CHAPTER VIII

WOLVES AND PARKS

What's all the fuss?

A proposal to restore wolves in

Yellowstone National Park strikes fear in the hearts of some
outfitters, hunters, and stockgrowers - even a few park visitors.
Should it?

Will wolves in Yellowstone severely threaten wildlife

populations, wreak widespread destruction on livestock, keep
visitors from enjoying the park, and lock up wildland resources?
To answer this, we need to know what is proposed.

We also need

to look at places where wolves live in parks to determine how
they get along with other wildlife, livestock, and people.
The proposal, The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery
Plan, was mandated by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, approved in 1980, and revised in 1985-1987.
of the gray wolf in three areas:
Idaho, and Yellowstone.

It proposes recovery

northwest Montana, central

Its primary objective is the removal of

"the northern Rocky Mountain wolf from the endangered and threatened species list by securing and maintaining a minimum of ten
breeding pairs in each of three recovery areas for a minimum of
three successive years" (NRMWRP: 3).

In Yellowstone, the goal is

to reclassify the wolf from endangered to threatened by securing
and maintaining ten breeding pairs for three successive years.
Two parts of the plan are unique to Yellowstone.

First,

because the pack is isolated from large wolf populations, natural
immigration is highly unlikely.

So, the plan proposes transloca-

tion of wolves to Yellowstone, probably from western Canada.
Second, a 1982 amendment to the Endangered Species Act provides
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for any population moved to Yellowstone to be designated experimental - nonessential to the population it came from - so that
rules can be developed for flexible management and control of the
Yellowstone wolf colony to protect Yellowstone's neighbors.
The primary reason for returning Yellowstone's pre-eminent
predator is to restore the natural integrity of the park's
ecosystem.

But there are other important legislative, aesthetic,

and scientific reasons.
One is legislative.

The 1872 act that established the park,

the National Park Service Act of 1916, and the Endangered Species
Act, all direct the NPS to conserve wildlife and restore threatened and endangered species.
Another reason is aesthetics.

Nature enthusiasts find

profound satisfaction in complete wildland predator-prey systems.
A public opinion poll conducted in Yellowstone National Park in
1985 revealed "Six to one, park visitors indicated that the
presence of wolves would improve the Yellowstone experience"
(NRMWRP: 5).

Nationwide, 85 percent of respondents commenting on

the draft Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan supported
and favored the plan.
"Do wol ves

b€~long

said, "Yes,"

The Montana poll, September 1987, asked,

in Montana? "

Sixty-five percent of Montanans

Attitude surveys conducted by a University of

Wyoming graduate student in counties near Yellowstone found 51
percent of respondents opposed to wolf reintroduction, in contrast with his statewide survey, where he found 48.5 percent in
favor of wolf reintroduction, 34.5 percent against, and 17
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In McCall, Idaho, 78 percent of 184

percent with no opinion.

residents surveyed agreed with the statement, "I would like to
see wild populations of wolves exist in Idaho" (Bishop: 26).
A third reason is scientific.

If restored to Yellowstone,

wolves will provide the scientific community and the nation with
unusual research opportunities to study the process of reestablishing a large predator to a wild system, its effects on populations of grazers such as elk and bison, and "ripple effects"
throughout the ecosystem.

Restoring wolves offers an unparal-

leled opportunity to come to understand wolf-prey dynamics in one
of the world's few intact, temperate-zone ecosystems.
In the late 1960s an ambitious ecological experiment was set
in motion:

Yellowstone's northern elk herd was freed from human

control within the park.
1968 to 20,000 in 1988.
2,700 parkwide:

Their numbers increased from 4,000 in
Bison have reached a historic high of

mule deer numbers have doubled on the northern

Yellowstone elk winter range in the last decade, and pronghorn
antelope numbers have tripled during the same period.

Nowhere in

the United States is there a better place to restore, for the
first time in the national park system, a large predator - one
missing for 60 years.
A 30-year data base exists on Yellowstone's wildlife range
and hoofed mammals - bison, elk, moose, mule deer, bighorn sheep,
and pronghorn antelope.

Range and wildlife studies continue on a

natural system comparable only to studies on the Serengeti-Mara
of Kenya and Tanzania.

Should we panic at the thought of wolves
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returning to Yellowstone?

Wolves live in seven of the fourteen

western and northern national parks in Canada.

Yet we hear of no

untoward problems in these parks.
In his 1944 book, The Wolves of Mount McKinley, Adolph Murie
summarized the relationship between Dare sheep and wolves:

"It

appears that the sheep and wolves may be in equilibrium .•. In
interior Alaska the caribou furnish the main food for the wolf ...
they are a buffer between the wolves and the sheep."

He went on,

"Under natural conditions the caribou herds are no doubt adjusted
to the presence and pressure of the wolf."

On moose:

"In the

presence of a large wolf population in recent years, moose have
increased in the park and the region adjacent."

On foxes:

"In

the fox-wolf interrelations the fox may be the gainer since the
wolf often makes food available to him."

On bears:

"The griz-

zlies frequently rob the wolves of their kills" (Murie: 27).
Durward L. Allen of Purdue University began a series of wolf
studies at Isle Royale National Park in 1958.

The studies

continue under Rolf Peterson of Michigan Technological University.

In 1975, Peterson reported that "expanded interest in back-

packing since the late 1960s has led to increased numbers of park
visitors and greatly increased use of the backcountry.

Wolves

avoid people at all times of the year on Isle Royale, and during
summer when the park is open to visitation, fewer than a dozen
wolf sightings annually have been reported by about 15,000 park
visitors"

(Peterson: 27).

Wolves reduce their use of trails to
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one-twentieth that of off-season use when visitors are using
those same trails.
Recently, Robert Ream of the University of Montana has
directed studies of wolves that recolonized northwest Montana
along the western boundary of Glacier National Park.

Now, about

20 wolves in five groups live in the area, drifting north and
south of the international boundary, and in and out of the west
side of the park.
Last September, on the east side of Glacier National Park,
seven wolves killed some livestock.
two put in a zoo.

Four wolves were killed, and

Three ranchers were compensated by Defenders

of Wildlife for their wolf-killed livestock.
Ludwig N. Carbyn, one of Canada's top researchers, has
studied the role of wolves in the ecology of Jasper National
Park, which, like Yellowstone, lies in the northern Rocky
Mountains.
animals:

The two parks share four of the same large grazing
elk, moose, bighorn sheep, and mule deer.

Jasper also

has mountain goats and mountain caribou while Yellowstone has
pronghorn antelope and bison.

Carbyn's data show that Jasper's

wolves prefer some prey species over others, chiefly elk calves
and mule deer, then adult elk, moose, bighorn sheep, small
mammals, mountain caribou, and mountain goats.
Carbyn also notes that during studies at Riding Mountain
National Park, Manitoba, from 1975 to 1987, only four or five
incidents per year of wolf predation on livestock were attributed
to the 70 wolves that live, surrounded by agricultural lands, in
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a park one-third the size of Yellowstone.

Of 22 incidents inves-

tigated, only seven were confirmed as wolf kills.
At that rate, Yellowstone's wolves should not create unmanageable problems for stockgrowing neighbors.

Yet, there are many

questions that must be addressed during the writing of action
plans and the environmental impact statements that must accompany
them.
"Here are some of those questions, taken from a
letter by the Wyoming Wildlife Federation:
"When and
where will wolves be controlled? Who will do it? How?
Where will the zone boundaries be? What rules will
govern wolves managed as experimental? When will
wolves be delisted? How will management shift to
states when wolves are delisted? How will wolves
affect their prey in Yellowstone? How will they affect
big game hunting around the park? How will compensation be provided for livestock losses? How will restoration and wolf management be funded? Would wolf
restoration cause backcountry closures?" (p. 3)
In the light of all this, should the proposal to restore
wolves to Yellowstone raise the hair on the back of our necks?
Only the experiment will yield the final answer.
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CHAPTER IX

EXPERIMENTAL TRANSLOCATION

Translocation of wolves has been tried, especially in
Michigan and North Carolina.
to human-caused mortality.
far been successful.

The efforts in Michigan failed due
The North Carolina efforts have so

When translocation studies first began they

used wolves that had been bred in captivity.

These studies

failed because once released the wolves could not fend for
themselves.

Scientists then began to track, capture, and trans-

locate whole wolf families.

They often did not stay in the

located area but traveled distances to establish their own
territories, but once again human intervention caused their
demise.
In 1970, D.W. Douglass, Chief of the Wildlife Division,
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, suggested that restoration of a viable population of wolves in Michigan would be
desirable, especially if such efforts could be supported by
private organizations.

In 1973 the Huron Mountain Wildlife

Foundation and the National Audubon Society offered financial
support (Weise, et.al.: 1).
The selected area for translocation was the Huron Mountain
area.

This is one of the largest roadless tracts in Michigan and

has one of the lowest year-around densities of resident humans.
Much of the area is owned by the Huron Mountain Club, on which
accessibility is restricted.

The white-tailed deer would be the

major prey for wolves in Michigan, and there were sufficient
numbers to support wolves.
55

The method for this study was to capture an intact pack of
wolves in Minnesota, fit each animal with a radio collar, release
them in northern Michigan and follow their fate through aerial
and ground radio-tracking.
Four wolves, two males and two females, were captured and
immobilized

~lith

a combination of phencyclidine hydrochloride and

promazine hydrochloride intramusculary (Weise, et.al.: 5).

They

were carried from the woods, held in pens in Minnesota, and fed
road-killed Hhite-tail deer, supplemented with beef scraps.
Each wolf received physical examinations, was fitted with a
radio transmitter, and injected with distemper-hepatitis-Ieptospirosis vaccine.

These injections were given to insure that the

wolves would be as healthy as possible upon release and would not
contract or introduce diseases in the release area.
The wolves were identified by the numbers 10, 11, 12, and
13.
After

rf~lease,

a lone wolf.

number 10 moved away from the pack and became

But the other three stayed together and moved

southwest of the release point.

Eventually number 11 was found

caught in a coyote trap and shot, number 10 was found shot near
Van Riper Lake during deer hunting season.

The alpha male,

number 12, was the first victim and death was due to being struck
by an automobile, and number 13 was found with a small caliber
bullet in his skull.
Three principle conclusions can be drawn from the results of
this

experim'~nt:"
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"(1) It is possible to transplant a pack of wild wolves
into a new range.
That new range however, must be
large enough to permit some initial wandering.
The
animals cannot be expected to establish a home range
centered on or even including the point of release.
(2) The habitat in Upper Michigan apparently is adequate to support wolves, in terms of food and cover,
for the carcasses of the two experimental wolves that
could be examined intact had maintained or improved
their condition during their 6-to-8-month residence in
Michigan.
(3) The reason for the failure of the experimental wolves to re-establish themselves was direct
mortality by human beings. This mortality probably is
related to two factors, negative human attitudes toward
wolves and accessibility of humans to wolf range
(Weise, et.al: 26)
Plans to reintroduce red wolves to the Tennessee Valley
Authority's Land Between The Lakes area in Tennessee and Kentucky
were scrapped when both state wildlife agencies withdrew their
support because of objections from livestock interests.

Then,

after much consultation with state officials and wildlife groups,
four public meetings, and the decision to classify reintroduced
red wolves as "experimental" rather than "endangered," a release
program was approved for the newly acquired 118,000 acre Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina.

On Novem-

ber 4, 1986, four pairs of captive wolves were transported to
acclimation pens on the refuge, then released into the wild in
September 1987.

Although four of these free-ranging animals are

no longer present because of collisions with cars and death from
"natural cau:::;es," one of the females has produced two pups.

The

most encouraging aspect, however, may be that the reintroduction
has been received favorably by local communities.
animals has yet been shot or trapped.
ing.
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None of the

Perhaps times are chang-

CHAPTER X

POLITICAL CONCERNS

Even if every game animal and all of our endangered birds,
small mammals, insects, amphibians, and reptiles should be
restored to levels rivaling their original abundance, our wildlife heritage will be incomplete.

No government or individual

has yet to replace a lost population of cougars, gray wolves, or
grizzlies in their respective habitats.
The reasons for the omission are political more than biological.

Bureaucracies have found the proposed reintroduction of a

potentially troublesome species even more controversial and
difficult than the protection of an endangered one.

Therefore,

no agency administrator wants to take on the opprobrium of
introducing a predator that is sure to incite the wrath of stockmen and even some "old-time" sportsmen - even though most other
people do not now question the value of cougars, wolves and
grizzlies to the natural world.
No animal has come to symbolize more the difference between
what wilderness should be and what it has become than the gray
wolf.

And no other animal, not even the grizzly, is more de-

spised by stockmen.

For decades the wolf was incessantly hunted

down and eliminated everywhere it could be found.
With the full cooperation of state and federal agencies,
traps, poisons, killing pups in the dens, any method that would
rid the West of the animals was considered fair and square and
was used to lower wolf numbers.

By World War II the wolf had all

but vanished, not only from Western rangelands but from parks and
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refuges as well, except in northeast Minnesota and Isle Royale
National Park.
When all remaining subspecies of the gray wolf in the
coterminous United States were declared "endangered" in 1967,
their management was entrusted to the Fish and Wildlife Service,
the same agency that had worked so hard to eliminate them.

The

service responded to its new mandate by drafting recovery plans
and contracting for trapped Mexican wolves from Chihuahua and
Durango where control programs were still in effect.

The respon-

sibility for any reintroductions, however, was left to the
states, which did little or nothing to evaluate potential reintroduction sites and elicit public support for such a program.
Strongly influenced by the livestock industry, most western state
officials expressed outright hostility to any reintroduction
efforts; the Colorado Game and Fish Commission unanimously
approved a resolution opposing "every person or entity" that
would even suggest returning the wolf to the state.
Because state officials oppose a reintroduction of wolves to
central Idaho, where they believe as many as fifteen wolves may
already be present, and because wolves may naturally become
reestablished in and around Glacier National Park, most of the
attention has focused on reintroducing wolves to Yellowstone
National Park.

Although Yellowstone itself is closed to grazing

and its 25,000 elk and unhunted bison and mule deer literally
need wolves for population control, the prospect of wolves
spreading outside the park infuriates livestock operators.
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Knowing these political implications, I wrote to six senators in the three states surrounding the Yellowstone area, Idaho,
Colorado and Wyoming to get their position statements on reintroduction of the wolf; Senator Steve Symms (R) Idaho, Senator James
McClure (R) Idaho, Senator William Armstrong (R) Colorado,
Senator Timothy Wirth (D) Colorado, Senator Malcom Wallop (R)
Wyoming, and Senator Alan Simpson (R) Wyoming.
received four replies (see Appendix A).

Of the six, I

Senator Symms' letter

was not only written with a belligerent tone, but it is obvious
he knows very little about wolves, their behavior, and ecology.
Senator Wirth feels it is a logical step to reintroduce wolves to
the Yellowstone.

Senator Wallop is concerned with the livestock

issue and wolves outside the critical habitat while the junior
senator of Wyoming, Senator Simpson, in a lengthy thoughtful
reply was also concerned about the many unresolved issues around
reintroduction and declines to support it.
While I did not receive a reply from Senator James McClure
(R) Idaho, Wilderness Magazine reports he is a powerful supporter
in Congress (Brown: 49).

"Chairman of the Senate Energy and

Natural Resources Committee, a vocal critic of grizzly bear
recovery efforts (as well as many other environmentalist causes)
shocked conservationists by supporting plans to reintroduce
wolves to Yellowstone" (Brown: 49).
Nonetheless, an increasing number of people want wolves, and
support for an introduction appears to be growing.
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"A public

opinion poll of visitors to Yellowstone found pro-wolf sentiment
to outweigh anti-wolf attitudes nine to one"

(Brown: 49).

It is obvious the public must increase their task of providing information about released wolves in the Yellowstone and the
livestock industry must be convinced of compensation.

61

CHAPTER XI

A SUMMARY OF THE NORTHERN ROCKY MOUNTAIN WOLF
RECOVERY PLAN

Current Status
Since the 1970s in central and northern Idaho and northwestern Montana wolves have been reported and verified.
recovery is considered possible in these areas.

Natural

There is, in

fact, evidence that natural recolonization is occurring in
northwestern Montana.

"Based on reported sightings, 20 to 25

wolves inhabit northwestern Montana" (NRMWRP: 1).

A pack of 12

wolves is known to occupy the area west of the Continental Divide
in and around Glacier National Park, moving back and forth across
the U.S.-Canadian border.

A few lone wolves (less than 15

animals) range through central Idaho.

In 1986, for the first

time in perhaps 50 years, reproduction was documented in Montana.
Despite periodic reports of large canids in and around Yellowstone National Park, there is no evidence to confirm the presence
of wolves, and they are considered missing from the area.
Recovery
Table 1 is the complete outline for wolf recovery in the
Greater Yellowstone Area.

It includes three major objectives and

tasks in the recovery plan, and how those tasks should be completed.

According to Norm Bishop, wolf recovery specialist at

YNP, it has taken since 1979 for this recovery plan to be developed and submitted to Congress.

It also involved many people.

Citizens' groups, environmental interest groups, wolf experts,
and politicians finally came up with the plan.
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TABLE 1

MAJOR OBJECTIVES AND TASKS IN THE RECOVERY PLAN

(Taken fr'om: The Northern Rocky Mountain Recovery Plan)

Recovery
The following provides a brief outline of the major objectives and tasks in
the recovery plan.
d.
Primary
Objective:

To remove the Northern Rocky
Mountain wolf from the Endangered and
Threatened Species Ust by securing and
maintaining a minimum of 10 breeding pairs
in each of three recovery areas for a
minimum of 3 successive years.

Secondary
Objective:

Promote public understanding and acceptance of
reestablishment program.
Designate wolves to be translocated as an
experimental population.

To reclassify the Northem Rocky
MOLlntain wolf to threatened status over Hs
entire range by securing and maintaining a
minimum of 10 breeding pairs in each of
two recovery areas for a minimum of 3
successive years.

Tertiary
Objective:

Develop special regulations for experimental
population.
Develop detailed reestablishment plan and
appropriate National Environmental Policy Act
documents for experimental population.

To reclassify the Northern Rocky
MOlJntain wolf to threatened status In an
Individual recovery area by securing and
maintaining a minimum of 10 breeding pairs
in the recovery area for a minimum of
3 slJccessive years. Consideration will also
be given to reclassifying such a population
to threatened under similarity of appearance
after the tertiary objective has been
achieved and verified, special regulations
. are established, and a State management
plan is in place for that population.

Stepdown of Tasks
4.

1.

Determine the present status and distribution of gray
wolves.

2.

Evaluate and verify population goals for a threatened
and fully recovered population, and reclassify or delist
when these objectives are reached.

3.

Delineate recovery areas and develop conservation
strategies and management plans.
a.

Describe and map potential wolf recovery areas.

b.

Identify conservation strategies for each
recovery arE!a.

c.

Promote wolf conservation in northwest Montana
and central Idaho recovery areas via natural
recolonization.

TABLE 1

Promote wolf conservation in Greater Yellowstone area.

5.

e.

Establish/delineate management zones in wolf recovery
areas.

f.

Develop management guidelines for specifiC wolf
management zones.

g.

Develop/implement wolf control plan to deal with
depredation problems, and evaluate feasibility of a
compensation program.

h.

Coordinate multiple-use activities with wolf
biological requirements.

i.

Provide concerted law enforcement eHort.

Monitor gray wolf popUlations, habitat, and prey.
a.

Monitor population trends/recovery.

b.

Periodically review management zones/directives and
revise as needed.

c.

Obtain knowledge of wolf populations. prey
utilization. habitat requirements, and impacts on or
interactions with prey and other carnivores.

d.

Develop special regulations for threatened
populations or those listed under similarity of
appearance.

e.

Develop State regulations for delisted populations.

Develop and initiate information and education proglam

Objectives
As outlined in the plan, recovery will take place in distinct phases.

Objectives are structured so as to allow for

greater management flexibility as recovery progresses.

For

example, when or if the wolf population in one recovery area
reaches 10 breeding pairs and that level is maintained over 3
years, the individual population will be considered for downlisting from endangered to threatened.

Threatened classification

would allow promulgation of special regulations and thus provide
additional flexibility in managing and/or controlling the population.
When ten breeding pairs have been established and are
maintained in each of two recovery areas, the wolf will be
reclassified to threatened over its entire range in the Northern
Rocky Mountains.
Finally, once the criteria for delisting have been met and
populations of 10 breeding pairs are established in each of the
three recovery areas, wolves in the Northern Rocky Mountains will
be removed from the list of threatened and endangered species.
Once delisted, individual states will be responsible for management of the species.
Recovery Areas
Establishment of three geographically separate wolf populations would help ensure that at least one or two populations
would survive in case of an unexpected catastrophic event.
Review of former wolf ranges has identified three geographic
63

areas where wolf occurrence and recovery is considered feasible
including northwestern Montana, central Idaho, and the Greater
Yellowstone Area (fig. 4).

These areas were selected because

they are within the wolf's historic range, are large and remote
enough to limit the potential for conflict with other land uses,
offer an adequate year-round supply of prey, and contain little
private land and no major livestock producing areas.
Experimental Populations
At present, natural recovery appears probable in central
Idaho and northwestern Montana.

However, the probability of

natural recolonization in the Yellowstone area appears extremely
remote due primarily to its geographic isolation from established
wolf populations.

Thus, it appears reestablishment and recovery

of the wolf in Yellowstone will only be achieved through translocation of wolves into the area.

Before any reintroduction effort

is initiated, the appropriate National Environmental Policy Act
documents will be prepared with provision for full public involvement.

In addition, a proposed rulemaking must be developed

and finalized to designate any wolves reintroduced into Yellowstone as an experimental population.

Such designation increases

the Fish and Wildlife Service's flexibility to manage translocated populations.

Under this designation, experimental popula-

tions of species otherwise listed as endangered may be treated as
threatened with regard to specific take provisions of the Act and
promulgation of special regulations.

Designation of an experi-

mental population involves publication in the Federal Register of
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a proposed rule detailing the geographic location of the experimental population and identifying specific measures to be utilized in its management.

Such measures could include specific

guidance for containment of the population within designated
boundaries or removal of problem animals.
Zone Management System
Each of the three proposed recovery areas will be stratified
into wolf management zones.

Specific management directives will

be established for each zone to guide decisions affecting the
wolf.

These would include conditions and criteria for wolf

control actions as well as coordination of other land and resource uses with wolf management objectives.
Zone I represents the core recovery area where wolf recovery
will be promoted, and Zone I contains sufficient habitat components to sustain a viable wolf population and consists primarily
of Federal lands with relatively low levels of livestock use.
Zone II would serve as a buffer zone between Zones I and
III.

It may contain some key habitat components and may also

serve as a travel corridor.
Zone III represents all land outside the recovery area.
Wolf recovery would not be prompted in Zone II, as it contains
established human activities such as livestock use.

The high

potential for conflict with existing land uses renders wolf
presence undesirable in Zone III.
Delineation of management zones within the specific recovery
areas will involved Federal and State agency personnel, local
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land managers, resource users, and the public.
Control of Problem Wolves
The revised recovery plan calls for development and implementation of a wolf control plan to guide management of depredating wolves in coordination with zone designation.
Gray wolves prey primarily upon wild ungulates, and in areas
with adequate natural prey, wolves and livestock can coexist with
few problems.

However, it must also be recognized that wolves

can, and sometimes do, attack domestic livestock.

While the

incidence of wolf depredations is expected to be low, some
livestock operators will inevitably sustain losses.

Implementa-

tion of a practical, responsive control program to deal with
wolf-livestock conflicts is viewed as essential to the recovery
program.

Removal of problem wolves not only relieves depreda-

tions, it relieves the pressures and antagonisms often directed
at the entire wolf population.

As a result, the local wolf

population is in less danger from potential, nonselective illegal
attempts at damage control.

By enhancing survival chances of

nonoffending wolves and removing those that do kill livestock, a
control program will contribute to the ultimate recovery of the
wolf.
A wolf control program will be developed to define specific
criteria for determining if the wolf is a problem and, if so, the
type of control action to be implemented.

The goal of the

control program will be to prevent or curtail wolf-livestock
conflicts while removing the minimum number of wolves.
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In other

words, the program will target only problem wolves, not local
populations.

All control actions will be conducted by authorized

agency personnel.
Since wolves, unlike grizzly bears, have a relatively high
reproductive capacity, implementation of a selective control
program is not expected to significantly impact recovery efforts.
It is anticipated that increases in wolf reproduction and/or pup
survival will be sufficient to compensate for any mortality or
removal of wolves from the population through control actions.
The recovery plan also identifies the need for integration
of wolf management with state big game management objectives
including possible control of wolf predation if it is identified
as conflicting with game management objectives.

By integrating

wolf management and control with big game management objectives,
impacts to big game populations can be regulated and controlled
so that the goals and desires of sportsmen can be achieved while
still providing for wolf recovery.
In addition, the feasibility of developing a compensation
program to provide livestock operators with reparations for
animals lost to wolves will be investigated.

Such a compensation

program, however, is not viewed as the sole solution to depredation problems.

Appropriate control actions must also be imple-

mented to deal with any recurring problems.
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Chapter XII

DRAFT WOLF RECOVERY ALTERNATIVES AND MANAGEMENT
PLANS

The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan takes in four
alternative plans.
These alternatives are extensive, and after reading through
them I personally feel alternative B would best suit the problem
at hand.
Wolf Management Under Alternative B - Wolf Management
It is the consensus of the Technical Committee that the
entire states of Idaho and Wyoming and that portion of Montana
generally south of Interstate 90 and Highway 12 and east of
Interstate 15 be designated the "experimental population area"
under this alternative.

Designation of an area large enough to

contain most dispersing wolves prior to recovery and delisting
would give maximum management flexibility to the involved states
and agencies.

The area in northwestern Montana has existing wolf

packs in various locations.

The specific area which would

include those animals and be excluded from the experimental
population area will be identified upon clarification by legal
council of "population" and "geographically separate and distinct"

in the context of special regulations for experimental

populations.

The status in Idaho would also be dependent on

these interpretations or survey results prior to reintroduction.
The legal interpretation of designating an experimental population area in Idaho with no reintroduction under Option 3 is open
to question.

The reintroduction areas would be Yellowstone

National Park and possibly the Central Idaho Wilderness areas,
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depending on the option selected.

This situation would not

satisfy Montana's concern that wolves in Montana be managed under
one management program.
Wolf management objectives or wolf density and distribution
objectives could be established by state wildlife management
agencies in cooperation with USFWS and federal land management
agencies that would result in recovered wolf populations in
concept with state ungulate management objectives.

These provi-

sions would be incorporated into the special regulations and
would be subject to federal oversight.

Wolf management outside

of national parks and national wildlife refuges would be in
accordance with state management authorities similar to other
large carnivores classified as big game animals.

Harvest strate-

gies could be established at the outset through the normal state
planning process that would result in accomplishing the above
objectives and smooth the transition in management when the wolf
is delisted.

It is unlikely that any significant harvest would

occur to recovery levels.
The concept of identifying areas of minimum, medium and
maximum management flexibility has been suggested.

Flexibility

refers to the ability to respond to predation on livestock and to
control wolf numbers and distribution relative to ungulate
management objectives.

Minimum flexibility would be those areas

where recovery of the wolf population was a management objective
and conflicts with livestock and ungulate objectives would be
minimal.
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Consequently, taking of wolves would be directed at resolving livestock conflicts or significant impacts on special populations of ungulates.

Medium flexibility would be those areas

where some density of wolves could exist without conflict.
Wolves involved in livestock conflicts would be removed as
described under livestock predation section and wolf densities
would be limited in accordance with state ungulate management
objectives.

Maximum flexibility would be areas where wolf

occupancy would be discouraged by relocation or removal by agency
personnel or liberal harvest strategies.

It is expected that

prior to reaching recovery, wolves not involved in conflict would
be either allowed to remain or relocated to an area where longterm contribution to recovery is likely.

The maximum flexibility

area would include all of the state or experimental population
area outside of the minimum and medium flexibility areas.
At the present time under existing state authorities, taking
of wolves in Montana (a state endangered species) for other than
protection of human life and livestock, is authorized through
permit by the Director, MTFWP.

In Wyoming, the wolf is classi-

fied as a predator and may be taken at any time.

Pending the

outcome of special regulations or congressional action, Wyoming
could choose to change the status of the wolf to a game animal or
manage the wolf under the provisions of WYGF Commission regulation for "nongame wildlife."

"Under Idaho Code Section 36-

715(2), IDFG has limited authority to participate in wolf management"

(NRMWR:9); the wolf is classified as a state endangered
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species.

All three state authorities allow the taking of wild-

life for the protection of human life or the protection of
livestock.
Ungulate Management
States want the opportunity to integrate wolf and ungulate
management objectives through the states' normal public planning
process and the ability to manage wolves (either relocate or
remove) where they are impacting "special wildlife populations."
Special populations being those populations that are of high
priority and high public interest while being uniquely or unusually susceptible to unacceptable wolf predation.

Conservation

representatives want assurance that wolf populations will be a
result of this process.

The requirements of the nonessential

experimental population regulations, while making available more
management options, still require that actions contribute to the
conservation and recovery of the listed species.

Consequently,

the taking of wolves for ungulate management, before recovery,
would have to be consistent with this purpose; translocation at
low wolf numbers would likely carry a lesser burden of proof than
killing wolves.

The states also indicate the requirement that

the federal government (national public) pay for most or all of
it.
Wyoming
Wolves would be managed under the Planned Management System.
Herd unit (DAU) boundaries would be established which are commensurate with wolf habitat needs and ungulate prey availability,
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Actual population objectives will reflect some portion of the
recovery goal.
Populations of wolves will be managed to meet management
objectives for ungulate species.

Those populations of ungulates

determined to be at risk from wolf predation, or those populations whose management objectives may be compromised as a result
of wolf interaction, will be evaluated for deletion from wolf
management objectives.

Pack establishment or predation within

these DA's will be discouraged or controlled.
To facilitate or expedite wolf recovery, some ungulate
populations will be evaluated for changes to management objectives.

These changes may involve population enhancement, changes

in distribution, or other management parameters deemed necessary
for eventual wolf recovery.
To prevent restrictions being placed upon other WYGF Department programs, Wyoming will insist upon an "incidental take"
provision for unintentional take of wolves during other activities.

Incidental take is the accidental or unintentional killing

of a wolf while conducting an otherwise lawful activity not
directed at taking wolves.

Post-recovery management must allow

private take or sport harvest of wolves to maintain management
objectives and control surplus or nuisance animals.

During

recovery, all control will be coordinated between USFWS, APHIS,
and the WYGF Department.
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Idaho
"While recognizing the current limits because of ICS 36715(2) and the IDFG Commission policy of no reintroduction or
translocation of wolves in Idaho, if an experimental population
was to be designated in Idaho the IDFG Department's preference
would be similar to Wyoming"

(NRMRP: 10).

IDFG would control

wolves to maintain ungulate populations where excessive take by
wolves was documented.

Population and harvest objectives for

wolves would be developed through the normal state planning
process, with no harvest scheduled prior to recovery (10 breeding
pairs or less).

States would set seasons, limits, and reporting

requirements after delisting.
Montana
Montana wants the opportunity to develop integrated wolf and
ungulate management objectives through the state's normal public
planning process and the ability to manage wolves (either relocate or remove) where they are impacting "special wildlife
populations" and to establish seasons and limits for regulated
take of wolves.

Montana also desires exclusive and uniform

management authorities for all wolf populations within Montana.
Livestock Predation
At a minimum, control of wolves that prey on livestock could
occur by ADC personnel as now done in Montana under the Interim
Wolf Control Plan.

In the experimental population areas, outside

of national parks and national wildlife refuges, it was the
consensus of the Technical Committee that take of wolves involved
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in livestock predation should be addressed very similarly to the
manner that predation by other large carnivores classified as big
game animals is addressed.

In general, these requirements

involve reporting the taking to a departmental representative
within a specified time frame and a showing of evidence of
predation by the species taken.
state.

The specific provisions vary by

After recovery this would revert to the appropriate state

regulations.

In areas of nonexperimental populations, control

would be per the current Wolf Control Plan.

For private individ-

uals to be able to participate in the taking of wolves preying on
livestock, any experimental population rule would need a rational
basis for such authorization and must be consistent with conservation and recovery of the species.

Taking by private persons

(versus agency personnel) is not precluded, but a higher burden
of proof of its necessity is needed.

Private taking would still

be subject to federal guidelines, control, and reporting procedures as established in the rule for the experimental population.
Private Land
The Technical Committee recommends that the owner or agent
could take wolves in the act of predation on lawfully present
livestock on private land owned or leased by the operator.

The

taking would be reported immediately but no later than 48 hours
to the nearest State Wildlife Department designated representative and evidence of the wolf and the predation on livestock
would be presented.

Presence of wolves without evidence of

predation on livestock would not authorize the killing of wolves
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by private parties.
o~

Department

These situations would be reported to the

the ADC and the need for control would be deter-

mined and appropriate action initiated.
Public Land
The Technical Committee recommends that the owner or agent
be authorized to take wolves in the act of predation on lawfully
present livestock on the area authorized for livestock use.

The

taking would be reported immediately but no later than 14 days to
the appropriate official designated in the lease or permit.
Evidence of the wolf and predation on livestock would be presented.

Presence of wolves without evidence of predation on live-

stock would not authorize the killing of wolves by private
parties.

These situations would be reported to the designated

official or to ADC and the need for control would be determined
and appropriate action initiated.
Integration With Other Land Uses
In areas of populations designated as nonessential experimental populations, federal agencies would only have to confer
with USFWS on activities that may jeopardize the species (outside
of national parks and national wildlife refuges) and such a
determination would not prohibit the federal agency from proceeding with the activity.
Activities in public land that would be evaluated during the
conference would be activities that (1) were intrusive to den and
rendezvous areas during the early stages of pup development that
may cause wolf mortality,

(2) had major population effects on
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ungulates, and (3) significantly increased the likelihood of
incidental or illegal killing of wolves.

Regarding item (1) the

Technical Committee recommended evaluation of activities that may
cause den abandonment during April and May.

Season closures of

up to 1 mile around dens during April and May in the early stages
of population establishment may be necessary to preclude harassment or illegal killing.

Regarding item (2) it is expected that

normal wildlife standards and guidelines being applied by state
agencies and federal land managers would apply.

Regarding item

(3) no restrictions on hunting or trapping are envisioned.
However, use of lethal predator control techniques such as M-44
and neck snares should be limited or not used in areas where wolf
occupancy is a management objective.
Compensation
Compensation is an issue that may apply to all alternatives
and options and mayor may not be dealt with concurrently with
the selection of an alternative.

At the present time Defenders

of Wildlife has established a privately funded program which will
compensate operators for wolf predation until the wolf is delisted.

Compensation programs currently operating in Canada and the

United States are funded by state or provincial appropriations.
There is not a consensus among the Technical Committee on
this issue.

Generally, it is believed that a compensation

program reduces the financial impact to individually affected
operators, increases public acceptance of wolves, and reduces
illegal killing of wolves.
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However, policies and positions of the interests represented
vary widely.

The basic question of whether a compensation

program should be pursued, particularly if options that allow
private take of depredating animals are selected, is open for
discussion and direction from the Management Committee.
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CHAPTER XIII

MANAGEMENT OF WOLVES INSIDE AND OUTSIDE
YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK AND POSSIBILITIES FOR
WOLF MANAGEMENT ZONES IN THE GREATER YELLOWSTONE
AREA

The following key points are quoted from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service reported to Congress, Wolves for Yellowstone?
(Fritts: 3-4).
1. The need for control of wolves within Yellowstone
National Park is expected to be negligible and limited
mainly to occasional control of nuisance animals.
2. Any control is likely to be controversial.
Some
control will be needed outside the park to address
occasional depredations on livestock and, possibly, to
control excessive predation on ungulates.
3. The situation appears to be suited for reintroduction under Section 10 (j) of the Endangered Species Act
as a nonessential experimental population.
4.
If a reintroduced population was classified as
experimental and nonessential per Section 10 (j) of the
Endangered Species Act, federal agencies would only
have to confer informally with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on activities that might jeopardize
the species (except in national parks and national
wildlife refuges).
A jeopardy ruling by the FWS would
not prohibit the federal agency from committing resources to the proposed activity.
Therefore, land-use
restrictions are not expected to be major issues.
5. Discussions with the Office of the Solicitor,
Department of Interior, and review of the legislative
history of Section 10 (j) of the Endangered Species Act
reveal that Congress intended broad flexibility for
controlling experimental populations in order to make
more reintroductions possible. The full extent of
control possible under Section 10 (j) has not been
tested.
6.
The court case of Sierra Club et al. vs. Clark et
al. (1935) in Minnesota did not pertain to experimental
populations and therefore will not affect the management of wolves in the Greater Yellowstone are (GYA).
7.
The experimental population designation was recently used to successfully reintroduce the red wolf (Canis
rufus) to the wild.
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8.
Presence of wolves in YNP would not preclude usual
recreational activities in the park or surrounding
lands. Wolves would not be a significant threat to
human safety.
9.
If they were to colonize GYA (including Yellowstone
National Park) on their own, the opportunity for management flexibility via experimental population designation would be lost, and wolves would receive the full
protection of the Endangered Species Act.
10. The purpose of this report was not to make specific
recommendations about wolf control and management zones
for wolves in the GYA but to identify and give advantages and disadvantages of some of the numerous options
available.
In general, less control means increased
potential for conflicts but reduced risk to the wolf
population, reduced time recovery (10 breeding paris)
and delisting, and greater probability of reaching
recovery level. Conversely, more control means fewer
conflicts but increased risk to the wolf population,
more time required to reach recovery and delisting, and
reduced chance of achieving recovery level.
The opportunity exists to craft management that will both allow
wolf recovery and address the potential conflicts in
the GYA.
11. An integral question to the management (and therefore, to establishment of management zones) of wolves
in the GYA is how much area wolves would require for a
secure population to be established.
No research,
short of placing wolves in the park, can answer that
question without conjecture (Fritts: 3-4).
This thesis has attempted to document the controversy and
conflicts of wolf reintroduction to the Yellowstone area.

These

conflicts occur with the livestock industry which seems to
control the politicians and their positions.

Tables 2-6 (Fritts:

9-13) illustrates how wolf predation would affect the ungulate
and livestock prey in and around the Yellowstone.
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Greater Yellowstone Area National Forest Livestock
All GYA NFts

~DERNESS

75,000

Cattle

Sheep 121,000

Sheep

Cattle

Horses

1,200

Horses

ONLY

9,478
4,342
411

Comparative Wolf Depredation Losses
Minnesota

4.7/10,000 cattle claimed lost

1,500 wolves

Minnesota

26.6/10,000 sheep claimed lost

1,500 wolves

4.7/10,000 livestock claimed lost

5,000 wolves

Alberta

British Columbia 1.9/10,000 cattle corrfmned lost
,.

GYA possible

.19-.47/10,000 cattle losses

GYA possible

2.66/10,000 sheep losses

6,300 wolves
150 wolves
150 wolves

GYA has 75,000 cattle and 121,000 sheep
Extrapolated annual loss with 150 wolves is about:
1-4 cattle, and 32 sheep per year.
TABLE 2.

HOW MANY UNGULATES ARE THERE
THE PARK
Species
Elk
Mule Deer

Summer

Winter

30,000

17,500

unknown

<200

Moose

N. Range about 400

Big orns

300-400

150

600

Few

3,000

3,000

t

Pronghorn
Bison
Mtn. Goats
Total Ungulates
Wolf/ungulate
ratios

10
32,000·34,000

19,000-21,000

1:225

1:140

.

TABLE

J

HOW l\1.ANY UNGULATES ARE THERE?
THE AREA
Species

Montana

Wyoming

Idaho

Total

Elk

20,000

26,000

4,000-5,000

50,000

Mule Deer

2,600

20,000

2,000

24,600

Moose

400

3,700

Few

4,100

Bighorns

500

3,500

None

4,000

Antelope

600

0

0

600

BisOD
Mnt. Goats

3,000
400

Total Ungulates

Wolf/Ungulate Ratio

TABLE 4

150

200

750
85,000·90,000

1:575

,
-

Wolf Predation: What the studies project.
Boyce
Wolves
* 50-120 in the park, N. Range

Elk
* decrease 15-25%; stabilize with existing hunting
Bison
* decrease 5-15%; stabilize
Moose
* decline if heavy harvest, particularly cows, continues

Garton
Wolves
* 75 wolves in 9 packs on N. Range (in park)

Elk
* decrease < 10% and stabilize
Harvest
* would decrease slightly

TABLE

5

~

__

t·

Vales and Peek
Gallatin Elk Herd:
with 10 adult wolves
* harvest reduced from 436 to 300-400
* reduce cow harvest by 1/2
* harvest primarily bulls
with 5 adult wolves
* harvest maintained at 350-450
Sand Creek Elk:
with 10 adult wolves (park only)
* harvest 170-270 per year
* harvest fewer cows, more bulls
* now, harvest averages 220
with 10 Adult wolves
* harvest 640-770 per year
* now, harvest 738

TABLE 6

SECTION V
CHAPTER XIV

FUTURE OF THE WOLF

The wolf is a strong, sensitive, intelligent animal with
complex social behavior and lasting family ties.

It has a

tendency to travel long distances and to seek out vulnerable big
game animals that it can kill and eat with enough safety and
efficiency to maintain its species.

All the while, the wolf is

subject to any number of stresses from its environment, and must
constantly contend with forced tending to suppress its numbers.
With minor variations in this mode of living, the wolf has
survived and evolved for millions of years in a variety of
habitats throughout most of the Northern Hemisphere.
But a new force has now suddenly arisen on the earth, a
force that could quickly snuff out the unique flame of life that
is the wolf's.

This is the expansive force of the human popula-

tion, with its aggressive tendency to occupy all of the planet in
high densities and to overcome or destroy anything that might
stand in its way.

At present it is not evident whether this

force will continue relentlessly or whether reason will prevail
in time to check it and to prevent the destruction of all areas
that still remain unpopulated.
Whenever "modern" man has populated new regions in the
Northern Hemisphere, one of his first actions has been to wipe
out the wolf.

In place of the real animal, man has substituted

myths, tales, and legends.

These might help him rationalize his

actions, but they also symbolize the artificiality of his own
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life as opposed to the naturalness of the original life in the
area.

Thus the persistence of the wolf in certain regions today

is a sensitive indicator of the naturalness of those areas.
Many people now believe that it is time to halt the destruction of the remaining natural wilderness.

They feel it is

healthy for humanity to preserve certain sections of the earth
just as they evolved.

To those of us who share this view, the

continued existence of the wolf in the future will be a measure
of man's rationality.
Aside from the fact that the wolf is part of the dwindling
wilderness which should be preserved for future generations, the
animal itself has certain other values that also argue strongly
for sparing the species.

Nevertheless, the present status of the

wolf throughout the world certainly is not encouraging, and its
future does not look bright.

Fortunately there is still time

left to rescue the species from its plight.

Whether or not this

is done depends on man's knowledge of the ecology and behavior of
the wolf, his continued research into the ways of the wolf, and
his learning to think of the wolf not as a competitor but as a
fellow creature with which the earth must be shared.
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CHAPTER XV

VALUE OF THE WOLF

To some people the mere existence of any species has a
certain value because it is an example of one more interesting
way in which life can be organized.

The wolf, of course, must be

of more interest to people than are most living things, for it is
referred to often in everyday expressions, in stories, legends,
articles, and laws.
However, the wolf is far more than a mere biological curiosity.

It is a significant part of the natural community, and in

at least some areas is a crucial part of the community.

It is

also an important subject for the study of various principles of
ecology, psychology, and sociology.

In addition, the wolf is of

considerable aesthetic value to sportsmen of a biocentric attitude, nature lovers, and wilderness enthusiasts.
Biological communities that last for long periods generally
reach relatively stable states in which various elements of each
community become adjusted to each other.

If they did not, the

community would continue to change until such adjustments did
take place.

Regulating mechanisms even develop within them that

tend to maintain the stability when the elements of the community
fluctuate in numbers or degree of influence.

The stability of

biological communities usually allows each species in the system
to live efficiently and in relative harmony and equilibrium with
the other, even though all constantly compete for energy from the
same basic sources.
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Any sudden drastic change or removal of an element of the
community will disrupt these adjustments.

The greater the change

and the more significant the element that changes, the more
disruption there will be in the entire system.
of substantial changes would include:

(1) a sudden takeover of a

few species to the detriment of several others,
efficiency and vigor of some species,

Expected results

(2) decreased

(3) greater fluctuations in

the numbers of various species, and (4) a decrease in the general
stability of the community.
The wolf is an important element in the biological community
of which it is a part, and as such it is adjusted to the other
members of the system, and they to it.

The basic elements of the

community in which the wolf is most important can be classified
very grossly as (1) vegetation,
the wolf.

(2) large plant eaters, and (3)

Under natural conditions, these three elements tend to

remain in relative stability and equilibrium.
Another value of the wolf is as a subject for research.
Just as the white rat has aided in the study of psychology, the
wolf has become important in investigations of the ecology of
natural communities and especially of the principles of predation
and big game population dynamics.
Results of this research help man understand the mechanics
of the interactions between animals and their environment, an
understanding that is gaining in significance as man becomes
increasingly concerned about his own environment.
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Scientists are also finding the wolf of considerable interest to studies of sociology and behavior.

Research on the

animal's ability to form emotional attachments, on its social
order, and on it complex patterns of expression and communication
contribute to the general understanding of individual and social
behavior.

Advances in these fields of study cannot help but be

of value to man.
Ever since the woodsman slew the wolf that gobbled up Little
Red Riding Hood's grandmother, men have considered the slaughter
of a wolf to be an indication of prowess and masculinity.

Even

today, many a hunter would rather bag a wolf than a deer, and
some people pay high prices to hire an airplane and pilot for a
wolf-hunting expedition.

The state of Alaska has begun imposing

regulations on the taking of wolves in certain areas.
Trophies from a successful wolf hunt can be the mounted head
of the wolf or a wolfskin rug.

The latter is extremely beauti-

ful, and many people pay a hundred dollars or more to purchase
one.
However,

from the author's perspective, even more beautiful

than a wolfskin rug is the general appearance of a live wolf in
winter coat within its native habitat.
Unfortunately the sight of a wolf in the wild is rare
indeed, and only a small percentage of the people who would like
to see the animal ever do so.

However, the next best outdoor

experience for these people is hearing wolves howl, and this is
much more possible.

Wolf howling can usually be heard for a mile
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or more, and many hunters and campers have listened to it.

Even

people with little outdoor experience appreciate hearing the wild
chorus.
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CHAPTER XVI

WOLVES WORLDWIDE:
COUNTRIES

AN EXAMINATION OF TWO

In Mexico, where wolves are also considered in danger of
extinction, they are legally protected in all states except
Sonora and Chihuahau, but their numbers are still decreasing.
Except for the areas discussed above, the wolf is either
extirpated or subject to intensive persecution throughout its
historical range in the rest of the world.

Bounties of fifty

dollars per wolf are paid in Alaska, thirty-five dollars in
Quebec, forty dollars in the Northwest Territories, and twentyfive dollars in Ontario.

In the spring of 1967 a great deal of

unsuccessful political pressure was brought to bear on the
Ontario legislature to double the bounty payments and to conduct
poisoning campaigns against the wolf.

Both strychnine and sodium

fluoroacetate are still used for wolf control throughout much of
Canada.
In Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union, a "Great War on
Wolves" is currently being fought.
"In 1963, 17,600 men were employed on the wolf-extermination program in Russia alone, and each year courses
and seminars are held to teach the most effective
methods of destroying wolves.
Poisoning, trapping, den
destruction, and aerial hunting are the main methods
used" (Plotnikov: 21-22).
The effectiveness of the antiwolf campaign in the U.S.S.R.
can be seen in the annual kill figures reported by Plotnikov.
"Since 1946, when approximately 42,600 wolves were destroyed, the
kill has decLined steadily until in 1963 only 8800 animals were
taken" (pg. :20-21).

This era in Russian history corresponds with
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the period of about 1915 to 1935 in the history of the United
States, when the federal government wiped out the wolf from most
of the country.
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CHAPTER XVII

A PLEA FOR THE WOLF

In 1944, Stanley Young concluded his section of The Wolves
of North America (Mech: 347) with the statement that "there still
remain, even in the Untied States, some areas of considerable
size in which we feel that both the red and gray species, in
their respective habitats, may be allowed to continue their
existence with little molestation."

Since that time those

remaining areas have shrunk considerably, and so has the wolf
population.
At present, wolves in the United States, excluding Alaska,
are confined to wilderness areas where there is little conflict
with livestock interest.

Therefore there appears to be no valid

reason that these interesting animals cannot be allowed to
continue living their lives in these areas much as they have for
millions of years.

Whether or not wolves are permitted to

survive in these areas and areas such as the Yellowstone depends
completely on the attitudes of the public.
Unfortunately there still exists in certain segments of
human society an attitude that any animal (except man) that kills
another is a murderer.
undesirable creature.

To these people, the wolf is a most
"They're all dirty killers,"

is the way

one Minnesota state representative expressed this attitude
(Brown: 46).
Once blinded emotionally by such hate, the antiwolf people
fail to see that the wolf has no choice about the way it lives;
that it cannot thrive on grass or twigs any more than man can.
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To them the wolf pack is a cowardly assemblage of wanton slayers,
the animal's howl a bloodcurdling condemnation of all the innocent big game in the country.
These people cannot be changed.
the wolf haters must be outnumbered.
outfinanced, and outvoted.

If the wolf is to survive,
They must be outshouted,

Their narrow and biased attitude must

be outweighed by an attitude based on an understanding of natural
processes.

Finally their hate must be outdone by a love for the

whole of nature, for the untrammelled wilderness, and for the
wolf as a beautiful, interesting, and integral part of both.
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APPENDIX A
Letters From U.S. Senators
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STEVE SYMMS
IDAHO

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

February 11, 1991

Donna Bonner
1626 Meridian St.
Anderson, Indiana

46016

Dear Donna:
Thank you for your letter of Februa.cl' 6 which was received
today.
Wolves are not only a hazard to property and livestock, but
pose a real danger to other wildlife and even humans. This is at
least partially the reason for their absence from the Yellowstone
National Park area at present. It was the U.S. Army Rangers
during Theodore Roosevelt's administration who were first
instructed to rid the intermountain west of "the two biggest
threats to Yellowstone's game," the wolf and the poacher. Wolves
are also known to attack humans, but it is suspected that most of
these incidents involve rabid animals.
The Yellowstone ecosystem itself extends far beyond the
physical boundaries of the park.
In the past fifty-five years,
nature may well have compensated for the disappearance of the
gray timber wolf. A reintroduction would drastically change the
system's food chain, causing lasting short-term and long-term
effects. As an example, the presence of wolves would undoubtedly
drive out other natural predators, such as coyotes. This would
increase coyote populations outside the park, possibly jeopardizing predator populations there.
From a practical standpoint, "wolf recovery" could place
considerable limitations on local land management and land use
planning. During a time of massive federal deficits and
necessary cutbacks, it is doubtful the federal government could
compensate for economic opportunities foregone. And local
governments 'would have a difficult time gathering revenues from a
"wolf recovery" program.
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With best regards, I am
free society,

States Senator
SS/jj
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February 25, 1991
Ms. Donna Bonner
1626 Meridian Street
Anderson, Indiana 46016
Dear Ms. Bonner:
Thank you for contacting me to share your thoughts about the possible
reintroduction of the grey wolf in Colorado. I appreciate hearing
from you.
As a result of legislation passed in the last Congress, the U.S.
Fish and wildlife Service (USFWS) has recently convened a ten- member
inter-agency committee to study the feasibility of wolf
reintroduction. One proposal being considered is the reintroduction
of the wolf in Yellowstone National Park and surrounding areas. As
the grey wolf was, up to very recent times, native to Yellowstone,
its reintroduction there is a logical step in bringing this species
back from the verge of extinction in the lower 48 states. I fully
support this goal. The USFWS Wolf Committee will be accepting public
comment for roughly three months and will then meet to consider
public reaction as well as ecological questions presented by this
issue.
Again, thank you for sharing your views. Please do not hesitate to
contact me in the future on this or any other matter.
With best wishes,

Timothy E. Wirth
TEW/mg
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DENVER. CO 80203
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March 8, 1991

Donna L. Bonner
1626 Meridian Street
Anderson, Indiana 46016
Dear Ms. Bonner:
Thank you for your letter requesting my views on the introduction
of wolves into Yellowstone National Park for use in your senior
thesis.
My concern about wolves is not so much having them in the Park,
but all the regulations that come with him when he wanders out of
the Park.
Introduction will mean great changes in the management
of National Forests surrounding the Park. The designation of
critical habitat will affect not just livestock grazing but every
other use of the forest -- recreation, camping, outfitting, the
whole nine yards.
It gives single purpose management to the
whole area surrounding Yellowstone and in my mind, that is a real
mistake for a country which relies and depends upon multiple use
of those forest lands for economic stability.
While delisting outside of critical habitat (however large or
small tha·t may be) may allay some concerns of introduction
opponents: it does nothing to solve the myriad of practical
problems .3.ttendant to introduction. Who can "take" the animals
outside the critical habitat? When can they be taken? What
standard of proof will stockmen be held to in making claims for
compensation? At what level will stockmen be compensated? As
long as the questions of compensation and management of the wolf
have not been resolved, and as long as there are questions about
how wolves will impact all uses of the national forests
surrounding Yellowstone, I cannot support introduction.
Sincerely,
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States Senator

ALAN K. SIMPSON, WYOMING
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ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
Ranking Member-Subcommittee on
Nuclear Regulation

Donna L. Bonner
1626 Meridian Street
Anderson, Indiana 46016
Dear Ms. Bonner:
Thank you for contacting me with your views on the possible
reintroduction of wolves into Yellowstone National Park. You
made some interesting and thoughtful comments about this issue,
and I would like to take this opportunity to respond to your
remarks and to share with you my own views on this important
matter.
In 1990, members of the Interior Appropriations Committee
were successful in getting legislation passed that created a
committee that will develop a plan for the reintroduction of
wolves in Wyoming and Idaho. The committee will formulate these
recommendations to the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service
and he may accept or reject all or part of the recommendations.
I am deeply troubled by this development and view it as an
attempt to force the reintroduction of wolves in Wyoming. It is
likely that no reintroduction will take place until a full
Environmental Impact Statement has been conducted with full
public participation. For that reason, it is very important for
the citizens of Wyoming to make their views on this issue known
to the Secretary of the Interior and to the Director of the Fish
and Wildlife Service in Washington.
Certain environmental groups have been particularly active
in trying to stimulate public support for the reintroduction of
the wolf in the western United States. However, there are
several biological and political factors which must be fully
addressed before a wolf recovery program can be successful.
Because of concerns about the potential adverse effects of such a
program, Congress mandated a study in 1988 on the restoration of
wolves into Yellowstone Park. The conclusions of this study were
published and reported to Congress last year.
Although many advocates of wolf reintroduction claim that
the results of this study are proof of the benefits of a wolf
recovery program, it is clear to me that the report still leaves
a number of questions unanswered. The most important of these
relate to wolf predation on wildlife.
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I remain deeply concerned that wolves would decimate our
herds of moose, elk, and other game animals in the Yellowstone
area. Predatory wolves have already been known to deplete
valuable herds of wildlife in both Canada and Alaska, and there
is good reason to believe that they would pose a similar threat
to wildlife in Wyoming. In response to the congressionally
mandated study, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department reaffirmed
that it is still concerned about "conflicts with the grizzly
recovery program, control of wolves that venture outside of Park
boundaries and potential impacts on the state's big game
populations." That is the opinion of our state's professional
wildlife managers! Let me review what the study really said
about each of these issues.
One of the study's conclusions was that "there was no real
consensus about the impact of wolf reintroduction on grizzly
bears." In fact, the study proposed that further investigation
be given to the question of "how will wolves and grizzly bears
affect each other in the Firehole River area, where bison as
carrion are seen as critical to grizzly bear welfare?" In the
Yellowstone area, we already have one endangered predator -- the
grizzly bear -- and we must be certain that the reintroduction of
yet another predatory animal does not interfere with the grizzly
bear recovery effort. We need to be especially careful about
trying to establish two predators in a marginal ecosystem.
Wolves are certain to compete with grizzly bears for food.
There is a popular myth abounding with supporters of the plan
that wolves will actually provide more carrion for grizzly
bears.
Panelists on the study, however, were divided on this
issue. In fact, other studies have shown that when a wolf pack
makes a kill, they usually eat everything on a carcass, even
cracking thE bones to get the marrow.

Wolves are remarkably

efficient "eaters" and would leave little, if any,
grizzly bears. In fact, wolves could scatter game
traditional wintering areas and this could disrupt
feeding habits in early spring and cause even more
in the Yellowstone area.

carrion for
herds from
grizzly bear
bear mortality

Controlling wolves outside of the Park's boundaries is
another issue of contention. The report's panelists estimated
that five to ten packs, ranging in size from seven to ten wolves
each, would attempt to establish territories primarily outside
the Park. Yet, the study does not address who will pay for the
management of those wolves who stray from the Park or how they
will be managed.
There is also the question of compensating ranchers for
livestock losses due to wolf predation, and how ranchers will
document and prove that wolves have actually killed their
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livestock. It will be very difficult to prove that wolves have
done the killing after a cow has been left dead in the field a
few days and magpies have picked over its carcass. I cannot
support any wolf recovery program which does not include
satisfactory answers to these questions.
Another very legitimate concern is the impact wolves will
have on big game populations. The report states that
ungulates -- or elk and deer -- will not be made extinct by the
reintrodllction of the wolf. What a ludicrous statement! No one
ever claimed that the presence of the wolf would result in the
extinction of anything. A much more significant conclusion of
the report is that big game populations may be reduced by 20
percent or more. Elk and mule deer -- the primary prey for
wolves -- could suffer the greatest losses. Not only will this
hurt hunting opportunities around Yellowstone National Park, but
it will also have an economic impact on outfitters and all others
who are involved in the hunting and tourism industries. Nowhere
in the report is there any mention of how much income will be
lost by the state as a result of a reduced game harvest.
The report also states that the Park's moose population
appears to be heavily hunted when they leave the Park and,
consequently, the effects of wolf recovery may be greater on
moose than on other potential prey if current hunting kill rates
are sustained. Other studies in Canada and Alaska have shown
that moose can be very vulnerable to wolf predation, especially
in the wintertime. One study in Alaska revealed a decrease in
moose calf numbers from 44 to 14 per 100 cows in a six month
period and concluded that predation by wolves was the most
probable cause of these losses. I continue to question the
wisdom of going forward with a wolf recovery program in Wyoming
when we know that we can expect such severe reductions in our
state's valued wildlife populations.
One final matter which I feel compelled to address involves
public access to public lands. In Wyoming, we have had a wealth
of experience with federal agencies and the management of the
grizzly bear. We have learned how federal agencies can unfairly
deny public access to federal lands in the name of endangered
species protection. Those in favor of the wolf reintroduction
effort contend that few land use restrictions would be required,
if any. However, in the past, the National Park Service and
other federal land managers have been known to restrict public
access in an over-zealous manner. We have no reason to believe
that these same sweeping restrictions would not be summoned up
anew with the reintroduction of the wolf.
On the surface, this several hundred page report seems to
indicate that a wolf recovery program might be beneficial in some
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ways. It is clear to me, however, that a number of critically
important issues are not being adequately addressed by wolf
advocates. Until I see some indication that problems associated
with wolf predation are going to be resolved, I will have to
insist -- for the sake of those who have elected me -- that
efforts to reintroduce the wolf into Yellowstone be delayed.
Thanks again for bringing your concerns about this important
wildlife issue to my attention. Wyoming is a unique and
beautiful place, and I do share your concern fo~ the magnificent
animals that inhabit our state. Please do not hesitate to
contact me again if you have any further thoughts on this or any
other issue.
with best personal regards,

Alan . impson
United States Senator
AKS/mvk

