
U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION STATEMENT FOR CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION
Within the spirit and intent of the Council on Environmental Quality's regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and other statutes, orders, and policies that protect fish and wildlife resources, I have established the following administrative record and determined that the following proposed action is categorically excluded from NEPA documentation requirements consistent with 40 CFR 1508.4, 516 DM 2.3A, 516 DM 2 Appendix 1, and 516 DM 6 Appendix 1.4.

Proposed Action and Alternatives.  

The Proposed Action Alternative is to approve a State Wildlife Grant Application for Federal Assistance for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW).  The purpose of this particular grant proposal is to support continued planning for and implementation of a subset of the activities included in their Wolf Conservation and Management Plan (2005), consistent with their Endangered Species Act Section 6 Cooperative Agreement (1987) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Oregon’s approved Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (2005).  In response to wolves already dispersing into Oregon from the Rocky Mountain gray wolf recovery area, the ODFW developed their Wolf Conservation and Management Plan.  The plan calls for population monitoring, research, and public outreach to enhance conservation and reduce predation.  In addition to supporting the continued planning for and implementation of a small subset of the activities included in the Wolf Conservation and Management Plan, this effort will also facilitate the adaptive nature of the state’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy by providing baseline information on the wolf population within the state. This information will be used to help determine whether the wolf should be included as one of the “species of greatest conservation concern” within that Strategy.
Under this grant, the ODFW will work in concert with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and USDA Wildlife Services to potentially trap, hold, anesthetize, and radio-collar a small sample of wolves (i.e., less than 5) during this project period.  However, there is a high likelihood that no animals will be trapped during this project period given the lack of confirmed wolf activity in the state.  Trapping or capturing will only be conducted by experienced personnel who are federally permitted.  Average mortality rates vary from about 1-2 percent for helicopter darting and helicopter net gunning and 1-5 percent for live-snaring and foot-trapping (Mech pers com).  Given that a maximum of 5 wolves are proposed to be captured for this purpose, such take is neither reasonably anticipated nor significant (5 wolves x 0.05 = 0.25 wolf).  A research and monitoring plan will be developed by a research team prior to initiating any capture work.  
Also included as part of this grant is a damage prevention outreach program aimed at landowners and livestock producers to provide information about non-lethal methods to avoid livestock depredations, a critical component for successful wolf recolonization of the state.  This will involve making personal contacts with landowners, informational meetings, web-based references, publications, and development of video materials.  If depredations occur during this project period, they will be referred to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and USDA Wildlife Services for response. 

At this time, there are no confirmed wolves in Oregon (Bangs 2005).  But the state has proactively prepared this plan recognizing that, as the population in Idaho continues to increase in size and expand, wolves will eventually make their way to Oregon.  With this federal assistance, the state would be better prepared to manage for the conservation of this federally endangered species.  For additional details about this alternative, please refer to the Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan (2005), which is herein incorporated by reference.
The No Action Alternative is to not approve this Application for Federal Assistance.  This would mean less money would be available to the state of Oregon for continued planning for and implementation of these portions of their Wolf Conservation and Management Plan, which was designed for the conservation of the species.
No additional alternatives were considered.
Additional Information.
The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1987) addressed these actions, and specifically identified that control plans are needed to resolve wolf-livestock conflicts.  In 1988, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Interim Wolf Control Plan was developed to enhance the propagation and survival of the gray wolf in Northern Montana.  Idaho was added to the Control Plan in 1990.  The Control Plan is designed to prevent and reduce livestock losses by removing the minimum number of wolves necessary to resolve depredations while continuing to recovery the species.  

The Control Plan has served as guidance for control of problem wolves in Northwestern Montana for 17 years, and has been in place for northern Idaho for 15 years.  During that time, the wolf population in those states has continued to expand, and is part of a metapopulation that has achieved biological recovery objectives.  As described in Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Removing the Western Distinct Population Segment of Gray Wolf from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (68 FR 15879), we have adopted the definition of wolf population viability and recovery developed in the 1994 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the reintroduction of gray wolves to Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho (Service 1994).  That definition is:  (Thirty breeding pairs of wolves (defined as an adult male and an adult female that raise at least 2 pups until December 31 of the year of their birth), comprising some +300 individuals in a metapopulation with some genetic exchange between subpopulations, for three successive years.(  At the end of 2004, estimates of wolf numbers were 452 wolves in the Central Idaho Recovery Area, 324 in the Greater Yellowstone Recovery Area, and 59 in the Northwest Montana Recovery Area - a total of 835 wolves.  Of approximately 110 packs (groups of 2 or more wolves), 66 packs met the EIS definition of breeding pair.  This made 2004, the 5th year in which 30 or more breeding pairs were documented within the recovery areas (USFWS et al. 2005).  

Wolves are not currently known to be present in Oregon.  However, since wolves were reintroduced into Idaho and Wyoming 10 years ago, that population had increased to at least 835 wolves (FWS et al. 2005) by the end of 2004 and surpassed recovery plan objectives. To date, three known wolves from the Idaho experimental population have dispersed into Oregon and were either killed or returned to Idaho. The last confirmed wolf in Oregon was documented in 2000.   
Given the following, the Proposed Action Alternative is not anticipated to result in any significant individual or cumulative impacts to the human environment: 

· the wolf population in the Rocky Mountain states is robust and the wolves that may arrive in Oregon within the project period of two years are from a metapopulation that has already achieved biological recovery objectives; 
· only a limited number of wolves are expected to arrive in Oregon during the lifetime of this grant; 
· the sample size of wolves proposed for capture and radio-collaring during the project period is small (less than 5); 
· the Oregon Wolf Control and Management Plan is an off-shoot of and shares many of the major provisions of the existing, approved wolf management plans; 
· the level of controversy associated with funding this proposal is expected to be low based on previous public involvement efforts conducted by ODFW; and, 

· the Division of Federal Assistance has made a “no affect” determination for this proposal pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA (2006).

Categorical Exclusion(s).  
The following categorical exclusions were utilized for this proposal:
· 516 DM 1.4 (A)(2) – Personnel training, environmental interpretation, public safety efforts, and other educational activities, which do not involve new construction or major additions to existing facilities.
· 516 DM 1.4 (A)(3) – The issuance and modification of procedures, including manuals, orders, guidelines, and field instructions, when the impacts are limited to administrative effects.
· 516 DM 1.4(B)(1) – Research, inventory, and information collection activities directly related to the conservation of fish and wildlife resources which involve negligible animal mortality or habitat destruction, no introduction of contaminants, or no introduction of organisms not indigenous to the affected ecosystem.
· 516 DM 1.4(B)(8) – Consultation and technical assistance activities directly related to the conservation of fish and wildlife resources.
· 516 DM 1.4(E)(2) – Grants for categorically excluded actions in paragraphs A, B, and C, above; and categorically excluded actions in Appendix 1 of 516 DM 2.

Extraordinary circumstances do not exist relative to the proposed action or its effects (see Public Involvement section for additional information about controversy).
Permits/Approvals.  

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a determination of “no affect” to listed species has been made based on the plan’s consistency with the existing Endangered Species Act Section 6 Cooperative Agreement (1987) that the USFWS has with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Refer to the Cooperative Agreement and Section 7 rationale (2006) for additional details.
Public Involvement/Interagency Coordination.  

The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission initiated a public process in 2002 to provide information to the public about wolves.  The process included four information meetings followed by 15 town hall meetings throughout Oregon in 2002-2003.  More than 2,000 people attended the town hall meetings. The Commission subsequently appointed a 14 member public advisory committee which assisted the department in developing a draft wolf conservation and management plan in 2004.  After six more public informational meetings on the draft plan, and three additional public hearings, the Commission adopted the plan in early 2005.  The plan was further discussed in a number of Legislative hearings during the 2005 Legislative session.  
Throughout the entire public process, approximately 4,300 comments were collected, with approximately 33% in support of the draft plan, 11% opposed to the draft plan, 27% providing general comments about wolves, and 29% recommended changes to the draft plan, which were all taken into consideration and incorporated, as appropriate.  This public process reduced the level of overall controversy related to the wolf conservation and management plan to one that is comparable to that for other state projects, such as setting hunting and fishing seasons.  Therefore, the level of controversy associated with granting the state funding for this subset of activities described within their Management Plan does not rise to the level of significance for this proposal.  Lastly, other states with extant wolf populations are provided with grant funding through Federal Assistance for various wolf management activities, and this proposal is thereby not precedent-setting.
Supporting Documents.  
Supporting documents for this determination include relevant office file material and the following key references: 
· Email communication with L. David Mech, Senior Scientist, Biological Resources Division, U.S. Geological Survey.  February 2, 2006.

· Email communication with Ed Bangs, USFWS Wolf Recovery Coordinator.  September 12, 2005.
· ODFW.  Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy for Oregon.  September 2005.

· ODFW.  Oregon Wolf Conservation and Management Plan.  2005.

· USFWS.  Environmental Action Statement on the Modified Interim Wolf Control Plan for Northwestern Montana and the Northern Panhandle of Idaho.  September 1999.

· USFWS.  Environmental Assessment, Interim Wolf Control Plan for Montana and Wyoming.  May 1988.

· USFWS.  Evaluation and Recommended Modifications of the Interim Control Plan.  July 1999.

· USFWS.  Interim Wolf Control Plan for Northwestern Montana and the Panhandle of Northern Idaho.  September 1999.

· USFWS.  Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan.  August 03, 1987.

· USFWS.  Section 7 rationale (part of the Application for Federal Assistance package).  2006.

· USFWS.  Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery 2004 Annual Report.  2005.

· USFWS and ODFW.  Endangered Species Act Section 6 Cooperative Agreement.  1987.

______________________________________________________            __________________

                                     (Project Leader)                                                                        (date)     


