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Notice of Intent to Sue on Western
Great Lakes Distinct Population
Segment Wolf Delisting

restoration has become

a symbolic gesture, a
determination to right

the wrongs of the past,

a commitment to the
“re-wilding” of America.
Thus, when President
Richard Nixon signed the
Endangered Species Act of
1973 into law, the besieged
wolf was, for the first time in
the long and savage history
of this country, afforded
legal protection as of August
1974. This “crown jewel” of
environmental legislation was
applauded by the supporters of
a conservation ethic born of
new attitudes toward wildlife
and wild places.

The wolf restoration effort has
succeeded beyond the expecta-
tions of many biologists and
managers. The Endangered Species
Act and the recovery goals it set
forth have made that possible along
with the efforts of U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) officials
committed to fulfilling the promise

out Eurasia and North America. But
by the middle of the 20th century,
these animals had, in the expanding
United States, been pushed to land-
scapes either inaccessible to humans
or to regions of little interest to people
as they sought to tame the natural
world and civilize the savage
wilderness. Colonists and settlers in
the new nation trapped, shot and
poisoned wolves to protect livestock,
eradicate the evil they ascribed to the
wolf and make money from bounties.
Singled out for systematic extermina-
tion by the U.S. government, wolves
were killed in some of the most bru-
tal ways imaginable. The most effec-
tive method was poisoning. When
the systematic slaughter on federal
lands ended in 1941, few wolves re-
mained in the lower 48 states. Except
for remnant populations in the upper
Midwest, the wolf had disappeared
from the landscape, the victim of
ruthless and unrelenting persecution
by humans.

But in the last decades of the
millennium, wolves rebounded in the
lower 48. Despite some fierce opposi-

On February 12, 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) received a Notice of Infent to sue

from the attorney for the Humane Society of the United
States (HSUS), Help Our Wolves Live (HOWL), the
Minnesota Wolf Alliance and the Animal Protection
Institute. The Notice of Intent alleges that:

B The USFWS cannot lawfully designate a Western
Great Lakes Distinct Population Segment (DPS) for
delisting purposes as this violates the obligation

under the Endangered Species Act to restore a
species “throughout all or a significant portion
of its range.”

B The DPS boundaries are arbitrary and
capricious.

B The gray wolf does not satisfy the statutory
criteria for delisting.

Check the International Wolf Center Web site
(www.wolf.org) for updates on this issue.

tion to reintroduction and recovery,
mainly from livestock growers, the
wolf has been successfully restored
by the federal government to portions
of its former range. Much of the
support for the return of the wolf has
arisen from urban areas where wolf
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of the recovery plans. The recent
delisting of the wolf in the western
Great Lakes and the proposed de-
listing in the Northern Rockies are
testimony to the effectiveness of this
remarkable piece of legislation and to
the implementation process.

and Western Great Lakes Distinct Population Segments

p >

Recovery criteria were met years
ago, and wolf populations have
increased to numbers far higher than
required by long-agreed-upon plans.
With wolf management the respon-
sibility of the states, it will be up to
them to secure a place for wolves in
the future.

However, long-term sustain-
ability of wolf populations will
require more than not killing
wolves outright. Two trends
in particular threaten wolves
and other large carnivores
much more than citizen harvests
or depredation control. Human
population growth and the loss
of habitat due to development
prompt us to ponder the ultimate
question once posed by a ten-year-
old in a fifth-grade classroom after a
lesson on wildlife and wild lands:
“Where is wild?”

I:l Distinct Population
Segment

Current wolf range
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What does all this mean? To
further explain the implications of
these significant decisions, here is a
set of questions and answers:

1. How do we know the states won'
exterminate the wolves or cause them
to be endangered again?

Wolves will not be exterminated
or become endangered again because
state management plans ensuring
sufficient protection to retain viable
populations have been approved by
the federal government. The govern-
ment will monitor wolf management
for five years after delisting and can
relist and protect wolves quickly
again if necessary.

Information about the delisting in

the western Great Lakes:

http:/ /www.fws.gov/midwest/wolf/2007
delisting/index.htm

This link includes the following information:

e January 29, 2007, news release: Interior

Department Announces Delisting of Western

Great Lakes Wolves; Proposed Delisting of
Northern Rocky Mountain Wolves

* Summary of the Final Rule to Delist the Gray Wolf
Western Great Lakes Distinct Population Segment

® Questions and Answers about Final Rule to Delist

the Gray Wolf Western Great Lakes DPS

* Map of the Gray Wolf Western Great Lakes

Distinct Population Segment

* Wolf Recovery in Minnesota, Wisconsin and Michigan

* Wolf Populations in Minnesota, Wisconsin and

Michigan 1973-2006
* Gray Wolf Fact Sheet

* Questions and Answers about Gray Wolf Biology
e Gray Wolf Current Populations and Range in

North America

Information about the proposed delisting

in the Northern Rockies:

http:/ /www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/ species/mammals/

wolf/SuggestedDPSMapANPR. pdf

http:/ /www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/ species/

mammals/wolf/

http:/ /www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/ species/mammals/

wolf/ ANPR_Feb_8_2006.pdf
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2. What states that have wolves are
affected by the new rulings?

In the Midwest, the states that
contain breeding populations of
wolves are Minnesota, Michigan and
Wisconsin, with some 4,000 wolves
in total. In the Northern Rockies,
Montana, Idaho and Wyoming host
over 1,200 wolves.

3. Can wolves be killed under state
management?

Yes, wolves can be killed with
various restrictions on numbers taken,
depending on the state. Manner and
conditions of lethal taking will be
prescribed by each state. All states
will no doubt allow killing of wolves

in response to depredations on

livestock, just as was being done
under federal protection. In addi-
tion, probably each state will
eventually manage wolves like
they do bears, deer and other
wildlife.
4. If wolves will be killed, how
will their numbers be main-
tained?

Wolves are prolific breeders
and could almost double their
numbers each year if none

died or were killed.
5. How will Mexican wolf and
red wolf recovery programs be
affected by the new ruling?
They will not be affected
but will continue as they are
NOW.

6. What about wolves that

disperse to neighboring

states?

In parts of neighboring
states closest to the above
states (see map), such
wolves would also be

subject to state manage-
ment. Elsewhere, wolves
will remain federally
protected by the

Endangered Species

Act. Thus, for example,

if a Minnesota wolf

heads to western

North Dakota, it would be federally
protected there; in eastern North
Dakota it would be managed by the
state.
7. Does the federal government have
plans to reintroduce wolves into any
new areas, other than where Mexican
wolves and red wolves are being
restored?

At this time, the federal govern-
ment has no such plans.
8. How can individual citizens express
their wolf management wishes?

Citizens can express their wishes
and opinions by contacting the state
legislators in the affected states.
9. Does this mean that the job of the
International Wolf Center is now over?

No, the work of the International
Wolf Center is not over. The Center
advocates for the long-term survival
of wolf populations around the world,
and there remains much educational
and informational work to be done
to ensure that the public understands
the complexities of maintaining viable
populations of wolves in the face of
ever-expanding human populations
and loss of wild lands. m

The author wishes to thank Dave Mech for his
assistance and for answering the questions in
the Q and A section of this article.

Cornelia Hutt is an educator and
International Wolf Center board member
who lives in Purcellville, Virginia.

'.“o‘ For further information, p|ease visit the International Wolf Cenfer’s

Web site at www.wolf.org.

www.wolf.org
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