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Wolf-Livestock Compensation Pilot Program
I. FORWARD

The Department’'s Conservation Plan for Gray Wolves In California (Wolf Plan)
proposed a future that would include a wolf compensation program for livestock
producers impacted by wolf presence in California. The Budget Act of 2021 was the
legislature’s first authorization to fund the Department to implement a “wolf conflict
compensation pilot program™ and authorized the Department to “develop a grant
process to allocate funds to pay for the deterrence of wolf presence near livestock,
the impacts of wolf presence on livestock, and for verified loss of livestock for
participating ranchers” occurring on or after September 23, 2021. To that end, the
Department convened a diverse group of interested parties with diverse
perspectives, experience, and expertise, to participate in a wolf stakeholder working
group (Wolf SWG). The Wolf SWG aided the Department in gathering information
from other programs, and provided input for development of an interim program.

This effort led the Department to implement the first two prongs of the Interim Wolf-
Livestock Compensation Grants Program: direct loss compensation (prong 1) in
February 2022; and deterrent method compensation (prong 2) in May 2022. In this
final phase of program development, the Department is broadening the Wolf SWG
to solicit input and establish a mechanism for compensation of indirect impacts on
livestock due to wolf presence (prong 3). Each prong has its own legal and policy
implications that the Department will continue to explore going forward.

Il. PILOT PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Direct Loss Compensation (Prong 1)

Producers are eligible for compensation of direct loss of livestock (death, injury) due
to suspected wolf depredation, as determined during a depredation investigation
and documented in a CDFW Livestock Loss Determination Form. The following
payment formula is used, based on fair market value (FMV) at the time of sale, as
determined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, unless another valuation method
sets a different value:

e CURRENT: 100% of FMV for each head of livestock injured or killed due to
confirmed and probable wolf depredation.

e PROPOSED: 100% of FMV for each head of livestock injured or killed due to
confirmed, probable, and possible wolf depredation.

The Department classifies wolf depredation as “confirmed” when there is physical
evidence that an animal was injured or killed by a wolf; “probable” when there is
evidence to suggest wolf predation (e.g., telemetry data), but not enough evidence
to confirm if; and “possible” when there is evidence indicating an animal was
predated, and predation by a wolf cannot reasonably be excluded, in the
investigator's best professional judgment.

The Department recognizes that producers may experience a higher ratio of total
livestock losses (dead, missing) fo confirmed kills, due to suspected wolf depredation.
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The following payment formula has been proposed to the Department for
consideration and further discussion.

e PROPOSED: 3.5 (multiplier) x FMV for each head of cow “to help account for
lost future productivity (i.e., future calf production) from that cow. If a P4P
program is implemented, then this multiplier is negotiable.”

Nonlethal Deterrent Methods (Prong 2)

Eligible producers will continue to be compensated for the use of a wide variety of
nonlethal deterrent tools and actions. Producers may use known methods, as well as
techniques that may be newer in understanding or use, to deter wolf presence near
livestock. The following payment formula will be used, based on FMV at the time of
purchase and/or other valid valuation method as appropriate: 100% of valuation
method for each deterrent method used.

Pay For Presence (Prong 3)

The framework outlined in this draft concept is infended to meet the goals of the
Department for straightforward implementation of this first-ever state program. The
resulting program, from application to payment, will be designed with efficiency and
simplicity as key tenets. In anficipation of implementation, the Department has
continued planning internal administrative processes such that the three-prong pilot
program ‘roll out’ can be completed in a timely manner. The following draft concept
has been developed with consideration of the best available literature and various
sources including the Wolf Plan, Part ll, Appendix G (Phases 1-3 of Wolves in California,
Planned/Potential Options Common to all 3 Phases of Plan), other programs, and
proposals. Ultimately, the Department will fold recommendations into its infernal
decision-making to finalize adoption of the program.

lll. PAY FOR PRESENCE FRAMEWORK

Known Wolf Territory

The Department will identify each known wolf pack territory and core area within the
territory based on the best available data (e.g., satellite collar data, cameras, DNA)
each calendar year. A pack territory can change over fime due to many factors,
such as wildfire. A kernel density estimator (KDE) will be used to calculate resident
wolf pack territory and core area in California, similar to the federal Mexican Wolf
Program. It is one of the most statistically efficient methods available for home range
and probability density estimation.

e Pack territory: 95% KDE.
e Core area: 50% KDE of pack territory.

The Department will work closely with each applicant to determine if (1) a producer
operates in a known pack territory; and (2) within the core area of that territory.

Eligible Producers

Producers raising livestock within the known territory of a resident wolf pack may
apply for compensation. The program does not compensate producers for the
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presence of a dispersing wolf outside of known pack territory, as they are known to
travel widely, and their movements are unpredictable. The Department recognizes
that there may be extenuating circumstances, whereby eligibility may be considered
on a case-by-case basis.

Payment Formula

The Department recognizes that the impact of wolf presence on livestock in a known
wolf territory may include indirect costs such as weight loss and/or reduced
productivity. The following payment formula is proposed, based on FMV at the tfime
of sale, unless another valuation method sets a different value.

e PROPOSED (INDIRECT LOSS): 3.5% of FMV for each head of calf, inside the
core area of a wolf pack territory, that survive to fime of annual sale.

e PROPOSED (INDIRECT LOSS): 3.0% of FMV for each head of cow, inside the
core area of a wolf pack territory, that survive to time of annual sale.

e PROPOSED (INDIRECT LOSS): 2.0% of FMV for each head of cow and calf,
outside of the core areq, within a wolf pack territory, that survive to time of
annual sale. Livestock operations further from the core area will generally
experience less resident wolf activity.

To date, only cattle have been confirmed to be depredated by wolves in California.
Other livestock, such as sheep, may be at risk of wolf depredation and/or other
impacts due to wolf presence in the future. As more information becomes available,
the pay for presence formula will be adjusted to include livestock other than cattle.

Application Period

Compensation is retfroactive from September 23, 2021, and available annually during
the pilot program until all funds are expended, or June 30, 2026, whichever comes
sooner. The Department will accept applications year-round.

Application Package

The application form with the following supporting documentation will be considered
as part of a complete application package:
e Location(s) of operation.
Brief description of operation (e.g., pasture, grazing allotment).
Dates livestock are at location.
Type of livestock.
Total head of livestock (at start of season, at fime of sale).
Proof of FMV or other valid valuation method.

The Department will submit approved application packages to the State Conftroller’s
Office for invoice processing on January 315t of each year.

Grant Agreement

Upon review of the application, producers will enter info a Depredation Prevention
Agreement (i.e., application package) with the Department. The agreement will be
based on each producers’ unique circumstances, including livestock operation type,
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total head of livestock, and land use within a pack territory. One component of the
agreement will be evaluation of a nonlethal deterrent strategy to mitigate future
potential conflict. The deterrent tools and/or actions used as part of this strategy may
also be eligible for prong 2 compensation. During this pilot, collected data will be
analyzed closely in coordination with participating producers. The results will be used
to inform adjustments to the payment formula as the program expands through this
adaptive process. Further, the Department recognizes that there is little or no data
quantifying the effects of wolf presence near livestock in California. Additional
research and analysis are required.
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