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INTRODUCTION

This report is submitted in compliance with State of Utah Contract 86114. The contract requires Big
Game Forever (BGF) to provide a “summary report of accomplishments to DWR.” The focus of Big
Game Forever's efforts pursuant to its contract with the State of Utah has been to restore State man-
agement authority over wolves in Utah. This is consistent with our contractual obligations with the
State of Utah and pursuant to Utah statute that states, “It is the policy of the state of Utah to legally
advocate and facilitate the delisting of wolves in Utah under the Endangered Species Act and to return
management authority to the state.” See Utah Code 23-29-101-(10).

WOLF-DELISTING EFFORTS

BigGame Forever is committed to protecting and restoring a bright future of abundant world-class
wildlife in the breathtaking landscapes of the state of Utah. State management of these herds and
management flexibility to carefully regulate wolf populations are critical to protecting elk, moose,
deer, and other native wildlife in Utah. Utah's $2.4 billion outdoor and hunting industry depend on
our success.

Over the last nine years, BigGame Forever has led the effort to protect Utah’s world-class herds of elk,
mule deer, moose, and other native ungulates from unmanaged wolf populations. BGF has led efforts
to permanently delist wolves through administrative and congressional action. Now that wolves have
been confirmed within Utah, wolf delisting is more important than ever. Ensuring careful manage-
ment of Canadian Gray Wolves is not about an anti-wolf ideology. It is about protecting a future of
abundant wildlife in Utah for future generations.

BigGame Forever has made tremendous progress on wolf delisting. Our team of legal and political
professionals and nationwide grassroots network have been at the forefront of five major achieve-
ments to return wolf management to Utah, including:

1. Administrative delisting of Gray Wolves in Idaho, Montana, Wyoming and a small portion
of Utah.

2. 2011 congressional delisting of gray wolves for Idaho, Montana and Utah, which includes
litigation safe harbor language.

3. Successful defense of congressional delisting in federal district court and the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals.

4. Amended Mexican Wolf plan, moving northern recovery boundary from Interstate 70 in
Utah to Interstate 40 in Arizona.

5. Nationwide delisting of gray wolves (Canis Lupus), published during the Obama Adminis-
tration and once again moving toward delisting within the current U.S. Department of In-
terior. This delisting will return state management authority over wolves across the entire
state of Utah.
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Here is why management flexibility to carefully regulate wolves in Utah is so important. The experimental, non-es-
sential introduction of Canadian Gray Wolves into central Idaho and Yellowstone National Park has had major del-
eterious consequences for wild game populations in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. Growth of wolf populations
was rapid, impacts to game herds dramatic, and the loss of funding through the North American Model of Wildlife
Conservation was almost immediate. We have learned from this experience how vital state wolf management is
to protect wildlife populations. We have also learned that it can take years of legal and political efforts to restore
wolf-management authority to state wildlife managers.

In the Northern Rockies, it took approximately 15 years and an act of Congress to restore this management
authority to the states. In the meantime, wolf populations climbed from 300-500 wolves to over 1,700 wolves
in the three-state area. The impacts to many of North America’s most important herds of Rocky Mountain EIk,
Mule Deer, and Shiras Moose were devastating. Ensuring Utah does not repeat the same mistakes is vital to
protecting native wildlife populations in Utah. This is why the effort to delist wolves is so important to BGF.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

H.R.6784 - Manage our Wolves Act. On November 16, 2018 the House of Representatives passed legislation to
remove federal protections from the gray wolf range wide. The passage of this bill clearly signals support from
congressional leaders to delist the gray wolf and is a large step toward a legislative solution. This is a major
development and a big step toward permanent solutions to the wolf issue.

Delisting Rule. On March 14, 2019 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published a proposed rule to delist the
gray wolf across all of the lower 48 states. This is another major step toward permanent delisting. The USFWS
press release celebrated the delisting rule as a success story of the Endangered Species Act. They stated it was
clear that the gray wolf ‘s recovery has exceeded every scientific criteria for wolves to be removed from federal
protection under the Endangered Species Act. If the delisting rule is finalized management of gray wolves will
be returned to each respective state to administer according to its individual needs.

Public Comment Period Opened and Extended. A 60 day public comment period opened following the pro-
posed delisting rule. On May 13, 2019 the comment period was extended for another 60 days and ends on July
15, 2019. To date there have been over 600,000 comments posted. Generally the extension can be seen as a
positive thing in that the USFWS will have taken ample time to consider all points of view prior to making their
final delisting decision.

Public Hearing. On June 25, 2019 the USFWS hosted a public hearing to take comments on the agency’s pro-
posal to remove the gray wolf from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife in Brainerd, Minnesota.
The public hearing included a presentation and question and answer session where interested parties could
learn more about the proposed delisting rule and the science behind the decision. This meeting was attended
by representatives of BigGame Forever and our partner organizations who provided support as well as written
and oral comments at the hearing.

“Ensuring Utah does not repeat the same
mistakes is vital to protecting native

wildlife populations in Utah.”
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UNDERSTANDING THE ISSUE

OVERVIEW

Utah is home to world-class wildlife herds and a $2.4 billion outdoor and hunting industry. Many
Utahns are unaware of how important Utah's outdoor and hunting industry is to the state. Not
only does it contribute to Utah's tremendous economic prosperity, it provides jobs for thousands
of Utahns and supports the health and viability of communities across the state. It supports the
wildlife, landscapes and experiences that provide a special dimension to the life of hundreds of
thousands of Utahns. One of the driving factors for this flourishing industry is Utah's world-class
herds of Rocky Mountain Elk, Mule Deer, Shiras Moose, Bighorn Sheep, Wild Bison, Mountain Goats,
Antelope, and other wild game populations. Hunting and outdoor products provide tens of millions
of dollars annually for conservation of these and hundreds of other species in the state. Protecting
these species is critically important to protect this economic prosperity, jobs, and funding for con-
servation of healthy and robust native wildlife for Utah and its citizens.

IMPACTS OF WOLVES BEING LISTED IN UTAH

Decline of Wildlife. The rapid growth of Canadian Gray Wolf populations and the resulting decline
of key elk, moose, deer and other wildlife populations in the Northern Rockies has been a significant
conservation issue in the western United States. In particular, important elk and moose herds in
wolf states of Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming are showing dramatic declines. Some wildlife herds,
such as the Northern Yellowstone Elk Herd have lost as much as 80-90% of their population. Family
ranchers are also feeling the impacts of livestock depredation and economic loss from unmanaged
wolves. A major reason for these declines was the failure to maintain wolf populations at sustain-
able levels after they were introduced. Even with years of wolf management after congressional
delisting of wolves in 2011, recovery of these herds has been a slow and difficult process. It appears
that some of these herds will take decades to recover--if they recover at all.

Wolves in Utah. The influx of Canadian Gray Wolves into Utah is likely inevitable. The import-
ant question is whether the State of Utah will have management authority to protect our native
ungulate herds when gray wolves begin to arrive in the state. In 2014, a wolf was confirmed in
central Utah when a coyote hunter accidentally killed the animal.

Efforts to Educate the Public and Build Support for Wolf Delisting in Utah

Through BigGame Forever's efforts, public support for wolf delisting is now well-established.
BigGame Forever's educational and public outreach efforts have been and will continue to be an
important part of building support for and implementing lasting wolf-delisting solutions for Utah.
Our understanding of issues surrounding wolves and protection of wildlife in Utah have been
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critical to our success. We have found that the public has a high level of support for conservation of and pro-
tection of native ungulate species including moose, elk, and deer. Our extensive research and outreach efforts
have allowed us to educate the public on the importance of wolf management to conservation of wildlife. Our
outreach strategy involves the following:

1. Educating the Public
2. Recruiting New Supporters

3. Mobilizing BigGame Forever Members

The Message

It's About Conservation of Native Wildlife. One critical component of the public outreach campaign is the
message we share with the public. Wolf delisting for the state of Utah is not only about restoring state man-
agement authority over the species. More importantly it is about conservation of elk, moose, deer and other
native wildlife in the state. Wolf delisting and restoring state management authority will allow Utah to protect
its wildlife, livestock, outdoor recreation, and rural economies from the impacts that have been documented in
Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming.

Learning From the Mistakes of the Northern Rockies. One major educational initiative is to help the public
understand the dramatic declines of wildlife when wolf management is delayed. When wolves were intro-
duced into the Northern Rockies, promises were made that once wolves reached a recovery objective of 300
wolves, they would be delisted and returned to state management authority. AlImost immediately demands
were made to increase the number to 450 wolves to provide a 50% population buffer. Repeated lawsuits and
administrative processes lasted for almost a decade before meaningful wolf management could begin. By the
time wolves were delisted in the Northern Rockies DPS, wolf populations had reached 1,700 wolves and wildlife
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populations plummeted. This should serve as an important cautionary tale to people con-
cerned about wildlife conservation in Utah. Here are two important lessons:

1. Do not wait to manage wolf populations.

2. It takes years to secure wolf-management authority even when desperately needed to
protect native wildlife.

Economic Impacts of Unmanaged Wolves

Economic Impacts of Declining Wildlife. In Northern Rockies wolf states, declining wildlife
populations have dramatically impacted revenue for state wildlife agencies. One article reports
that the states of Montana and Idaho are losing millions in revenue due to the loss of abun-
dant wildlife herds of deer and elk (see Exhibit 3 in appendix). Additionally, these state wildlife
agencies face substantially increased costs for recovery of impacted wildlife populations and
for management of Canadian Gray Wolves.

The total annual economic loss to the states of Idaho, Wyoming and Montana serves as a
warning for other states. For example, the state of Idaho has determined that it is now losing
as much as $24 million in sportsmen generated revenue annually (see Exhibit 4 in Appendix).
When loss of sportsmen generated revenue is combined with losses experienced by livestock
producers and increased costs associated with wolf management and mitigation, the total an-
nual economic impacts in Idaho is much higher. Economic impacts from unmanaged wolves
are not limited to Idaho. The states of Montana and Wyoming are also experiencing high lev-
els of economic impact as a result of unmanaged wolves. Considering existing burdens on
rural economies, the economic impacts experienced in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming show
there are legitimate concerns regarding the economic impacts that unmanaged Canadian Gray
Wolves could have in Utah.

Impacts to Grazing. Economic impacts in these states are not limited to wildlife. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service confirms wolf predation on cattle, sheep, horses, pets and other domestic an-
imals in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming. However, many actual livestock kills by wolves are not
included in USFWS wolf predation statistics. This is due, in part, to practical considerations re-
lated to finding and reporting livestock kills within the short time frame in which wolf predation
can be confirmed. This is also a result of the evidentiary restrictions and the exclusionary na-
ture of the USFWS wolf depredation review process. In fact, USFWS acknowledges that its sta-
tistics of confirmed livestock kills by wolves is likely only 1/6 of actual numbers (see Exhibit 5 in
Appendix). This is supported by statistics from the U.S. Department of Agriculture showing that
8,100 cattle were killed in the United States by wolves during 2010 (see Exhibit 6 in Appendix).
Documented domestic sheep losses are even higher than cattle losses (see Exhibit 5 in Appen-
dix). Financial costs to livestock producers are not limited to livestock killed by wolves. Low body
weights, diminished reproductive success and other issues resulting from excessive predatory
pressure by wolf packs further precipitate financial losses. Private individuals and hard working
rural communities bear most of the financial burden associated with depredation by wolves.

Impacts to Wildlife

Utah Wild Ungulate Populations Much Smaller than Northern Rockies. Because Utah's
herds are much smaller than the Northern Rockies herds, decline of elk, moose, and deer could
occur much more rapidly. One reason for concern regarding impacts of wolf predation on wild
ungulates in Utah relates to the small size of Utah's ungulate herds. Wolves consume a huge
amount of game. Just a handful of elk herds in Utah could even support a single wolf pack. Even
more importantly, unmanaged wolf predation would quickly decimate virtually every herd in
the state.
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Here is how this occurs. Large numbers of ungulates are needed to support a pack of wolves.
In fact, some scientific estimates suggest each wolf consumes 15-30 elk per year. Wolf packs
can vary from seven wolves in a pack to as high as 20 wolves in one pack. This means one pack
of wolves could consume as much as 300-600 elk in one year.

If a wolf pack kills 300-600 elk in a year, it can take a population of as much as 3,600 elk to sup-
port a single wolf pack sustainably. This is due to the natural reproduction rates of elk herds
and the importance of replacing natural mortality within elk herds. Considering that normal
mortality on adult elk and calf elk are already high, this leaves very little room for error before
a elk herd declines. In a stochastic event such as a hard winter, wolf predation can mean in-
sufficient calf recruitment to recover the herd before the next stochastic event. This leads to a
rapid decline of the herd.

Just as important, wolf populations do not regulate themselves. Instead, population growth
occurs very quickly. As a result, wolf populations and wolf predation are at levels that are much
higher than can be supported by local prey base. The result is that in just a few short years
native ungulate populations often decline dramatically. While many of the wilderness herds in
the Northern Rockies had populations of 16,000 to 20,000 elk, within 20 years many of these
herds had experienced declines of 80-90%. In Utah the situation is even more delicate. Just one
elk population in Utah exceeds 10,000 elk. A few units have 5,000 elk, but most elk herds live in
much smaller numbers in pockets of suitable habitat across the state In the absence of careful
and aggressive management, wolves could quickly decimate many of Utah’s most important
herds of elk and deer.

Wolf Predation, Young Elk/Moose, and Recruitment. It is also important to help the public
understand how wolves impact survival of young elk, moose and deer and why this is so im-
portant to the health of native ungulate populations. The impact of wolf predation on survival
of young elk, moose, and deer is significant. In healthy wild ungulate populations, wildlife man-
agers typically aim for survival rates of 35-50 calves/fawns per 100 cows/does. This ensures
adequate replacement of adult animals lost to natural mortality, highway mortality, and other
factors. Unfortunately, while wolves do predate on adult male and adult female elk, moose,
and deer, they appear to prefer young calves and fawns.

In many areas with unmanaged wolves, survival rates drop to a mere fraction of healthy levels.
In many cases survival drops to as low as 10 calves/fawns per 100 cows/does. This is insuffi-
cient for survival of these wild ungulate herds. When large stochastic events such as drought,
harsh winters, or other high mortality events occur, herds numbers plummet. With high pre-
dation rates, recruitment of young elk, moose and deer is simply not sufficient to restore herd
numbers. Given the cyclical nature of stochastic events in western habitats, within two or three
generations (10-20 years) populations are a mere fraction of their previous numbers. There-
fore management of wolves is so critical to protect survival rates of young calves and fawns
and for long-term health of game herds.
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Shiras Moose
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Wolf Habitat

i Shiras Moose population
Stable or increasing

1 Shiras Moose population
-75% to -50%

- Shiras Moose population
-90%

Shiras Moose Habitat

[] Wolf Habitat

(Above) Map showing worldwide Shiras Moose population/range compared to wolf habitat

Fully Endangered vs ESA810(j) Population Management Considerations. Another problem re-
lates to the lack of wolf management in Utah for livestock attacks. In the Northern Rockies DPS,
most wolves lived in areas designated at ESA810(j), experimental, non-essential populations. In
these areas, wolf removal was allowed for livestock predation by USDA wildlife services. Due to
the high levels of livestock depredation, literally hundreds of wolves were lethally removed in the
1990's and 2000’s. In these areas, professional wolf control regulated wolf numbers and impacts
to wild game populations were not as drastic as the large wilderness areas where few wolves were
removed for attacks on livestock. Nevertheless, a decade of delays in wolf delisting, wolf numbers
and wolf predation were simply unsustainable. Many herds of elk, moose and deer were devastated
by unmanaged or undermanaged wolves.

Speed of Native Ungulate Decline. In Utah, wolves are currently classified as fully endangered.
What this means is that take provisions that were used in the Northern Rockies for depredating
wolves are unlikely to be available in Utah. This also means that wolf population growth could be
even more extreme than in the Northern Rockies. Impacts to wild ungulates could be more severe
and occur in a shorter period of years.

In the Northern Rockies, wolf populations grew from 30 wolves in 1995 to 1,700 wolves in 2010. In
that same period, several herds of 15,000 to 20,000 elk declined to 1,600 to 3,500. These dramatic
declines occurred even with the lethal removal of hundreds of wolves for depredation of livestock.
Considering the additional restrictions on management in Utah under a fully endangered designa-
tion, there is significant reason to be concerned about influx of wolves into Utah without immediate
management authority.
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Shiras Moose

The Threat to Utah’s Shiras Moose and Shiras Moose Worldwide. One of the most sensitive
species threatened by the introduction of Canadian Gray Wolves into Utah is the Shiras Moose.
Utah is an important safe haven for Shiras Moose worldwide. Unregulated wolf predation in
Yellowstone, Jackson Hole, and northern Idaho has led to the dramatic decline of Shiras Moose
across most of their range. Moose populations in Montana also appear to be suffering similar
declines. Because of the level of predation, moose populations in Utah, Colorado, and south-
ern Wyoming are some of the last remaining healthy Shiras Moose herds in the world. In fact,
there are more moose in the mountains surrounding Salt Lake City than Yellowstone, Jackson
Hole, and the Bighorn Basin combined. These areas were once the heart of Shiras Moose pop-
ulations worldwide.

Despite the relative abundance of Shiras Moose in Utah, the species resides in fairly low den-
sities. In fact, moose populations in Utah total approximately 3,000 moose. Numbers in Colo-
rado are closer to 5,000 moose. It is vital for long-term survival of the species that the States
of Utah and Colorado can manage wolf and other large predators to protect the health of
Shiras Moose. With current Endangered Species Act protections, Utah does not currently have
wolf management authority except in the northern portion of the state that resides within the
Rocky Mountain DPS boundary. This is a serious and precarious situation for wild game con-
servation in Utah. BigGame Forever recently developed a video explaining the importance of
wolf and preditor management to protectand restore Shiras moose populations in America.

Impacts to Shiras Moose Across the Range. Here is why wolf management is so important
to Shiras Moose. When wolves were introduced into Yellowstone, federal environmental docu-
mentation predicted that moose would largely be unaffected by growing wolf populations with
5-13% decline of Shiras Moose. Shiras Moose is one of the most important indicator species.
Shiras Moose are the largest deer species in the Western United States. In fact, almost the
entire worldwide population of Shiras Moose is found in Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Washing-
ton State, Utah, and Colorado. The following provides a more detailed overview of impacts to
Shiras Moose in America.

Moose in Yellowstone. America's moose are in serious trouble. Nowhere is this decline more
pronounced than in Yellowstone. Yellowstone National Park and the Yellowstone Ecosystem
were the heart of America’s moose population 20 years ago. There were literally thousands
of moose. People traveled from all over the world to Yellowstone to view and photograph
moose populations.

(Below) A cow moose and its calf in Yellowstone National Park
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Fig. 5. Annual moose calves per 100 adult recruitment data and associated linear
regression trend lines calculated from fixed-wing and helicopter late winter aerial
surveys in 3 regions of Montana, 1976-2010.
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Very recently, efforts to count moose in Yellowstone show just how dire the situation has become. Reportedly,
biologists flew over 350 miles of prime winter range in Yellowstone over seven hours, under prime viewing
conditions. This is the best time of year to count moose. But only six total moose were located. Even the most
optimistic population calculations project that there are less than 100-300 moose left in Yellowstone National
Park. Most who have been watching the issue more closely indicate that the real number is likely much lower.
The near extirpation of moose from Yellowstone National Park is a tragedy of modern conservation. It is also
a cautionary tale for states like Utah and Colorado that still have stable or growing moose populations. While
these states have many times the moose in Yellowstone, Jackson Hole, and Wyoming's Bighorn Basin, total
moose numbers in Utah and Colorado are approximately 8,000 moose. What this means is that if, or when,
wolves move into these states, America’s remaining Shiras Moose could be decimated in just a few short years.

Moose in Montana. Research of first source material conducted by BigGame Forever shows that moose de-
cline extends far beyond Yellowstone. Since wolves were introduced into Montana 20 years ago, survival of young
moose has plummeted. In fact, calf moose survival has declined from 50 calves per hundred cows to approximate-
ly 20 calves per hundred cows just 20 years later. This level of calf recruitment is not enough to maintain or protect
moose populations in the state. See Figure 5 above.

Predation by wolves is a major concern to moose biologists. Here is a very telling quote from this report on
moose populations in Montana:

While predation was not considered a concern 40 years ago (Schladweiler 1974), the expanded composition and
abundance of predator species may have the potential to limit local moose populations. Predation was the most
common concern of regional biologists relative to moose population dynamics.

Research on winter prey selection by recolonizing wolves in the North Fork of the Flathead River drainage from
1986-1996 indicated that while wolves disproportionately used areas where deer were concentrated, they pref-
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erentially killed larger moose and elk over more abundant deer. Moose, particularly calves and
cows, comprised a greater proportion of wolf kills as winter progressed (Kunkel et al. 2004)(see
Exhibit 7 in Appendix).

Moose in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. Before Canadian wolves were introduced into northern
Wyoming, moose in Jackson Hole, Wyoming numbered 3,000 to 5,000 moose. Today, less than
20 years after the experimental wolf introduction, there are less than 450 moose left in Jackson
Hole. This is a 90% reduction in moose in Jackson since Canadian wolves were introduced into
Northern Wyoming.

Here is a quote from one scientific study showing just how dire the situation is for moose in
Jackson Hole, Wyoming:

This [moose] population is 88% below its postseason management objective. Native moose popula-
tions naturally expanded and colonized the Jackson area in the late 19" century. The species arrival
was followed by a classic exponential population increase, peaking at approximately 3,000-5,000
animals (depending on the modeling techniques.) For many years, the Jackson moose herd served as
a source for moose transplants in multiple states and supported nearly 500 hunting licenses. How-
ever, the population underwent a dramatic population crash beginning in the early 1990’s. Despite
drastic reductions in hunting licenses, the population has failed to recover and continues to decline.”
(Houseon 1968, Berger 2004, Becker 2008, Vartanian 2011)

In 2010, when Congress delisted wolves in Montana and Idaho, there were still 1,000 moose left
in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. In this five-year period since wolf delisting in 2010 for the Northern
Rockies DPS (excluding Wyoming), over 50% of the remaining moose in Jackson Hole have dis-
appeared. In total, since introduction of the Canadian Gray Wolf 20 years ago, 90% of moose in
Jackson Hole have disappeared. Wolves were delisted in Wyoming temporarily in 2012, however
a judge in Washington D.C. almost immediately overturned the listing decision for Wyoming after
one or two wolf seasons had been completed.

UTAH WOLF MANAGEMENT - ANNUAL REPORT
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Moose in Idaho. Moose populations in three of Idaho's
four moose regions have been in steady decline since
wolves were introduced in central Idaho in 1995. In talking
with senior wildlife biologists, outfitters, and sportsmen in
KALlPELL the state of Idaho, indications suggest that moose popula-
tions have declined by as much as 50% or more. Perhaps
this is why the state of Idaho has cut 50% of moose per-
MONTANA mits since wolves were introduced.

SPOKANE

HssouLA Just like in Montana and Wyoming, a major culprit of moose
decline in Idaho appears to be predation of calf moose by
wolves. The results of a recent collar study of calf moose
which was conducted to better understand high calf mor-

BOZEMAN tality in Idaho are instructive. What the study found was
startling - 50% of collared calves were killed by wolves:
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R Harvest records, field staff and hunter reports indicated

however, that moose populations in central Idaho Wilder-
ness and other areas of Clearwater and Southeast Idaho
continue to decline...In February 2011, an additional 22
moose were captured and radio-collared (2 bulls, 8 cows,
and 12 calves). Since January 2012, wolves had killed one
adult cow moose and 6 calves in addition to 2 unknown
cow and 1 non-predation bull mortalities...if early trends
in wolf-caused calf mortality continue, calf survival and re-
cruitment could be a serious issue. See Idaho Department
of Fish and Game, FY 2014 Statewide Report, Moose (Study
1, Job 6) (page 3, 20)

NEVADA
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Protecting Utah’s Wildlife

Biological Protections. While it is likely that wolves will move into the state of Utah, we are
making significant strides in protecting Utah from the unnecessary influx of large numbers of
wolves. The natural pathway for wolves into Utah is currently through Wyoming. While Idaho
has a significant wolf population, there is currently little threat of wolves migrating through
the snake river valley into the state. BigGame Forever has been a strong advocate of Wyo-
ming's buffer zone. While the wolves are designated as game animals and provided significant
protections in the northeast corner of Wyoming, wolves are designated as a predator in the
buffer zone and can be harvested year round without a permit. This is due to the fact that the
buffer zone is not suitable wolf habitat and predation of livestock is a serious issue due to the
lack of large ungulate populations in
this part of the state. The buffer zone
covers 88% of the state of Wyoming.
This provides a two hundred mile buf-
) , fer between established wolf packs in
g [ifordasad, & the northeastern portion of the state

Figure 1. Northemn Rocky Mountain Gray Woll Cistinct Population Segment Anea
Including Indnidual Wolf Pack Territories

There has been significant efforts ex-

" SHE E AL B | o and Utah.
f fj‘% .. “. B .-

pended by BigGame Forever to protect
Wyoming's plan. A significant reason
for the efforts were to stop, or at least
slow, the flow of wolves into Utah. We
drafted a provision included within
the 2011 congressional wolf delisting

- — preserving a court ruling in support of
Wyoming's plan. This has allowed Wy-
oming to continue to pursue delisted
) status. We are pleased to report thatin
+ bt 2017, Wyoming's wolf plan was again
) e = = Csn Cray Wt Pty & upheld in federal district court. Wolf
| - . . activists have announced that they will
not appeal this ruling. It is extreme-
ly important to note that when inter-
viewed about the reason for not pur-
suing appeal, the plaintiffs suggested that their hope was that by dropping their appeal Congress
would no longer seek a permanent legislative delisting for Wyoming. It is clear that the threat of
congressional action is an important tool to ensure state management of wolves. It is equally
important that Congress passes legislation to return state management of wolves to Wyoming
and to protect Wyoming's plan including the buffer zone.

(Above) Map showing Rocky Mountain DPS

Past Efforts to Clarify Utah's Legal Status Relative to Wolves. Utah has repeatedly made
efforts to restore state management authority over wolves. Beginning in 2006, Governor Jon
Huntsman and members of Utah's congressional delegation began sending letters to federal
wildlife officials as wolf populations in neighboring states of Montana, Idaho and Wyoming
surged past delisting objectives (see Exhibits 8 and 9 in Appendix). These letters attempted to
clarify the direction of wolves and wolf management in relation to the state of Utah. Governor
Gary Herbert has also sought action from federal officials to restore management authority to
the state (see Exhibits 10 and 11 in Appendix). BigGame Forever has been informed that the
U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have never responded to
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these letters. This may be due to the fact that most of the state of Utah does not meet federal
endangered species guidelines regarding suitable wolf habitat and significant portion of range.
This is one of the reasons why Utah was not included in recovery plan objectives established
during the late 1980's and early 1990's. This does not mean that wolf populations could not
grow quickly in Utah. Instead, what it means is that high amounts of conflict (e.g. livestock pre-
dation, wildlife loss, etc.) at human population interfaces will occur with Canadian Gray Wolves.
Conflict is likely due a variety of factors including: (1) the fact that wolf packs cover large geo-
graphic areas; (2) migration habits of resident prey populations; (3) the large amount of prey
base biomass needed to support packs of Canadian Gray Wolves; and (4) the geographic prox-
imity of cities and towns across Utah.

Utah Statute on Wolves and Funding for Delisting Efforts. During the 2010 legislative ses-
sion, Utah enacted a statute 23-29-101. The statute states that “It is the policy of the state to
legally advocate and facilitate the delisting of wolves in Utah under the Endangered Species Act
and to return management authority to the state.” The statute also explains that Utah is not
critical to recovery of wolves and does not intend to actively recover wolves.

Enrolled Cop|
S.B. 36 Enrolled Copy

23-29-102,
23-29-103,
23-29-201, Enrolled Copy S.B. 36

23-29-202, (6) The wolf plan prepared by the division was formally submitted to the

service in 2007 for approval.

—_—— Be it enacted by th 7) The service has neither approved. denied. nor otherwise commented on the plan
LONG TITLE Section 1.

since receiving it in 2007.
General Descripti (8) The state formally requested. in writing on multiple occasions, that the service

This bill ad delist the wolf throughout Utah. and the service has failed to acknowledge or otherwise

Highlighted Provi 23-29-101. respond to any of the requests.
This bill: This chapte| 9) The state cannot adequately or effectively manage wolves on a pack level in the

> defines Section 2. small area of the state where the species is currently delisted without significantly harmin;

> makes | 23-29-102. other vital state interests. including livestock and big game populations.

> provide Asusedin{ (10) Itis the policy of the state to legally advocate and facilitate the delisting of wolves
wolves found with (1) "Servic| in Utah under the End d Species Act and to return wolf authority to the
threatened; (2) "Wolf" state.

> requires Section 3. Section 4. Section 23-29-201 is enacted to read:
of wolves within tf 23-29-103. Part 2. Wolf Management
threatened; (1) Sectiof 23-29-201. Wolf management.

> allows in the state. (1) The division shall contact the service upon discovering a wolf in any area of the

wolves; and (2) The w state where wolves are listed as threatened or end. d under the Endangered Species Act

> makes { throughout the gre: and request immediate removal of the animal from the state.

Monies Appropri 3) The ser| 2) The division shall manage wolves to prevent the establishment of a viable pack in

None Endangered Specig all areas of the state where the wolf is not listed as tt d or end d under the
Other Special Cla (4) The ser] Endangered Species Act until the wolf is completely delisted under the act and removed from
None that it does not intg federal control in the entire state.
Utah Code Sectio 5) The di 3) Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply to wolves lawfully held in captivity and
ENACTS: objectives for the restrained.
23-29-101, Section 5. Section 23-29-202 is enacted to read:
23-29-202. Rulemaking.

The division may make administrative rules in accordance with Title 63G. Chapter 3
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Proposed Wolf Introduction in Colorado

Understanding the issue of returning management authority to the states is more crucial now
than ever. Activist groups have recently proposed that between 250 to 500 wolves be intro-
duced at four locations in Colorado: in the Routt National Forest (The Flat Tops), Grand Mesa
National Forest, Uncompahgre National Forest and the San Juan National Forest. Three of these
locations are within 100 miles of the Utah border, two as close as 25 miles.

According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, it is not uncommon for wolf territories to be as
large as 50 square miles and can extend up to 1,000 square miles. Wolves often cover large
areas to hunt, traveling as far as 30 miles a day. Most wolves disperse from the pack they were
born into by age three. Dispersing wolves have traveled as far as 600 miles (https://www.fws.
gov/midwest/wolf/aboutwolves/wolfbiology.htm).

The four proposed wolf introduction locations are shown by black dots on the image below.
The darkest red circles are 30 miles in diameter from the introduction locations. The lighter red
circles are 150 miles in diameter and the lightest red circles are 300 miles in diameter.

(Below) Proposed Colorado wolf Introduction sites in relation to Utah

_r_};? .)’ i ."

i

UNDERSTANDING THE ISSUE

g K Lakeh
_ Point of Introduction

I "':'"'.“' Distance Wolf Travels/Day (30 mi.)
7 Typical Wolf Pack Territory (150 mi.)
i .~ Potential Wolf Dispersal (300 mi.)
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The groups proposing wolf introduction in Colorado are hopeful to establish a large wolf popu-
lation in Utah and Colorado that connect to populations in Wyoming, New Mexico, Arizona, and
even potentially to the Great Lakes region as illustrated in the map below.

Only 66 wolves were introduced into Idaho and Yellowstone National Park between 1995 and
1996. That population has since grown to more than 1,500 wolves. Their population has spread
throughout ldaho, Montana, Wyoming, Oregon and Washington, with confirmed sightings in
Utah, Colorado, Nevada, California, North Dakota and South Dakota.

If these groups are successful in introducing hundreds of wolves into Colorado it is inevitable
large numbers will cross over into Utah. It is critical Utah secures wolf management authority
before wolves spreading from populations introduced in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem
and Colorado have the same devastating effects on Utah's big game populations as document-
ed in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming.

Current Population Range

Projected Population Spread

<+— Potential Spread Corridors
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(Above) Three members of the Yellowstone National Park Druid Wolf Pack

CONCLUSION

There are substantial efforts to introduce wolves in Utah, Colorado, and across the Southern
Rockies. As wolves begin to move into the state, it is vitally important that the state of Utah
have management authority to protect our native ungulate herds. There have already been
several wolves that have been documented within Utah. Adjacent states are also beginning
to document wolves moving into their states. The purpose of our efforts is to ensure that the
State of Utah will have management authority of wolves before wolves become established
in the state. BigGame Forever's efforts since 2010 have build significant public support and in
Congress for state management of wolves. This is consistent with state policy and with good
conservation practice. Ongoing efforts in the public outreach and education space will be criti-
cal to build support for national wolf delisting through administrative and congressional action.

UTAH WOLF MANAGEMENT - ANNUAL REPORT
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WOLF-DELISTING STRATEGY

APPROACH

Proliferation of Canadian Gray Wolves across the Northern Rockies has become an important topic
from a legal/political perspective in recent years. The growth and expansion of unmanaged wolf
populations have led to significant declines of important herds of elk, deer, moose, and other prey
species. State management of gray wolf populations, which would provide needed protection of
wild ungulates, has been hamstrung by federal endangered species “take” provisions. This report
describes our approach to the work and the level of effort needed to return control of wolf manage-
ment to the State of Utah.

Assessment of Work to Be Performed: Administrative Delisting. The only way to restore state
management flexibility of wolves is removing wolves from the Endangered Species List. Administra-
tive delisting functions as a legal and scientific acknowledgment from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
that the national wolf recovery plan for Northern Gray Wolves has been completed and that gray
wolves are not threatened with extinction. Another important administrative action is finalizing the
proposed administrative rule on Mexican Wolves. The new proposed rule dictates that the northern
boundary of Mexican Wolves is I-40 (in central Arizona) and excludes the state of Utah.

Assessment of Work to Be Performed: Congressional Action. Due to the repeated lawsuits by
wolf proliferation advocates, technicalities under the Endangered Species Act, and the level of ju-
dicial activism in some courts, there is a high likelihood that an administrative delisting could be
reversed. This is why permanently delisting wolves will likely require congressional action.

It is also notable that the areas of the Northern Rockies DPS which were covered by this congressio-
nal action are the only areas that have consistently been able to manage wolves the last six years.
In fact, the states of Wyoming, Wisconsin, Michigan, and Minnesota have been tied up in lawsuits
and administrative processes almost the entire six years due to the lack of a judicial safe harbor for
those states.

Our team’s approach involves:

I. Engaging the Public—These efforts include: (a) science and research, (b) collaborating with
interested stakeholders, non-governmental organizations, and other entities who support state
management of wildlife, and (c) public outreach.

Il. Direct Action—These efforts focus on engaging: (a) BigGame Forever supporters; (b) affiliate or-
ganizations, and (c) the general public. Our methodology for including the public in the process is
both innovative and a significant component for building the current level of support in Congress.

lll. Administrative Solutions—These efforts include working with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, the Department of the Interior, and state agencies on gray wolf delisting through admin-
istrative processes.

UTAH WOLF MANAGEMENT - ANNUAL REPORT
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IV. Legislative Action—These efforts include working with members of Congress and congres-
sional staff to educate and provide information related to: (a) wolves and wolf proliferation;
(b) impacts to conservation of wild ungulates, livestock producers, jobs, and the economy; (c)
worldwide abundance of gray wolf populations, (d) the importance of state management of
wildlife including gray wolves; (e) and the best and latest available science and other recent de-

velopments.

Legal Strategies—Providing an understanding of compliance with federal statute through ad-
ministrative solutions, congressional action, and the courts to achieve removal of the gray wolf
from the list of threatened and endangered species and to protect state management of wolves
in the courts and avoid restrictions of state efforts.
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I. ENGAGING THE PUBLIC

BigGame Forever's public outreach efforts are an important part of building support for and imple-
menting lasting wolf-delisting solutions. This includes helping the public to understand that state
management of wolves is important for: (1) the conservation of moose, elk, mule deer, and other
wild ungulates; (2) protecting livestock producers; (3) conservation funding requisite for healthy
and abundant wildlife, and (4) protecting economic prosperity and jobs.

Science and Research. Understanding the science, data, and experiences in wolf states has been vi-
tal to BigGame Forever's wolf-delisting efforts. To accomplish this, our team has conducted extensive
research on the scientific, biological, and policy considerations surrounding wolf delisting. Through
these efforts, BigGame Forever has become a trusted source for information on the importance of
protecting native wildlife and the need for responsible management of Canadian Gray Wolves.

Multi-State Collaboration. Educating concerned individuals, organizations, and states from
across the country has been important to building support for lasting solutions. BigGame For-
ever has developed positive relationships with state wildlife managers, wildlife conserva-
tion organizations, agricultural and grazing stakeholders, and the public in “wolf states” of
Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Wisconsin, Alaska, Arizona, New Mexico, and Minnesota. We also work
extensively across states experiencing or at risk of wolf expansion including