdnade up of deer/elk
HDs 101, 102, 103, 109, 120 and a portion of 110.

North Fork — WMU 110: This WMU is the same North Fork sub-unit from 20mediately
west of Glacier National Park and is a portion eédelk HD 110. Beginning on the
U.S./British Columbia border west of Frozen Lak@geeding southerly along the Whitefish
Divide to the top of Big Mountain, then proceedewsterly from the top of Big Mountain down
Canyon Creek to the North Fork of the Flathead Ritreen northerly up the middle of the North
Fork of the Flathead River to the U.S./British Gohia border, then westerly along the
U.S./British Columbia border to the Whitefish Dieidthe point of beginning.

Lower Clark Fork = WMU 121: This WMU lies along the lower Clark Fork and BRivers
and is made up of deer/elk HDs 121, 122, 123 add 12

Flathead — Swan — WMU 130:This WMU includes the Swan Valley, non-wilderngsstions
of the South and Middle Forks of the Flathead Riaed the agricultural and urban landscapes
of the Flathead Valley and is comprised of deerdlls 130, 132, 140, 141 and 170.

Bob Marshall - WMU 150: This WMU is entirely a wilderness WMU made updeker and elk
HDs 150 and 151 in portions of the Great Bear aold Barshall Wildernesses.

Lower Clark Fork -- WMU 200: This WMU is the northwest portion of Region 2 andludes
deer/elk HDs 200,
201, 202 and 203.

Bitterroot & Upper Clark Fork/Big Hole & Tendoys -- WMU 210: This WMU is the south

and central portion of Region 2 and the far wespamtion of Region 3 south of
Interstate 90 and west of Interstate 15 and indwkber/elk HDs 204, 210, 211,
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212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 240, 260, 261, 270, 30, 319, 321, 328, 329, 331,
332, 334 and 341.

West Fork Bitterroot — WMU 250: This WMU is the south portion of Region 2 and imtdg
deer/elk HD 250.

Blackfoot -- WMU 290: This WMU is the northeast portion of the Regioamnd includes
deer/elk HDs 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 290, 292, 293, and 298.

Highlands-Tobacco Roots -Gravelly-Snowcrest—WMU 320 This WMU encompasses that
portion of Region 3 south of Interstate 90, eashtdrstate 15 and west of Highway 287 and
Highway 87. This unit encompasses deer/elk hurdisticts 320, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327,
330, 333 and 340.

Gallatin-Madison — WMU 310: This WMU encompass that portion of Region 3 saith
Interstate 90, east of Highway 287 and Highwaya8it, west of the Gallatin/Yellowstone
Divide. This unit encompasses deer/elk huntingridts 301, 309 (south of 1-90), 310, 311, 360,
361 and 362.

South-Central Montana -- WMU 390: This WUM encompasses those portions of Silverbow,
Jefferson, Lewis & Clark, Cascade, Meagher, Gall&ark, Judith Basin, Wheatland, Sweet
Grass, Stillwater, Carbon, Golden Valley, Fergutréteum, Musselshell, Yellowstone, Big
Horn, Treasure, Rosebud, Garfield, McCone, Praiiester, Powder River, Carter, Fallon,
Wibaux, Dawson and Richland Counties within théofwlng boundary. Beginning at the
junction of Interstate 90 and Interstate 15 at &utten northerly along Interstate 15 to the
Continental Divide at Elk Park Pass, then northalbng the Continental Divide to the North
Fork of Lyons Creek (northwest of Flesher Pas®x toutheasterly down said creek to
Interstate 15, then northeasterly along said itaegdo the junction with Highway 200, then
easterly along said highway to the Montana-Nortkdda border, then southerly along said
border to the Montana-South Dakota border, thethgoly along said border to the Montana-
Wyoming border, then westerly along said bordeah&oMontana-Yellowstone National Park
boundary, then westerly along said boundary toréowstone-Gallatin River Divide, then
northerly along said divide to the Goose Creek Rtsh northwesterly along said road to
Meadow Creek Road (west of Livingston), then wégtaiong said road to Interstate 90, then
westerly along said interstate to Butte, the pofriteginning. This unit encompasses deer/elk
hunting districts 309 (north of 1-90), 312, 31343815, 316, 317, 318, 335, 339, 343, 350, 370,
380, 388, 390, 391, 392, and 393 AND all of Redipall of Region 7 south of US Hwy 200 and
a portion of Region 4 south of US Hwy 200 and eas$t15.

North Central Montana — WMU 400. Those portions of Glacier, Pondera, Teton, Lewis an
Clark, Cascade, Chouteau, Judith Basin, Toole,rtybeglill, Blaine, Fergus, Petroleum, Phillips,
Valley, Garfield, McCone, Richland, Roosevelt, Sth&n, Daniels and Dawson counties within
the following described boundary: beginning atititersection of Interstate Highway 15 and
State Highway 200 near Great Falls, then eastéhgaHighway 200 to the Montana - North
Dakota border, then northerly along said bordéhéoMontana — Canada border, then westerly
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along the Montana — Canada border to its interseatith the continental divide in Glacier
National Park, then southerly along said continetitade, through Rogers Pass, to the North
Fork of Lyons Creek, then southeasterly down LyGreek to Interstate Highway 15, then
northerly along Interstate Highway 15 to its ineatson with State Highway 200 near Great
Falls, the point of beginning.

Proposal compiled by: Wildlife Bureau Staff, 4/28/
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