perhaps portions of the central Sierra Nevada. CDFW anticipates that additional relevant
information will continue to become available, physical and biological conditions in California will
continue to change, legal frameworks and authorities may change, and CDFW staff will have
gained additional experience with wolves. Such events present an opportunity to adapt the Plan
to conditions as they then exist. Initially, the Plan envisions that additional latitude to manage
impacts of wolves on livestock83 or wolf predation on sympatric84 wild ungulate populations may
be warranted in Phase 2.
Phase 3 is proposed to begin when CDFW confirms that there have been 8 BPs for two
successive years. This will be a suitable time to conduct a status review of the species to
evaluate whether state listing as endangered remains warranted. Any status review will then be
provided to the Commission for its consideration of the facts and whether they warrant some
discretionary action by the Commission. Phase 3 is envisioned as implementation of long-term
management strategies. Necessarily, this phase can only be framed in general terms because
forecasting the details of this future is impossible using currently available information. For
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During Phase 1 additional useful information for wolves in California is likely to become
available on:










Federal listing status
Proximity of breeding wolf packs in southern Oregon
Habitat selection
Geographic distribution
Population size and pack status
Mortality factors
Conflicts with livestock
Prey selection
Effectiveness of initial management strategies

The SWG did not reach consensus regarding CDFW’s proposed criteria (i.e., number of BPs or
the number of successive years that the BP criterion must be met) which should be achieved
before advancing to the next phase of the Plan. The environmental caucus recommended that
more BPs and years would be more appropriate. Agricultural and conservation caucus
members of the SWG did not propose alternative criteria, but felt that the BP threshold should
be lower for concluding Phases 1 and 2, and that lethal take should be a Phase 1 management
option.
If wolves in California are still federally listed as endangered when 2 BPs are documented for
two successive years, CDFW will consider petitioning USFWS to downlist wolves to threatened
in California. That process will likely require some time to complete and will set the stage for
transitioning management to the state.
Initially, and likely throughout Phase 1, wolf population growth in California will be augmented by
net immigration of wolves from Oregon. To plan for necessary changes in management
strategies, and to make appropriate adjustments based on knowledge gained as wolves
become established, CDFW intends to commence additional planning for Phase 2 when 2 BPs
have been confirmed for two successive years. This work will include a review of scientific
information which may not have been available previously, and data on wolf establishment in
California to determine if it is then possible to estimate potential future distribution of wolves and
more accurately predict suitability of California habitats.
Although other western states’ wolf plans proposed demographic criteria to trigger the
commencement of delisting from state or federal endangered species laws, CDFW is not
proposing delisting criteria at this time. Existing information is not yet sufficient to articulate what
a “conserved”, condition for gray wolves means in California. Sufficient information to support
development of delisting criteria may be available near the end of Phase 2, or in Phase 3. At
that time, relevant data on the pace of wolf establishment, population growth, distribution, and
mortality will be available and useful for determining whether the provisions of CESA remain
necessary, or to project the conditions under which they will remain necessary in the future. It is
possible that CESA’s protections may be necessary for quite a long time to maintain what may
be a small future population of wolves in California.
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Table G.2a. Summary of planned or potential conservation options/actions that are common to
all three time phases of wolf re-establishment in California and were evaluated by the SWG.
Each of the options/actions described are contingent upon having the funding, personnel, and
legal authority to carry them out effectively.
Planned/Potential
Options/Actions
Collection of data on
ungulates in northern
California in advance
of wolf occupation

Payments to livestock
85
producers for wolf
presence

Non-lethal livestock
depredation
assistance by CDFW

Non-lethal
depredation reduction
practices

Description of Options/Actions Common to all 3 Phases of Plan
Data collection to be expanded and modified in northern California with
an emphasis on elk and deer herds adjacent to Oregon.
Implemented in priority counties with sympatric distributions of wolves
and livestock. List of priority counties to be updated as needed, but at
least annually by CDFW.
Applications by livestock producers will be scored based on a formula
that accounts for wolf presence, number of livestock exposed to wolves
and implementation of non-lethal deterrents by the livestock producer.
Annual payments for wolf presence will be reduced by any amounts
paid in compensation for confirmed depredation by wolves on livestock.
Establish County Wolf Advisory Groups in Modoc, Siskiyou and Lassen
counties initially. Expand to additional counties as resident wolves
become established.
Provide technical information (e.g. telephone and email assistance,
web access to information, local public meetings).
On-site evaluations and recommendations if requested by livestock
producers.
Develop maps of current wolf territories and make them available to the
public.
Focused disclosure when GPS collared wolves are detected within a
geographic area developed for a specific livestock producer. An
information sharing agreement between CDFW and the producer must
be in place for this to occur. A commitment to not disclose provided
information will be required.
Short-term loan of equipment (e.g. fladry, RAG box, noisemakers).
Individual agreements will set terms of the loan.
Technical assistance, funding and approval for Depredation Prevention
11
Agreements (DPA) .
Must be implemented before lethal management options are taken.
Implementation is necessary to prevent, reduce or eliminate conflicts.
Options include but are not limited to:
Reducing attractants
Human presence
Barriers - fladry and fencing
Protection dogs and guard animals
Alarm and scare devices
Livestock management and husbandry techniques
Experimental practices

As used in this chapter, the term “livestock producer” refers to all owners and managers of livestock
and includes those engaged in commercial and non-commercial livestock production.
85

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Plan for Gray Wolves in California PART II
APPENDIX G
December 2016

Page 277

Planned/Potential
Options/Actions

Depredation
Prevention Agreement
(DPA) with livestock
producers

State managed
livestock depredation
compensation
program

Actions/options
outside of CDFW
regulatory authority in
cooperation with other
agencies may be
pursued by CDFW to
enhance ungulate
populations.

Description of Options/Actions Common to all 3 Phases of Plan
Implemented in priority counties with overlapping distributions of
wolves and livestock. List of priority counties to be updated as needed,
but at least annually by CDFW.
CDFW may withhold 10% of available funding, on an annual basis,
from regular allocation, as an emergency response fund.
Cost share (i.e. 50%) funding up to $10,000 annually by state for
86
CDFW approved plans .
Plans will initially be valid for a 12-month period beginning at time of
approval and may be renewed or amended.
CDFW may cap the funds to be allocated by county.
On-site evaluation by CDFW will be required.
Livestock producer must report on implementation and effectiveness of
the actions.
An evaluation by CDFW is required prior to amending or renewing a
DPA.
Livestock producer must notify CDFW within 24 hours, or as soon as
possible, of discovery of dead or injured livestock.
Protect the carcass(es) and site and provide access to CDFW or its
agent to investigate.
Any investigator must have been trained and approved by CDFW prior
to responding.
Any investigation will follow established protocols and provide
substantive documentation to support any determination.
File a claim within six months of CDFW determination of confirmed or
probable wolf depredation.
87
100% of fair market value for confirmed depredation .
50% for probable depredation.
After two confirmed depredation incidents in any 12-month period,
future compensation for the affected producer is available only if that
producer has applied for a DPA with CDFW and the application is still
active or has been approved.
Forage and water enhancements, restoring/enhancing upland,
meadow, aspen, and riparian habitats, management of forest openings
and other early successional habitats, controlling noxious weeds,
livestock grazing modification, controlling competition for forage and
water with wild (feral) horses and burros, limiting OHV use, managing
hunter harvest, and other strategies.
Conserve important lands as wildlife habitat through easements,
acquisitions, and other appropriate methods.
Work with CalTrans and other agencies to reduce other mortality
factors such as road kill, fence entanglement, illegal harvest, etc.
Petition to list an ungulate species as threatened or endangered.
Work through the legislative process to seek a remedy to the impact of
wolves on game species of ungulates.

86

Funding priority will be established by relative scoring of all plans received during the designated
application period which exceed a previously established minimum acceptable score.
87
Process claims in the chronological order received and pay claims on a July 1-June 30 fiscal year basis
until annual funds are exhausted.
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Planned/Potential
Options/Actions
Actions within the
authority of the CDFW
or Commission (as
recommended by
CDFW) may be
implemented to
reduce non-wolf
mortality to ungulates
or enhance ungulate
populations.

Non-injurious
harassment methods

Lethal control for
human safety

Description of Options/Actions Common to all 3 Phases of Plan
Reduce hunter harvest if population and harvest data indicate tag
reductions are warranted.
Translocate elk within California to enhance elk populations (where
potential conflicts with private landowners are minimal).
Encourage landowner agreements (such as Private Lands
88
89
Management (PLM) or SHARE hunting opportunity).
List Rocky Mt., Roosevelt, or Tule elk as threatened or endangered
within a significant portion of their range.
Increase law enforcement presence in select areas to reduce poaching
concerns on deer and elk.
Consider and encourage increased take of other predators such as
bears and coyotes if they have been demonstrated as having an effect
on ungulate populations.
Allowed when wolves are within 100 yards of occupied dwelling,
agricultural structure (e.g. barns, shops, storage sheds, lambing sheds,
corrals, pens, other livestock confinement facilities, cages), commercial
facility including waste management sites, campsites or within 0.25
mile of livestock.
Harassment is not allowed within 0.25 mile of known den or
rendezvous sites. CDFW will advise affected livestock producers of
these locations.
Federal and state law authorize a person to act in self-defense or
defense of others if there is an actual and reasonable belief in the need
to defend, the belief is objectively reasonable, and the fear is of
imminent danger to life or great bodily injury. After federal delisting, if
state law allows, CDFW may carry out removal of, or authorize its
90
agents to remove, wolves for public safety purposes..

88

The PLM program offers landowners incentives to manage their lands for the benefit of wildlife.
SHARE (Shared Habitat Alliance for Recreational Enhancement) is designed to improve public access
to private or landlocked public land. Participating landowners will be compensated with monetary
payment and liability protection for providing access to or through their land for recreational use and
enjoyment of wildlife. SHARE is funded with SHARE Access Permit Application fees.
90
Lethal take is anticipated to be an extremely rare occurrence and will be implemented when a wolf
demonstrates aggressive action that has resulted in physical contact with a human; or a wolf exhibits an
immediate threat to public health and safety, given the totality of the circumstances. Immediate threat
refers to a wolf that exhibits one or more aggressive behaviors directed toward a person that is not
reasonably believed to be due to the presence of responders. Public safety includes situations where a
wolf remains a threat despite efforts to allow or encourage it through active means to leave the area.
89
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Table G.2b. Summary of planned or potential conservation options/actions for consideration
during Phase 1 of wolf re-establishment in California and were evaluated by the SWG. Each of
the options/actions described are contingent upon having the funding, personnel, and legal
authority to carry them out effectively.
Description of Options/Actions During Phase 1
of Plan (0-4 BPs91)

Planned/Potential Options/Actions
Commence development of next phase
when:
Conclude phase when:
Conservation Planning

Injurious harassment

93

1.
2.
1.
2.

Operational framework for lethal control.
Allowed when authorized by CDFW in
Phases 2 and 3, if legal to do so, and carried
out by CDFW or its agent.
Lethal control of wolves depredating
1.
livestock
2.
Lethal control of specific wolves or wolf
1.
packs confirmed by CDFW to be significantly2.
reducing or likely to extirpate elk or deer
populations in a geographic unit or area
(such as a herd unit).

2 breeding pairs (BPs) for two consecutive years.
Consider petition USFWS to downlist wolves under the
ESA, in California, to threatened.
92
4 BPs anywhere in California for two successive years .
Review scientific information on wolf habitat use in
western states and data on wolves as they establish in
California to model probable distribution and abundance
of wolves over time in California.
1. Not allowed while federally listed.
2. Not proposed in Phase 1.
1. Not allowed while federally listed.
2. Not currently allowed under state law.

1. Not allowed while federally listed.
2. Not proposed in Phase 1.
1. Not allowed while federally listed.
2. Not proposed in Phase 1.

91

A BP is a pack which includes ≥ 1 adult male, ≥ 1 adult female and ≥ 2 pups on December 31.
4 BPs explicitly means at least 16 living wolves at the end of a calendar year. See Table 1 for data on
minimum wolf populations in other western states associated with 4 BPs. In Oregon and Washington the
data indicates that 4 BPs are correlated with a range of 45-65 wolves at years end. These numbers are
not intended to imply meaning for CESA listing status or the current or future carrying capacity of habitat
in California for wolves.
93
Defined as any harassment that causes any object to physically contact a wolf, including firearms
discharging non-lethal ammunition (e.g. rubber bullets or bean bags) or using motorized equipment (e.g.
an all-terrain vehicle, motorcycle, or four wheel drive vehicle) to follow or pursue a wolf.
92
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Table G.2c. Summary of planned or potential conservation options/actions for consideration
during Phase 2 of wolf re-establishment in California and were evaluated by the SWG. Each of
the actions described are contingent upon having the funding, personnel, and legal authority to
carry them out effectively.
Planned/Potential
Options/Actions
Commence development of
next phase when:
Conclude phase when:
Conservation Planning

Description of Options/Actions During Phase 2 of
Plan (5-8 BPs)
6 BPs for two consecutive years.

8 BPs anywhere in California, for two successive years.
Conduct status review to examine California wolf populations,
prospects for the future of wolves in California, evaluate appropriate
CESA status and report to the Commission.
94
Injurious harassment
Allowed when authorized by CDFW, consistent with State law.
Operational framework for lethal 1. Not allowed while federally listed
control. Allowed when
2. Not allowed if fewer than 4 BPs are documented in any year.
authorized by CDFW in Phases 3. If allowed under state law, managed consistent with the following
2 and 3, if legal to do so, and
criteria:
carried out by CDFW or its
a) Allowed if the most recent annual statewide wolf population
agent.
estimate increased by at least 5% compared to the preceding
calendar year.
95
b) Allowed to the extent that total human caused mortality in any
year does not exceed 10% of the estimate of the statewide wolf
population at the end of the preceding calendar year.
c) Any lethal take shall be designed by CDFW to accomplish the
specific intended purpose while avoiding or minimizing the
potential population effects on wolves in California.
d) Subject to additional requirements of the wolf-livestock conflict
management strategy.
e) Subject to additional requirements of the wolf-ungulate conflict
management strategy.
Lethal control of wolves
1. If allowed under future state and federal law, when carried out by
depredating livestock
CDFW or its agent, consistent with the following criteria:There have
been at least four separate incidents of livestock depredation (i.e.
death or injury) confirmed by CDFW in a six month period by the
same wolf or pack.
2. Non-lethal deterrent methods recommended by CDFW to the
producer after the first depredation incident are being implemented
or the producer is working toward prompt implementation.
3. Restricted to wolves in packs confirmed by CDFW to have
depredated livestock.

94

Defined as any harassment that causes any object to physically contact a wolf, including firearms
discharging non-lethal ammunition (e.g. rubber bullets or bean bags) or using motorized equipment (e.g.
an all-terrain vehicle, motorcycle, or four wheel drive vehicle) to follow or pursue a wolf.
95
Human caused mortality includes public safety take, poaching, vehicle accidents, accidental death from
trapping or hunting and any authorized lethal take for management.
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Planned/Potential
Options/Actions

Description of Options/Actions During Phase 2 of
Plan (5-8 BPs)

Lethal control of specific wolves
Potentially Allowable (if federally permissible) when carried out by
or wolf packs confirmed by
CDFW or its agent, consistent with the following criteria:
CDFW to be significantly
1. Reduction in survival of adult females below 90% and 80% for elk
reducing or likely to extirpate elk
and deer, respectively, or
or deer populations in a
2. 25% or more population reduction in deer or elk herds in a five year
geographic unit or area (such
monitoring period, or
as a herd unit).
3. Elk calf:cow ratios fall below 20 calves:100 cows or deer fawn:doe
ratios fall below 30 fawns:100 does over a three year period, or
4. Allocated big game tags have been reduced in areas occupied by
wolves.
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Table G.2d. Summary of planned or potential conservation options/actions for consideration
during Phase 3 of wolf re-establishment in California and were evaluated by the SWG. Each of
the actions described are contingent upon having the funding, personnel, and legal authority to
carry them out effectively.
Planned/Potential
Options/Actions

Description of Options/Actions During Phase 3 of
Plan (>9 BPs)

Commence development of
When warranted based on experience implementing the Plan or
next phase when:
changes to controlling law.
Conclude phase when:
Indeterminate, based on status review initiated in Phase 2.
Conservation Planning
Same as Phase 2
96
Injurious harassment
Same as Phase 2
Operational framework for lethal 1. Not allowed while federally listed.
control. Allowed when
2. If allowed under state law, managed consistent with the following
authorized by CDFW in Phases
criteria:
2 and 3, if legal to do so, and
a) Allowed if the most recent annual statewide wolf population
carried out by CDFW or its
estimate decreased by no more than 5% compared to the
agent.
preceding calendar year.
b) Allowed to the extent that total human caused mortality in any
year does not exceed 15% of the estimate of the statewide wolf
population at the end of the preceding calendar year.
c) Any lethal take shall be designed by CDFW to accomplish the
specific intended purpose while avoiding or minimizing the
potential population effects on wolves in California.
d) Subject to additional requirements of the wolf-livestock conflict
management strategy.
e) Subject to additional requirements of the wolf-ungulate conflict
management strategy.
Lethal control of wolves
depredating livestock
Lethal control of specific wolves
or wolf packs confirmed by
CDFW to be significantly
reducing or likely to extirpate elk
or deer populations in a
geographic unit or area (such
as a herd unit).

To be determined in the Phase 3 development process based on wolf
population and legal status, best available scientific information and
experience gained during Phases 1 and 2.
To be determined in the Phase 3 development process based on wolf
population, legal status, and best available scientific information and
experience gained during Phases 1 and 2.

Additionally, two important topics that CDFW and others would employ during one or
more of the phases, that deserve more explanation, are conservation planning and
aversive conditioning and lethal take:
96

Defined as any harassment that causes any object to physically contact a wolf, including firearms
discharging non-lethal ammunition (e.g. rubber bullets or bean bags) or using motorized equipment (e.g.
an all-terrain vehicle, motorcycle, or four wheel drive vehicle) to follow or pursue a wolf.
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Conservation Planning
In most cases, conservation measures for newly listed endangered species have relatively little
effect on members of the public. That effect, if any, usually arises from requiring persons to
avoid any take of endangered species, or implementing the conditions of an incidental take
permit. Other California endangered carnivore species, mostly because their populations are
quite small, have little effect on prey species and rarely cause property damage.
As apex predators and obligate carnivores, wolves present a much different set of challenges.
In the early stages of recovery in California, wolves will likely have an insignificant effect on
populations of prey species and cause property damage (i.e. livestock depredation) in only a
few limited locations. This period corresponds with Phase 1 of this Plan. As numbers increase,
so will both types of effects. Although CESA, in FGC section 2061, states that the practice of
conserving a listed species may include regulated taking in the extraordinary case where
population pressures within a given ecosystem cannot be otherwise relieved, existing statutes
do not provide clear authority for CDFW to take (i.e., kill) wolves to manage impacts on prey
populations or private property (i.e. livestock). Phase 1 provides an opportunity to develop data
regarding California-specific experience, which data will be used to train staff, establish any
needs for additional resources, enact any needed legal reforms and improve the Plan for long
term implementation.
Aversive Conditioning and Lethal Take
In this Plan, “aversive conditioning” refers to the application of noxious stimuli in response to
undesirable or unwanted behavior with the intention of modifying or terminating future similar
behaviors.
Aversive conditioning includes actions characterized as both non-injurious and injurious
harassment. This is a term of convenience in the sense that it is reasonably descriptive of the
intended actions but does not necessarily imply an action prohibited either by the ESA or CESA.
The types of non-injurious harassment in the Plan are examples of stimuli intended to provide
an unpleasant experience for wolves in proximity to humans or livestock. Repeated exposure
may cause wolves to associate such stimuli with humans or livestock and possibly reduce
subsequent conflicts. These actions have some probability of causing physical injury from which
the animal would be expected to recover. Usually, a form of injurious harassment would be used
where non-lethal deterrence and non-injurious harassment have been attempted, but have not
successfully alleviated the behaviors and consequences of wolf depredation on livestock or the
animal displaying certain behaviors that present a risk to human safety.
For purposes of this Plan, lethal take means to kill wolves when non-lethal methods, including
aversive conditioning have not been effective in modifying or terminating certain behaviors
which lead to, for example, chronic depredation on livestock, or a human safety risk. Lethal take
is included in the Plan as a method for mitigating risks to wild ungulate populations, where
substantiated. However, aversive conditioning is not a necessary precursor for this measure to
be applied because predation on wild ungulates is a natural behavior for wolves.
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In this Plan, CDFW proposes that take not be used as a management method during Phase 1.
Phase 2 will begin after CDFW confirms that there have been at least 4 BPs for at least two
successive years. If allowed at that time in law, the Plan includes the possibility of lethal take for
specific purposes, within specified parameters, when the impacts of wolves cannot be relieved
by other non-lethal means. For example, the Plan specifies the following criteria for lethal take:
chronic depredation of livestock is occurring, feasible non-lethal deterrent methods have been
employed, CDFW has confirmed the depredations, there are at least four confirmed depredation
incidents within a six-month period by the same wolves, the population continues to grow, and
lethal take will not exceed established thresholds for all human-caused wolf mortalities in a
given year.. If those criteria are met, lethal take will only be used against those depredating
wolves, and not indiscriminately. Thus, Phase 2 provides for the possibility of lethal take only
when other methods have not been effective, and within sideboards that provide for
conservation of the species so that progress is still made for conserving and eventual delisting
of the species.
Phase 3 will begin after CDFW has confirmed at least 8 BPs for two consecutive years. This
criterion theoretically can be met with 32 wolves but may actually represent three to five times
that many animals. CDFW anticipates that once the wolf population reaches the parameters
specified in Phase 3, reproduction by California wolf packs will increase the rate of population
growth, and the relative contribution of dispersing wolves from Oregon will become less of a
factor. Because a larger population should be sufficiently resilient, more lethal take (than would
have been allowed in Phase 2) may be allowed in Phase 3. The Plan, however, still establishes
limitations on the extent of take, consistent with the intent of FGC section 2061, to ensure that
the population would be sustained over time.
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APPENDIX H
Summary of Public Comments
The public comment period for the Draft California Gray Wolf Conservation Plan (Plan) was held
from December 2, 2015 through February 15, 2016. In addition, CDFW held three public
meetings focused on review of the draft Plan. These meetings were held on January 21st in
Yreka; on January 26th in Long Beach; and on February 1st in Sacramento.
The objectives of the public meetings were to:
•
•
•
•

Provide an overview of the history of wolves in California, including their current status
Explain the purpose, need, and background of the Plan
Discuss the avenues available for the public to provide input on the plan and how
comments will be used
Receive public comments for consideration in the final Plan

CDFW received a total of 36,541 comments via the following avenues:
•
•
•
•
•

A web portal established to record public comments (956 comments)
A CDFW email address (20,344 comments)
Direct contact with CDFW consultants (15,086 comments)
Written comments sent to CDFW P.O. Box (43 comments)
Orally at one of the three public meetings (112 comments)

Comments received during the public meetings are summarized below in Table H1, and those
received via the other sources listed above are summarized in Table H2. Comments in both
tables are organized by topic. A large number of comments expressed general support for, or
general opposition to wolf reestablishment in California. A second large focus of comments
pertained to modifying, either by increasing or decreasing, the number of wolf breeding pairs
that will trigger CDFW to begin the subsequent management phase.
Several common misconceptions were evident in many of the comments (and were clarified in
the Final Plan. These included:
•
•
•
•

The phased approach outlined in Part I and Appendix G represents a plan to delist
wolves when the population reaches 9 breeding pairs (or 50-75 animals)
The Plan represents CDFW’s reintroduction or release of wolves into California
The estimated breeding pairs and/or wolf population estimates presented in the Plan
represent goals or targets CDFW is aiming for
The Plan represents formal regulatory action by either CDFW or California Fish and
Game Commission
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Table H1. Summary of Comments Received at Public Meetings
Topic/Plan Section(s)
Comments
I am supportive of wolf reestablishment
I am concerned about wolf reestablishment because of their impacts to
livestock and/or wild game populations, and/or human safety
General Comments
There should be no ceiling on wolf numbers

Wolf breeding pair numbers
and management phases

Wolf listing status

Research and management

Research and management

It is important to gather additional data on wolves, implement tools for
reducing conflict, communicate with local ranchers in a timely manner,
and/or conduct outreach and education
Breeding pair numbers proposed to trigger the next management phase
are too high
 California’s ungulate populations cannot support these numbers
 There is no scientific basis for these numbers
Breeding pair numbers proposed to trigger the next management phase
are too low
 These numbers do not represent an established population
 Phase transitions should be established at a future date when
more data has been collected
 I worry that CDFW will delist wolves when their numbers are
too low
 I worry that CDFW will shoot wolves for predator management
 Management phases should be extended to allow better
understanding of population changes over time
Plan should be a recovery plan
Plan should not discuss delisting of wolves
Plan should spell out a path with details for achieving delisting
 If delisted under federal ESA, their rationale should be
presented to California Fish and Game Commission
Wolves should not be a listed species
 They are not at risk
 Listing poses limits on the ranching community to manage risks
and depredations
Wolves should be delisted when the targets in the plan are reached
Plan should not allow a path for lethal management
Plan should provide a means for livestock producers to use lethal
means to protect their herds and/or themselves
I support Plan’s emphasis on non-lethal methods of depredation control
Plan should have more emphasis on non-lethal methods and/or should
give more specific strategies
Wolves should be collared and tracked by CDFW
Wolves should not be collared or tracked
Wolf location information should be shared with ranchers
No culling of other predators to take pressure off ungulate herds
Identifying prey and wolf habitat including movement corridors should
be top priority
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Table H1. Summary of Comments Received at Public Meetings
Topic/Plan Section(s)
Comments
(continued)

Wolf diseases

Wolf-Livestock conflict

Wolves and ungulates

Education and outreach

Budget and funding

Hunting is an important management tool
Improved forest management should be emphasized
Information on wolf impacts to other predators is needed
Plan should better detail the potential for disease spread by wolves
Diseases from wolves have minimal impacts on humans and livestock
Diseases chapter should mention that wolves can reduce disease
spread in ungulates
Success of wolves will depend on reducing conflicts and promoting
coexistence with producers
Vigilance in removing livestock carcasses will be important
Number of confirmed depredations within 6 months should be lowered
to 2 or 3
I am concerned that livestock harassment has to be 100% proven
Clearly articulate the depredation investigation protocol
It will be difficult to keep wolves away from livestock with nonlethal tools
I am concerned about livestock harassment and depredations by
wolves
Predation can help ungulate populations through culling of old and sick
individuals
Ungulates are not the only prey for wolves; other prey includes rodents
I am concerned about the ungulate and wolf biomass relationships
described in the plan
Plan states mule deer is wolves’ preferred prey but it should say elk
I am concerned about lack of baseline data on ungulate populations
CDFW should emphasize funding for education and outreach in hunting
and livestock communities and public most likely to be affected by
wolves
Outreach section should include compliance with USFWS and ESA
rules and state regulations
Cal-Tip or some other wildlife reporting system should be
developed/expanded
Additional funding not related to hunting is needed
 Crowd-funding
 Tax check-off
 School/student fundraising
 USFWS grants
Plan should be more specific about funding including for non-lethal
management

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Plan for Gray Wolves in California PART II
APPENDIX H
December 2016

Page 288

Table H1. Summary of Comments Received at Public Meetings
Topic/Plan Section(s)
Comments

Other economic
considerations

Plan implementation

Public safety

Wolf Ecology

Consider how to account for loss of hunting revenues as ungulate herd
sizes decrease due to wolf predation
Plan should account for economic losses to producers due to livestock
stress, decreased access to rangeland, and other costs
Consider economic benefits to producers and communities
 Ecotourism
 Promotion of predator friendly livestock production
Important to establish a depredation compensation fund
Concern about economic impacts on local communities
CDFW should convene a statewide advisory group
 County District Attorneys should be included
What are the priority counties for receiving funds?
How will enforcement support the plan?
 Rules for “take” should be clarified
Concern for public health and safety
 Safety of pets
 Wolf movement into unexpected regions of state
Plan should consider trophic cascades and information on the impacts
of wolves on habitat in Montana, Idaho, and Wisconsin

Table H2. Summary of Public Comments Received via Mail, Email, and Web Portal
Topic/Plan Section(s)
Comments

General Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan
I am opposed to conserving wolves in California
 They will have a negative effect on wildlife and livestock
 They will have a negative effect on livestock producers
 They will have a negative effect on hunting opportunity and
therefore funding for wildlife management
 Californians already have to hunt out of state for deer and elk;
opportunity is too low in California
 Other states have developed programs to control predators to
help support ungulate populations
 California’s existing predators are already having a negative
effect on our ungulates
o Too many lions and bears already
 People and domesticated animals are more important than
wolves
I am in favor of conserving wolves in California
 Wolves are part of needed restoration of natural habitat
 Predators keep prey populations in control
 Wolves help keep prey populations healthy by culling the sick
and old
 Wolves deserve a chance to exist in California
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General Comments
(continued)

The wolves entering California are not native
 Wolves should be killed upon entering the state
 CDFW doesn’t have the money or manpower to regulate a new
non-native species
 There is no justification for listing wolves since there is no
evidence of their having occurred here
Do not introduce, reintroduce, or release wolves into California
 This is a violation of Common Law
I am in favor of restoring wolves in California
CDFW is legally obligated to manage wildlife to benefit all citizens
I applaud CDFW for their efforts
Great job!
 We appreciate the efforts made by CDFW
The Shasta Nation will not recognize the plan
Please create a volunteer group with balanced representation to review
the plan
Wolf recovery is a conservation opportunity
Please clarify the language that allows killing wolves for scientific study
 This could be abused
Reintroducing wolves could lead to wolf hunting opportunity in the future
Science must incorporate public values
Do not put restrictions on private landowners to harvest timber in wolf
territory
Policy must apply precautionary approaches
Plan has strong goals but could be more specific in how CDFW will
achieve those goals
Protect wolves from being killed at all cost
 Any problem wolves should be relocated instead of killed
Reintroduce wolves into National Parks
Reduce the number of wolves taken by hunting
Plan should include an outline for how CDFW will use adaptive
management in future plan updates
I object to a plan that includes sport hunting of wolves
I am glad the plan does not include sport hunting of wolves
State Wildlife Action Plan identifies gray wolf as a conservation target
The occurrence of wolves within the cultures of California’s Native
people is not anecdotal
Wildlife don’t need managing they need protections
 We should not interfere with wildlife populations as they are
self-regulating when left alone
Wolves should be managed on a regional (multi-state) scale
 Would reduce CDFW’s conservation requirements
 California will be a sink for wolves from other states so a
metapopulation approach is needed
The proposed wolf range should be expanded to the central and
southern Sierra
I take issue with the system for submitting comments
Remove “seek to conserve” from goal #1 as it is not measurable
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General Comments
(continued)

Wolf breeding pair numbers
and management phases

Clarify how the strategies relate to the goals
 Specific actions should be provided in the strategies, such as
how CDFW will protect wolves from illegal killing
 It is not clear that the strategies are sufficient to achieve all
goals
Clearly articulate that the plan is not a reintroduction plan
CDFW should follow the CEQA process for this plan
Wildlife should have priority over domestic animals on public land
Consider a wildlife crossing over I-5 in Siskiyou County so wolves can
disperse into the Klamath Mountains
Breeding pair numbers proposed to trigger the next management phase
are too low.
 Removal of protections too early can threaten wolf
reestablishment
 The numbers are not scientifically based
 They don’t allow enough time to conduct the science needed to
inform us about wolf establishment patterns, coexistence
strategies, and large mammal habitat requirements
 CDFW’s analysis of suitable habitat indicates California can
support 371-497 wolves
 Loss of breeding age wolves (especially females) by illegal
killing should factor into the phases
 Diseases could wipe out such a low number
 Consider a zoned approach – require some breeding pairs in
Klamath region
 Begin Phase II with 25 pairs, Phase III with 100 pairs
Much of the wolf genome in southern Cascades is from same pack in
Oregon and inbreeding is of concern
 Unrelated animals should be introduced naturally or through
human intervention
We need at least 100 wolves to achieve sustainability
No action on deer tag quotas until final phase is reached
Breeding pair numbers proposed to trigger the next management phase
are too high
 The numbers should be drastically lower and vigorously
monitored
 There is not enough prey to support this many wolves
o Delisting will never be achieved
I support the plan’s lack of a cap on wolf population and lack of limits to
where wolves can establish territories
Place a cap on the wolf population to avoid impacting ungulates
Plan’s goal should be to monitor wolf population growth for 5 years
rather than establish specific breeding pair/population goals now
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Wolf breeding pair numbers
and management phases
(continued)

Wolf listing status

Wolves and other wildlife
species

The proposed wolf population is too low
 Should be at least 200-300 animals
 Should be well above minimum viable population
 CDFW cannot rely on sufficient genetic flow from northern
populations where heavy lethal management is used
 Should be well above re-listing levels
I question the target wolf population level of nine pairs
 What data interpretation supports this number?
 Nine breeding pairs represents over 100 wolves
 This many wolves would negatively affect deer and elk
Breeding pair requirements should be for 3 years
Do not remove federal or state protections for wolves at 50-75 animals
 Creates conflict between federal and state law
 Maintain protections until wolves are fully recovered
 Provide scientifically defensible numbers
Plan updates should occur based on changes to federal legal status
 Management authority will revert to state when federally
delisted
 A California population is not required for federal recovery of
the species
o USFWS considers the species recovered now
 More scientific information will be available for status review
and plan update when federally delisted
It is doubtful that the wolf population will expand in California
 California will be probably be a sink population
 Lack of evidence for a historical population likely means they
weren’t here in large numbers
Explain why wolves are being delisted in Oregon and other states
Remove all language about delisting – creates expectations
 Wait for the plan’s redraft
Provide the strongest possible protections for wolves
Include guidelines for delisting under CESA
Wolves should not be listed as endangered
 CDFW should be able to manage wolves to protect livestock
producers’ investments
Killing a wolf in self-defense should not be illegal
The large population of wolves in Canada and Alaska proves that
wolves are not endangered
Establish fully protected status for wolves like that for mountain lions
Do not provide fully protected status for wolves
 This disempowers CDFW to manage the species as necessary
Improve the definition of “take” to distinguish lethal from non-lethal take
 Allow for hazing to protect self and livestock
CDFW has not considered the impacts of wolves to sage grouse
Close coyote shooting/hunting/trapping to protect wolves
 Plan does not adequately address this concern
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Research and management

Human perceptions of wolves

Wolf diseases

Do not consider killing other predators to take pressure off ungulate
populations
Consider an ecosystem approach to managing wolves
 Required per AB2402
Do not seek authority to kill wolves as a management tool to conserve
elk and deer
 Damages pack social structure
 Consider birth control to manage wolf populations
More wolf research needed
 Evaluate threats to wolves including poaching and disease
 Evaluate wolf population trends, home range, distribution
Once prey-based carrying capacity for wolves is reached the population
should be controlled
More research on ungulates needed to assess population trends
Agree with collaborating with universities
Minnesota DNR has the longest state history of managing wolves and is
therefore a valuable resource for CDFW
Wolves should be fitted with collars and their locations closely
monitored
 Specifics needed on CDFW collaborating with USFWS or
USDA/APHIS on best practices
 As many animals as possible; at least one animal per pack
o Establish and implement protocols for sharing
information with producers
Illegal take of wolves has been detrimental in the Pacific Northwest
 Plan should clearly address how CDFW will protect wolves
Wolf numbers should be estimated through counts not modeling
Plan lacks legal management options for addressing wolf-caused
ungulate declines
Drones may help to monitor wolves
Where protections for wolves are lifted, human tolerance declines
 Human tolerance is the key threat to wolf population viability
 Plan should cite additional sources
Fear of wolf attacks on humans is not based on facts
 More hunting-related injury and death than wolf-related
Wolves decimated elk in the Northern Rockies
Wolves carry and spread diseases
Wolves kill for the fun of it
Plan should cite results of surveys conducted post-wolf restoration
Establish protocols for citing and prosecuting violators
 Zero tolerance for “mistaken identity” (i.e. mistaking a wolf for a
coyote)

There are wolf diseases that are not mentioned in the plan
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Wolves and livestock

Plan should fund programs that emphasize non-lethal strategies for
managing wolves
 More specific information needed on how to access non-lethal
tools
 Depredation compensation needed
 Program should provide information and support for using
proactive tools for reducing conflicts
 Plan should include depredation prevention agreements with
livestock producers
 Research will be needed on success of non-lethal practices in
California and make changes as needed
Promote coexistence between wolves and livestock producers
Depredation compensation is an inappropriate solution
 Would be paying producers to feed wolves
 It is inappropriate for the public to fund a business’s costs
 Some producers may cheat and should be held accountable
 Ranchers can/should have insurance to cover losses
 It is not realistic, nor possible to document all depredation
 These funds should be focused instead on research into
effective non-lethal control of wolves near livestock
Depredation investigations should be conducted by unbiased specialists
providing accurate and sound results
Wolves should be fitted with collars and their locations closely
monitored
 Wolf locations should be shared with livestock producers
o Will help maintain human presence near their herds
 Plan should provide specifics on what recipients of wolf-location
information may/may not do with that information
o Should require confidentiality agreements
Lethal management of wolves leads to increased, not decreased
livestock depredations
Clearly articulate the depredation investigation protocol
 Should include the protocol provided on CDFW website
 CDFW should consider collaborating with USDA/APHIS for
investigating depredations, training CDFW staff, and finalizing
the plan
Consider a stand-alone wolf-livestock program document
Nonlethal measures should be required before any lethal control
measures are allowed
 Lethal control of wolves for livestock depredation on public
lands should be prohibited
 Fit wolves with shock collars to keep them out of livestock
areas
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Wolves and livestock
(continued)

Plan should include specifics on the following:
 Available nonlethal tools
 Conflict management strategies
 Process for implementing non-lethal program
 How CDFW will confirm livestock depredations
 How CDFW will assist/train producers with non-lethal deterrent
methods (including opportunity to connect with producers using
methods successfully)
What are the priority counties referenced in the plan for “payment for
presence” of wolves?
Impacts to livestock in Klamath Mountains could be higher than other
regions due to topography
Do not reveal the locations of wolf dens to livestock producers or any
member of the public
Livestock experience many effects from the presence of wolves:
 Decreased body condition
 Decreased weight gain in calves
 Decreased reproductive success
 Increased disease susceptibility
 Compensation should be for presence of wolves not just
depredation
There are too many cattle in California for 50 wolves to have an impact
on them
Livestock loss due to wolf depredation is low compared to other types of
losses; the vast majority of losses are due to:
 Disease
 Weather
 Poor nutrition
Majority of ranches are small family operations
 Range riders not economically feasible
 Plan underestimates impacts to this type of operation
Broaden take allowances for producers to protect their animals
 Non-injurious harassment
 Injurious harassment
 CESA should be amended to allow lethal take as a last resort
 Producers should have reasonable discretion over where and
when an imminent threat is posed by wolves
 Use of motorized vehicles should be deemed as non-injurious
harassment
 Depredation rates are likely to be much greater than those
confirmed by CDFW
Many of the plan’s recommended non-lethal strategies are impractical
and/or infeasible
Plan references depredation data that do not match data from USDA
APHIS
Strengthen wolf-dog aggression information
Plan should include more information on prey-shifting especially when
the shift is to livestock
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Wolves and livestock
(continued)

Coordination with other
agencies

Wolves and ungulates

I am grateful that the plan has an emphasis on proactive measures for
protecting wolves and livestock
Livestock Guardian Dogs are deterrents against wolf depredation, not
protection as the plan implies
 Best when livestock is bunched or fenced
 Dogs must be trained to stay with livestock
Look at successful models of coexistence programs
 Wood River Wolf Project
 As suggested by Defenders of Wildlife, CA Wolf Center,
Endangered Species Coalition
 Producers in other states who are successfully using non-lethal
tools
CDFW should collaborate with local municipalities regarding
appropriate garbage/carcass disposal to eliminate attractants
Ranchers must be willing to change how they operate to coexist with
predators
Each situation involving potential conflict is unique and warrants specific
recommendations
 Specific deterrent plans and prevention agreements needed
Non-lethal methods require time and training to be successful
 Well-trained staff are critical
California Indian tribes should be consulted
Grazing allotment permittees should be included in any discussions with
BLM and USFS regarding these allotments
Wolves should be managed on a regional (multi-state) scale
 CDFW should work with Oregon and Washington to ensure
appropriate source populations for California
CDFW should take a more long-term, collaborative, and adaptive
approach to managing wolves and other wildlife on public lands
Wolves could help control feral pigs
There is already an overabundance of lions and bears in California with
limited to no ability to control them
Plan does not reflect wolf/ungulate science from other states and
Canada
CDFW lacks baseline information on ungulate populations
 How will CDFW distinguish impact of wolves vs other mortality
factors?
 More rigor needed to detect change and its sources
 It is important to estimate current mortality factors of elk
 What are the current population levels of deer and elk in
relation to carrying capacity?
Ungulate population and habitat management are important aspects of
wolf conservation
Wolves have not switched to deer in other locations where deer
outnumber elk
 Wolves are more likely to switch to livestock than deer

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Plan for Gray Wolves in California PART II
APPENDIX H
December 2016

Page 296

Table H2. Summary of Public Comments Received via Mail, Email, and Web Portal
Topic/Plan Section(s)
Comments

Wolves and ungulates
(continued)

Prey populations should be increased
 Step up elk reintroductions into new areas
 Temporarily ban hunting
 Find ways to reduce other forms of human-caused mortality
 Reduce livestock impacts to rangeland to improve habitat for
native ungulates
Conservation/recovery planning for ungulates should go hand-in-hand
with predator conservation
 Should include managing for quality ungulate habitat that is
resilient to climate change
Wolf impacts to bighorn sheep and pronghorn are underestimated in the
plan
 Consider establishing buffers to protect Sierra Nevada bighorn
Plan does not address changes to rangeland utilization by native
ungulates that change foraging patterns in response to wolves
Teach naïve wolves how to capture deer in an enclosure
Omit mention of disease transfer between domestic and bighorn sheep
– not relevant in a wolf plan
California wolf population estimates based on areas with much higher
ungulate densities
Plan should mandate high quality ungulate habitat on all state lands
Plan is an attempt to limit or end hunting in California
Hunter opportunity should not be considered in wildlife conservation
Habitat appropriate for ungulates and habitat appropriate for wolves
may not be the same
I commend CDFW for attempting to estimate wolf predation rates
Wolf impacts on feral species are a good thing
Wolf predation will definitely be additive mortality
 Hunting will be the only controllable mortality factor
 How will CDFW reduce non-wolf related mortality of ungulates?
The elk population “crash” in Yellowstone was actually a restoration to
more sustainable numbers
Reference Appendix G more frequently in the chapter
Coordinate with National Park Service, BLM, and USFS to improve
ungulate habitat
 CDFW should promote progressive policies on grazing and fire
management to improve habitat
 Timber harvest is a benefit to deer and elk
 Invasive plants that reduce forage quality should be controlled
 Reduce road density on public lands
 CDFW should actively seek opportunities to weigh in on federal
land management processes
Wolves kill more than they need to eat
“Abundant” should be restated as “biologically sustainable” ungulate
populations
Plan should recommend actions to protect ungulate populations without
need for CESA listing
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Wolves and ungulates
(continued)

Education and outreach

Budget and funding

Average age of wolf take is more than double that of hunter take
 Hunter take of prime animals bad for population health
Wolves and elk will adapt to each other and their populations will
balance out
Fund education about wolves
 Promote public’s understanding of the benefits provided by
wolves (e.g. decreasing diseases in ungulates, ecosystem
benefits)
 Provide opportunities for people to experience and appreciate
wolves
 Provide education to hunters on identification of wolves vs
coyotes
 Outreach should include both urban and rural residents
 Who will develop and implement an outreach program?
 Provide a calendar of educational events for the public
 Include information about appropriate human behaviors needed
to optimize human safety
Establish a volunteer program for the public
Disseminating information to dispel rumors and myths is an important
and beneficial section
Keep the public informed about wolf updates on the CDFW website
Establish a webcam or some other wolf information site to attract
interest (may generate funding)
Plan should include a specific plan for education
 Include information about complying with relevant Fish and
Game Codes, ESA, and CESA and related penalties for
noncompliance
Conduct outreach on the threat of wolf-dog hybrids to livestock
Provide public additional opportunity for input on Plan updates
Collaborate with State Parks, US Forest Service, Universities, and
NGOs to develop educational materials and programs
Education should include how human population growth/human
development leads to depleted habitat for wildlife
I am concerned that there is no funding to implement the plan
 Wolves are endangered so CDFW should develop a compelling
case to the governor, legislature, and public for funding
Hunting partnerships have contributed millions of dollars to improve
ungulate habitat
Do not divert funds from other wildlife management programs to
implement the wolf plan
 New appropriations or general funding needed
The various stakeholder groups should work to address funding the
plan with the legislature
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Budget and funding
(continued)

Other economic
considerations

Plan implementation

Public safety

Sources of funding for wolf conservation could include:
 Wolf postage stamp
 CDFW wolf stamp contest with entry fee
 Wildlife Art/Photography contest with entry fee
 Wolf vanity plates
 Voluntary tax check-off
 Carnivore protection and management license
 State and federally funded grants
 Partnerships with NGOs
 Tax breaks for livestock producers
 Bond measures that appeal to broad audience
 Wolf funding donation site
 Wildlife Conservation Board
Plan should include an itemized budget for implementation costs
 Should include start-up and annual operating costs
 Would incentivize NGOs to lobby for the plan
 Especially for monitoring ungulates with the needed precision
Provide funding or tax deductions to ranchers who use non-lethal
methods
24 million taxpayers contributing 1 cent would give $240,000 every 4
years
Non-consumptive citizens can/should help fund the plan
 Urban users of public resources can/do provide balance to
funding sources for wildlife conservation/management
Wolf tourism is a fad and will not contribute to your economy
Plan underestimates the full range of economic impacts to livestock
producers and small rural communities
Wolves could attract visitors who will benefit the local economy
 Consumer market for predator-friendly livestock products
State should be prepared to compensate public and landowners for lost
opportunities to recreate and use their lands
Hunters and hunting groups provide large amounts of money to
conserve wildlife and habitats
Managing for wolves will cause many ranchers to go out of business,
leading to human expansion into wolf territory
Provide more information on the structure/function of local wolf
management advisory groups
Plan should also specify a statewide advisory group
Plan underreports wolf attacks on humans
 People and pets have been attacked in Wyoming, Michigan,
and Alaska
Protected wolves may lose their wariness of humans
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Public safety
(continued)

Wolf biology and ecology

Wolf taxonomy

Wolf conservation

Plan does not appropriately define suitable wolf habitat
 If wolves define their own habitat they will become habituated to
humans
 Other predators such as lions and bears are euthanized when
habituated to humans
 Buffer zones should be established around cities and towns
Clarify the definition of “imminent threat” for self-protection
Lethal take for public safety is explicitly allowed under California law
Wolves harm the public’s ability to recreate freely and rural land owners
to safely use their property
More than 50% of carnivore attacks result from inappropriate human
behavior
The statement “most interactions between wolves and the public will
likely consist of memorable observations” (Part I, pg. 17) is biased and
unscientific
Wolves contribute to healthy ecosystems
Available information questioning wolf impacts on ecosystems should
be added to the plan
I support plan’s inclusion of biological and ecological information
 Helps public better understand wolves
Wolves run out of space long before running out of prey
 In Yellowstone the wolf population has stabilized
Discussion of trophic cascades should be more comprehensive
 Should include information from Great Lakes states
Chambers et al. paper should not be cited as it was not peer-reviewed
In Washington barriers to wolf dispersal are more social than
geographic
 Illegal killings have impacted recolonization into new areas
CESA hampers CDFW’s ability to establish science-based population
goals for species
Use sound science, not politics to protect wolves
 The stakeholder process is biased because it considers
nonscientific concerns in conserving a listed species
 Science should include assessments of management
successes and failures in the source population
 Plan should include concise dispersal data from other areas
and strategies for improving linkages between core wolf areas
 Plan should include estimates of minimum viable population but
at a regional (multistate) scale
 The NRM pattern of territory expansion could help to model
expansion into California
 Genetic structure of the source population would be important
to understand the metapopulation
Lethal methods targeted at other species can harm wolves, children,
livestock, other unintended targets
 Ban the use of poisons and traps/snares
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Wolf conservation
(continued)

Consider expanding the scope of providing safe travel corridors
 Improve north/south travel as well as east/west
 Benefits all wildlife
 Work with CalTrans on roadkill problem
o Install wildlife over/underpasses
o Track roadkills of all wildlife
Plan does not address take avoidance for projects in wolf territory such
as prescribed fire or timber harvest
Hybridization with domestic dogs is not a significant threat to wolves
Hunting ungulates should not be considered a conservation threat to
wolves as it is managed under an established regulatory process
Many of the threats mentioned in the plan do not pertain to wolves
 Wolves have expanded despite highways, rivers, cities
 Habitat disturbance supports wolf prey so is not a problem for
wolves
Identifying prey and wolf habitat, including movement corridors, should
be top priority
 Include CDFW-produced habitat connectivity maps in plan
CDFW should not consider land acquisition for wolf conservation
 Too costly
 Wolves too mobile
 Focus should be on land management not ownership
Reassess roadway structure and make changes that improve safety to
wildlife
 CDFW should track roadkill numbers, especially deer
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