





















































































































































































































































« 100 Mexican (gray) wolves” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982, p. 23). In other words, change in
this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would provide the Service with the authority to allow wolves
to establish territories outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.

Other than the “paltry data” mentioned in the 3-Year Review of the program, what evidence is there
that the goal of at least 100 wolves has not been achieved? According to members who are living
with wolves, the population of 100 Mexican Wolves has been met if not exceeded. Given the lack
of ability to track and verify un-collared wolves, it is impossible to determine how many wolves are
really on the ground. How will this change in an expanded reintroduction area?

It is highly like that the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) and its' partner agencies have failed to
take into consideration that there are many offspring that have survived and are not collared in the
MWEPA. How are un-collared offspring accounted for within the program? How many pups have
been born in the “wild” since 19987 What is the present status of each of those individuals? We
believe that many have survived and a better accounting of these wolves needs to be addressed.

What is the prey base out side of the BRWRA to support wolf populations? Sources within the
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish (NMDGF) indicate that New Mexico’s largest wildlife prey
base for predators lies within the Gila National Forest. What will wolves released or venturing
outside the Gila rely upon for food sources? What are the deer and elk populations in the full
expanse of the recovery area? What will be the impacts on livestock praduction in any expanded
area?

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) deer were envisioned as the primary food
source. Has that assumption been documented and verified in the wolf reintroduction program in
either the 3- or 5-year review? What impacts have the reintroduced wolves had on deer and elk
populations in the BRWRA and how will that translate in an expanded reintroduction area? While
the NMDGF has recently undertaken elk surveys to determine what impacts the wolves might be
having on elk, the director admits that there is only one year of work and no long term or
repeatable data on which to base any reasonable assumptions or decisions. fAttachment A /
Thompson Letter To The Editor 11.07]

What impacts have the reintroduced wolves had on other wildlife including turkeys, rodents, birds
or any other major prey base within the BRWRA? What impacts have they had on other predators
such as coyotes, mountain lions and bears? Are there wildlife interactions that impact other
endangered species in the region including the Mexican spotted owl that also requires a prey base
to survive?

In the FEIS depredation of livestock was assumed to be minimal. In actuality, there has been
tremendous impact to the individual ranching operations in the reintroduction area. What data has
the FWS or its partners accumuiated on impacts to livestock, including not only death loss, but
additional management costs, loss of opportunity and other costs ranchers are suffering?

Research on the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS issued by the FWS in 1996 indicates that the
assumptions of prey availability of both wild and domestic ungulates based on other regions
resulted in discrepancies between estimated livestock losses and what should be expected in the
BRWRA. [Attachment B / Maceina Analysis 7.99]

What are the physiological affects of dealing with the stress of depredating wolves? What are the
psychological effects of the reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf? Research indicates that children in
the current reintroduction area are exhibiting behaviors/symptoms that constitute the major
symptoms involved in the diagnosis of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder. [Attachment C / Martin
1999] How will these effects be mitigated in the existing reintroduction area and/or an expanded
area?
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Livestock producers outside the current reintroduction area are strongly opposed to boundary
expansion fearing the carnage they have seen their fellow producers suffer within that area.
However, there is little fairness in forcing those who are attempting to maintain livestock operations
or live within the current reintroduction area to continue to suffer losses at the same or enhanced
level. How will you better deal with these problems? What additional budgetary needs are
associated with better management of an existing or expanded program? Where will these funds
come from?

The program has failed within the current reintroduction area, as evidenced by the number of
wolves that have been repeatedly recaptured, lethally removed and not survived for various other
reasons. Animals have been hit by motor vehicles, shot (perhaps mistakenly during hunting
seasons) and harmed by other wildlife. Apparently none of these eventualities were examined in
the initial EIS. They should be considered in the current analysis.

There have been tremendous financial impacts on local families, communities and governments.
How will expanding the boundary address any of these issues?

An additional concern in expanding the area is the increased workload (depredation
investigation/removal) on the U.S. Department of Agriculture (UDSA) Animal & Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS) Wildlife Services (WS) without appropriate budget offset. WS
personnel are already being pulled from other WS predator management programs throughout the
state to address wolf problems. Those efforts are often funded at least partially by local residents
and governments who are now not receiving the services they are funding as a direct result of the
wolf program. The wolf program must absorb the full cost of the program.

Wolves over a larger landscape will limit WS and private applicator use of M-44s and the Livestock
Protection Collar creating increased coyote predation. This could easily put remaining sheep
praducers in the state out of business. In areas where wolf presence is confirmed, WS will end up
having to check coyote traps on a daily basis, effectively limiting the amount of equipment they
could have out at any one time. There will likely be additional non-wolf livestock predation that they
can not effectively deal with. What actions will be taken to offset these problems?

Until there is an effective compensation/interdiction/incentive program administered locally, there
should not be any expansion of the recovery area.

(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from
captivity only into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA. Management experience has
demonstrated that this stipulation in the 1998 NEPA final rule sets impractical limits on available
release sites and wolves that can be released into the secondary recovery zone, limits the Mexican
Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project’s (Project) ability to address genetic issues, and results in a
misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of “problem” animals that
have been translocated to the secondary zone after management removal due to livestock
depredation events. In other words, a change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would
possibly provide the Service the authority to release Mexican gray wolves from the captive
breeding population into New Mexico.

There is no "misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of ‘problem’
animals.” The FWS’s own news release on March 21, 2000 states: "An EA of the translocation of
previously released Mexican gray wolves within the BRWRA for management purposes was
completed February 10. 2000." What are the “management purposes” for which wolves have been
translocated? While livestock depredation is most certainly not the only “management” issue
involved, nuisance behavior such as habituation around communities, schools and homes as well
as depredation on pets and domestic animals appear to be the only other “management” purposes
that have been utilized in translocation.

(o]



Translocations or releases of known problem wolves (habituated or those with any history of
livestock predation) should not be allowed. The captive wolf population is huge. Why are there
additional problems being created by releasing known problem animals? There is a current
bottleneck in the holding pens at Sevilletta National Wildlife Refuge and Ladder Ranch, at least
partially because there are several animals that cannot be re-released due to habitual livestock
depredation. Itis our understanding that FWS is attempting to use a reversible vasectomy
technigue to attempt to create space. They should either find space in a captive breeding facility
(all already full) or euthanize these animals. If not they will impact decisions regarding future
removals because there is nowhere to put "bad wolves". There is also no known way to turn “bad
wolves” into “good wolves.” Another alternative would be to use these animals to research rabies
vaccination programs that are much needed within the program.

However, releasing “fresh” or inexperienced wolves may not be a solution either. The wolves
released in Arizona initially were fresh or inexperienced, yet were translocated to New Mexico for
“management purposes.” What were the management purposes? Are management agencies
habituating these animals to humans by continued feeding of road-killed animals, carnivore logs
(made mostly of horse meat) or by trapping and handling in human settings then transporting them
in camper shelled vehicles that cannot help but permeate human scent? The affect of these
management techniques must be analyzed in the overall context of wolf behavior.

If genetics are to be a reason for translocation, then all the genetic information available should be
included in the upcoming EIS including but not limited to: Pedigree Analysis Of Captive Popuiation
Of Mexican Wolf, Phillip S. Miller, Arizona State Universily, 1994 Correspondence, Roy McBride /
Dave Parsons 1997. [Attachments D & E]

Could it be that this inbred, captive population of wolves is simply not genetically stable enough to
survive in the *“wild?"

These wolves have demonstrated the propensity to mate with dogs, which has resulted in the need
to destroy at least two (2) sets of pups. How will this issue be addressed in the future?

(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the
White Sands Wolf Recovery Area. However, the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area is not of
sufficient size nor does it have sufficient prey density to function as an independent recovery area.

The issue here is obvious. NMCGA whole-heartedly agrees if there is no prey base and the area
is not sufficient in size, there should not be any releases done. The size of WSMR would never
contain the wolves nor is there enough of a prey base to keep them within the boundaries of
WSMR. However we firmly believe that the same logic needs to be applied recovery area-wide.

d) Limited provisions for private individuals to ‘harass” wolves engaged in nuisance
behavior or livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public,
or Tribal lands. Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule aflow for “opportunistic, noninjurious
harassment” of wolves by private individuals; that is, individuals are not allowed to harass wolves
in such a manner as to even potentially result in bodily injury or death of a Mexican gray wolf.
Management experience in the BRWRA, as well as the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS gray wolf
recovery program, suggests that a variety of harassment methods could provide an effective
deterrent to problem Mexican gray wolf behavior, as well as increasing public acceptance of
Mexican gray wolf recovery. All possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored.

Amendment of the of the 10(J) rule must include the authority to harass Mexican wolves for the
purposes of scaring them away from people. buildings. facilities, pets and livestock. Specific
language is needed to state a person may kill or injure a wolf if threatened by a wolf or in defense
of another who is threatened, and may, kill a wolf that is not responding to harassment and is



consistently in populated areas frequented by people and showing signs of being desensitized to
human encounters.

The amendment should aiso include the harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by the FWS
or other federal, tribal or state agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or become
habituated to humans and pose a demonstrable threat to human safety. This provision should
include providing a federal take pemnit for local county law enforcement personnel to allow them to
lethally take a wolf for immediate protection of human safety. NMCGA reiterates that the agencies
must stop habituating these animals to humans via their own management practices.

The FEIS must include mitigation of the false and misleading information that has been issued as
“public education” during scoping meetings including the power point presentation and the contents
of posters that contain faulty information on wolf removals, livestock, and depredations. For
example, one poster indicated that upon petition, livestock depredations are paid for by the
Defenders of Wildlife (DOW). The reality is that the level of confirmation for DOW payment is so
high that a relatively few head of livestock have been compensated for. Additionally the DOW
demands wolf acceptance as part of the price of compensation. A compensation program with
strings attached is not a compensation program. If the government wants wolves, then the
government should pay the compensation.

NMCGA believes that more intensive and widespread data should be collected on wolf diet using
scat studies throughout the recovery area rather than a single point and time that leads to incorrect
conclusions that wolves’ diets mostly consist of elk (75%) as noted on a pie chart in the scoping
and educational posters. This study is out of date and far too small to legitimately make this claim.
There is also reason to believe that this data was collected in areas where livestock were not
present during the analysis. Any NEPA analysis should provide for better information collection in a
new rule.

Another misconception that is prevalent in information distributed by "environmental” groups is that
wolves have never been documented killing anyone in North America. This is a dangerous
falsehood that is misleading the public and must corrected. Wolves have been documented all over
the world killing and eating people (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of fatal wolf attacks). North
America has its own documented cases. The recent killing of Kenton Carnegie and in many old
news reports (see http:/MWwww.aws.ven.com/wolf attacks on _humans.html) demonstrated that
wolves can and will kill humans in North America.

The practice of utilizing helicopters and planes to dispense with depredating wolves must NOT be
eliminated. This country is too large and rugged to lose this ability to address or capture problem
wolves. Elimination of these tools would hamper any ability for rapid and effective wolf removal.
The longer a depredating wolf is allowed to remain on the ground, the more damage it is allowed to
do. A major reason ranchers in the recovery area feel so helpless in the face of the Mexican wolf
program is the inability of federal and state management agencies to quickly and effectively
address depredating animals. Elimination of aerial tools will only make matters worse.

An amended 10(J) rule must include implementation of a federally funded pilot program aimed at
compensation and interdiction to be run by ranching interests who are the experts in the field of
livestock depredation causes and interdictions needs to be established.

Takings impiications and assessments must be included in rulemaking and management planning
in order to determine the scope of compensation necessary for private property owners for
depredation and losses caused by the program. In addition to losses for livestock, compensation
must be provided for the loss of pets.

(e} Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ‘‘take” of wolves in the
act of attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands. However, domestic dog
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injuries and mortalities have occurred within the BRWRA due to interactions between wolves and
dogs, primarily near people's homes. Lack of take authority in instances where take may have
been warranted has resulted in substantial negalive impacts on some local residents and visitors to
the BRWRA.

Livestock owners or their agents must be allowed to “take” (including kill or injure) any wolf
engaged in the act of killing, wounding, or biting livestock on federally administered lands (see
change in definitions below) anywhere within the Mexican wolf experimental population area,
including within the designated wolf recovery areas.

(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: “breeding pair,” ‘‘depredation
incident,” and ““thresholds for permanent removal.’’ In addition, there is a need to identify other
possible impediments to establishing wolves, such as the livestock carcass management and
disposal issue identified in the 3-year review of the project (Paquet et al. 2001, p. 63). The authors
of this report recommended that the Service ‘require livestock operators on public land to ltake
some responsibility for carcass management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that wolves become
habituated to feeding on livestock.” In other words, if a new final rule is promulgated that
incorporales this recommendation from the 3-year review, jt may result in redefining “nuisance
wolves” and “problem wolves” so as to exclude animals that scavenge on the carcasses of
livestock that died of non-wolf causes.

There is a need for better definitions in the new rule, management plans and any Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) that may result from a new rule, including:

BREEDING PAIR: an adult male and an aduit female that are firmly mated and have the
potential to breed and raise a litter of pups in the upcoming breeding season

ACTIVE PACK: two (2) or more wolves that are attached to each other and exhibit pack
behavioral characteristics.

DEPREDATION: the confirmed killing or wounding of a domestic animal by one (1) or
more wolves.

INCIDENT: the killing or wounding of a domestic animal by one (1) or more wolves.

ENGAGED IN THE ACT OF KILLING, WOUNDING OR BITING LIVESTOCK: to be
engaged in the act of grasping, biting, attacking, wounding, or feeding upon livestock that are alive
or were alive within the past 24 hours.

LIVESTOCK: any animal routinely contributing to the ability of a small businessman to
earn a livelihood including but not limited to cattle, horses, goats, burros, flamas, chickens, stock
dogs, guard dogs, hunting dogs and other domestic animal to which value is attached and the loss
of which would prove to be a financial hardship and result in the takings of private property
(pursuant to the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution). We would also like to include any pets;
dogs, cats, riding horses, etc. to this definition.

PUBLIC LAND: lands available for dispersion into private ownership under general land
laws to which no claim or rights of others has attached.

FEDERAL LAND: lands in which the United States retains a proprietary interest and prior
claims and rights are attached.

TAKE: to harm, hunt, shoot, wound or Kill.

UNAVOIDABLE OR UNINTENTIONAL TAKE: take which occurs despite reasonable
care and is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, and is not done with purpose. Taking a wolf by
trapping will be considered unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is released and the capture is
reported within 24 hours. Taking a wolf will be considered unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is
taken during a legal hunting activity, is non-negligent and is reported within 24 hours.

LEGALLY PRESENT LIVESTOCK: should be defined as livestock occurring where the
owner has beneficial use of water rights.

Definitions from the current rule that do not warrant change or addition include the following:
Occupied Mexican Wolf Range, Opportunistic, Non-injurious harassment. Primary recovery zone,
Prablem wolves, Rendezvous site, Secondary recovery zone, Wolf recovery area. Specifically, the



deﬁnition of problem wolf should not be gerrymandered to change the guidance associated with
management of problem behavior.

Full investigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal, including the increased cost to
livestock operations and the environmental consequences of blowing up carcasses to air, [and and
water, must be conducted. If livestock carcass removal is to be considered, then the removal of
carcasses, both wild and domestic, killed by wolves and the cost associated with that must be
determined. The FWS's own Ed Bangs as been widely been quoted as saying “The idea that
wolves eat a dead cow, think beef tastes great, then slart attacking cattle is mythology. As eating
carrion and killing prey is two totally different wolf behaviors. Wolves often scavenge all they can.
Normal range practice out here makes it nearly impossible to find and bury [or blow up for human
safety concerns as they do for G. bears issues and livestock carcasses along lrails] every carcass
So livestock carcass disposal is within ‘normal’ and traditional livestock husbandry practices,
feeding on livestock carcasses is a very different thing than attacking livestock- one doesn't
necessarily lead to the other.

(g) The issues addressed in this scoping process include issues addressed in a petition for
Rulemaking dated March 29, 2004 provided to the Service by the Center for Biological
Diversity. This Notice, and the subsequent public notice and comment period, will provide
the public an opportunity to comment on the issues provided in the Center for Biological
Diversity’s Petition for Rulemaking.

Why was petition for rulemaking filed by the NMCGA, NMFLC, NMWGI, NMFLB, GLGA, and
ACGA filed in May 2006 not considered as a part of this scoping process, if other petitions such as
the one mentioned above were made a part of the scoping? The petition is attached and all parts
are hereby submitted as scoping issues. fAttachment F]

Issues Related to Evaluation of the Environmental Impacts

We are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse
effects that might be caused by amendment of the 1998 NEP final rule that established the
current NEP of Mexican gray wolf. You may wish to consider the following issues when
providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

The effects of wolves on watersheds spread of disease on domestic and wild animal populations
needs to be addressed. Many diseases need to be taken into consideration. Rabies is currently
the utmost concern in the reintroduction area. Given the incidence of grey fox rabies in Catron
County, we would like to know the vaccination status of the released wolves. It is our
understanding that there are no licensed vaccines approved for use in wolves, so it is not legal to
vaccinate wolves with rabies vaccine in New Mexico. Are wolves being vaccinated? If so, how
does this comply with state law? If not, what risk is posed to the wild and domestic animal
populations as well as humans?

There are several zoonotic diseases of concern, especiaily those that are shed in feces and urine.
Some of these zoonotics would be sarcocystaosis, echinococcus, ascariasis, cysticercosis and
neospora caninum. These are parasites passed in feces that can cause disease in both humans
and livestock. Neospora causes abortion in cattle and wolves have been shown to be an
intermediate host to this parasite. Other viral and bacterial diseases of concern would be
distemper, adenovirus, brucellosis and leptospira. Leptospirosis and brucellosis are both a concern
for humans and livestock. Some of these parasites and diseases can be transmitted fo pets then
on to their owners. How does USFWS intend to address these concerns?

How has the introduction of the wolf impacted the migration of elk within the recovery area? Has it
_improved riparian areas as documented in Yellowstone? Or, has it harmed them?
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(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

Livestock production has been the foundation of New Mexico's tri-ethnic culture for over 400 years.
How is the wolf program changing that culture? What can and will be done to mitigate these
changes?

NMCGA requests a full disclosure of social, cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and
local governments to include the loss of tax revenue and increased government operation costs
due to presence of introduced wolves. We ask that a specific economic analysis on ranches that
are being harmed be conducted and that individual rancher and the individual county level
economic impact be evaluated. That the cumulative impacts wolf reintroduction and recovery
should be analyzed using local, county developed information on jobs, poverty and economics.
Analysis that is national or regional in scope fails to depict the real impacts of wolf reintroduction.

NMCGA believes that livestock production in the release and recovery area must not be negatively
affected by this program.

(¢) Impacts on human health and safety;

There must be improvement in wolf monitoring and honest communication to insure that residents
in the release and recovery areas are informed when wolves are in close proximity. Ranchers
have been willing to work with the wolf program and move livestock when wolves are in the area.
However, program managers have refused to provide timely information to allow that movement
before depredation occurs. This does nothing to aide the wolves or the program and does great
harm to the relationship between livestock owners and wildlife management agencies. There is a
definite need to facilitate documentation of predation on livestock as well.

The 10(J) rule should clearly document. through appropriate mapping that families and small
businesses reside in current and potential wolf habitat. The general public has been misinformed
on this count resulting in the misconception that wolves are roaming free in vast areas of
uninhabited, unroaded areas. That could not be further from the truth.

There must be an analysis of wolf occupancy of lands where domestic livestock are present, where
families and children reside, and where domestic animals may contract a parasite or disease and
spread it to humans or where wolves may directly deposit infectious material near residences
needs to be conducted.

Catron County is currently building cages to provide safety for youngsters at bus stops where
children wait for schaol buses or their parents. fAttachment G / Declaration of Loren Cushman
12.07] Why is the federal government not addressing these safety needs? Why is the federal
government not providing funding for these shelters?

Also see Attachment C.
(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

An analysis of problems associated with epizootic disease carried by wolves and potentially carried
in wolf feces needs to by done. The potential affects of these diseases on people, domestic
animals including pets, working dogs, and other wildlife should be evaluated in the new EIS.

How has the reintroduction of wolves negatively impacted famiiy ranches, putting them out of
business and forcing them to subdivide their private property affecting the air, soil, and water in
wolf recovery area? How do more roads needed for subdivisions impact air, soil and water quality
in the region and the state?



As previously mentioned, what will be the impacts of blowing up carcasses, if that is a selected
alternative?

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

Other than the obvious effect of wolves depredating on livestock, NMCGA would also like to know
how wolves are affecting grazing patterns for livestock and wildlife. Are elk migration patterns
being altered creating new or additional impacts on agricultural lands within and outside the
boundary areas? NMCGA believes this to be an integral part of wolf management and must be
addressed in the FEIS.

We are also extremely concerned about the impacts on WS resources and funding that is already
affecting individuals across the state. The fact that they are not being fully funded to participate in
the wolf program is causing hardship in other counties that are not presently in wolf country due to
the fact that WS is required to pull resources and staff to deal with wolf depredations in something
approaching at timely manner. There is a desperate need to fully fund WS for wolf program needs.

How is or will the subdivision of private land now associated with ranching operations affecting
agriculture lands in the wolf recovery areas? How is the loss of the tax base generated by the

livestock industry impacting county services like road maintenance that in turn impacts agricultural
lands?

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

See Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP (a)

Additionally NMCGA is concerned with the animal cruelty aspects of the Mexican wolf
reintroduction program. New Mexico has fairly stringent animal cruelty laws. fAttachment H] If a
domestic pet owner were to release an animal in the “wild” without food, water, and shelter they
would face criminal penalties under New Mexico state law. These wolves have been raised in
zoos and breeding facilities for well over 30 years and have lost the ability to survive in the wild.
They have been habituated to humans and associate humans with a means of food in those
facilities and, because of management practices, in the wild as well. NMCGA requests that New
Mexico Statutes be reviewed and assurance be provided that there is no violation.

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income populations;

We firmly believe that this program is having a disproportionately high and adverse impact on
minority’s and low income populations within the Mexican wolf recovery area.

More than 50 percent of New Mexico's population is minority, either Indian or Hispanic as
documented at http://www.city-data.com/states/New-Mexico-Ethnic-groups.html

All US cities
New Mexico bigger cities, New Mexico smaller cities, New Mexico small cities
New Mexico detailed state quide

New Mexico - Ethnic groups

New Mexico has two large minorities: Indians and Hispanics. [n 2000, the estimated American
indian population was 173,483 (9.5% of the total population—the 2nd-highest percentage of any
state). Part of Arizona's great Navaho reservation extends across the border into New Mexico.
New Mexico's Navaho population was recorded as 67,397 in 2000. There are 2 Apache
reservations, 19 Pueblo villages (including one for the Zia in Sandoval County), and lands allotted
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lto other tribes. Altogether, Indian lands cover 8,152,895 acres (3,299,477 hectares), 10.5% of New
Mexico's area (2nd only to Arizona in proportion of Indian lands). In 2000 the Zuni lands had a
population of 7,758, and the Acoma reservation had 2,802 residents.

The Hispanic population is an old one, descending from Spanish-speaking peoples who lived there
before the territory was annexed by the US. In 2000, Hispanics and Latinos (including a small
number of immigrants from modern Mexico) numbered 765,386 or 42.1% of the total state
population.

As of 2000, an estimated 19,255 Asians, 1,503 Pacific Islanders, and 34,343 black Americans lived
in the state.

In Catron County, the county most impacted by wolves at the present time, there is a
disproportionate number of residents with income below the poverty level as doacumented at
http://mww.city-data.com/county/Catron County-NM.html

County population in 2005: 3,409 (all rural)

County owner-occupied houses and condos: 1,273
Renler-occupied apartments: 311

% of renters here: NI 0%

State: I 307

Land area: 6928 sq. mi.

Water area: 1.2 sq mi.

Population density: O people per square mile |(very low).

Residents with income below the paverty fevel in 1999
This county: NN 24 5%
Whole state: NN 18.4%

Residents with income below 50% of the poverty level in 1999:
This county: I . 5%
Whole state: NN 7.3%

Industries providing employment: Agricullure, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining (19.8%), Educational, health and social
services (17.2%). Construction (14.5%).

Type of workers:

s Private wage or salary: 51%

*  Government: 28%

s  Self-emplayed, not incorporated: 20%
¢ Unpaid family work: 2%

Catron County, New Mexica business data: stores, dealers, real estate aqents, wholesalers, restaucants...

Races in Catron County, New Mexico:

¢  White Non-Hispanic (75.8%)
*  Hispanic (19.2%)

*  Otherrace (5.4%)

*  American Indian (3.7%)

*  Two or more races (3.6%)

(Total can be greater than 100% because Hispanics could be counted in other races)

Median resident age: I 47 8 years
New Mexico median age: I 34 6 years

Males: 1,812 o (B51.1%)
Females: 1,731 SEEE=TE) (48.9%)



" Average wage per job in 2003: $23,322
Counly papulation in 2003: 3,453
Jobs in 2003: 683

Total labor force in 2004: 1,441
Unemployment rate in 2004: 7.5%

Average household size:
Catron County: I ? 2 people
New Mexico: M 6 people

Estimated median household income in 2005: $26,243 ($23,892 in 2000)
This county N 376,243
New Mexico: NG 537,492

Estimated median house/condo value in 2005; $108,784
Catron County INNEEEEEE 5108 784
New Mexico. TN 125,500

Median montly rent in 2000: $392
Institutionalized population: 9
Median manthly costs for houses with a mongage in Catron County in 2000: $646

How many ranchers have been put out of business due to the reintroduction of Mexican wolves?
How many ranches have changed hands as a result of the program? How many head of livestock
current run in the reintroduction area? How many were there at the onset of this program?

What authority does the Mexican woif program have to release predators that may impact
sovereign nations including the large number of Indian nations and pueblos in New Mexico?

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects;

Livestock kills as a result of wolf management rather than grazing cycles must be properly
analyzed. Currently program managers and “environmental” groups are using subjective and
speculative information to shift blame for increased depredation problems. An example of this is
the claim made in the scoping “education” posters that a year-round grazing causes more livestock
depredation. Where s the scientific proof of this statement?

We would like to stress that the FWS needs to commit to maintain the 10(J) status of the Mexican
wolf program and add common sense approaches to managing probiem wolves that are causing
an economic burden on livestock producers, small businesses and families in the MWEPA. SOP
13 needs to be retained and improved upon to help mitigate problem wolves. Arbitrarily assigning a
strike to one wolf in a pack is not addressing the very real and serious depredation problem. If a
pack of wolves is involved in a depredation they all are becoming habituated. To arbitrarily pick
one of them as the culprit does nothing to help the program. Given the over population problems in
breeding facilities there is no excuse in trying to keep problem wolves on the ground. There is an
adequate supply of them to release that are not habituated livestock killers.

Improved lethal and non-lethal control techniques needs to be established to help facilitate an
improved program for wolf recovery.

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or
requirements.

Has the FWS consulted with any of the Indian Tribes within the MWEPA? It is our understanding
that there has been no interaction between the Navajo people and the FWS. Consultation with the
tribes need 1o take place including but not limited to; Navajo Nation (including Alamo, Ramah, and
Tohaijiilee), Laguna Pueblo, Acoma Pueblo, Mescalero Apaches, Isleta Pueblo, Zuni Pueblo,
Sandia Pueblo, San Felipe Pueblo, Santa Ana Pueblo, Zia Pueblo, Jemez, Cochiti Pueblo, Santo
Domingo Pueblo, and Tesuque Pueblo.
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Additional Issues:

It appears, from the outside at least, that the NMDGF and the FWS are duplicating efforts in
terms of pragram development and addressing critical needs. The NMDGF is soliciting
comments on a Concept Statement [Aftachment {]. Many of these concepts are
unacceptable to NMCGA members thus jeopardizing efforts by the FWS to cooperate with
livestock owners.

NMCGA is deeply concerned with the advocacy by pro-wolf groups that was allowed at the
Albuguerque scoping meeting. Although FWS officials stated otherwise at the onset of the
meeting, one gentleman was allowed to participate in the meeting wearing a banner on his
stomach (a photo is available if necessary). Little Red Riding Hood and Wolf characters
were allowed to parade around the room. If these were supposed to be meetings to gather
issues to be addressed in an EIS, why were these theatrics allowed to proceed?

Why is the address of those commenting made public? s this in conflict with the Privacy
Act? Does this not pose a security risk for those who oppose the program? There is
already a web site selling wearing apparel and writing materials advocating shooting cows
(http:/iwww.cafepress.com/lateniteqrafix/2808375).

Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide input into this scoping process. We look
forward to your responses to our questions and suggestions as well as participation in the EIS
process.

Sincerely,

Caren Cowan
Executive Director

cc: Governor Bill Richardson
Senator Pete V. Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Tom Udall
Congressman Steve Pearce
Congresswoman Heather Wilson
New Mexico Legislature
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Sustainable Agriculture Protecting The Environment & All Its Creatures

December 28, 2007 RECEIVED

Mr. Brian Millsap, State Administrator UEL R 1 2007
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service USFWS_NMESFO
Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessential
Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray

Wolf”).
Dear Mr. Millsap:

On behalf of the New Mexico Wool Growers, Inc. (NMWGI), the state's oldest livestock trade organization
with more than a century of advocacy for the sheep industry, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
above captioned action.

It is well known that the NMWGI has opposed the Mexican Wolf reintroduction program from its onset,
including engaging in litigation against the program. However, the program does exist and is having
tremendous impact on our members. With that in mind, we submit the following comments in the spirit of
cooperation and in an attempt to lesson the burden on members currently facing wolves and members who may
be facing wolves in their area in the future.

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the analysis of alternatives is the core of the document.
According to the courts, an agency must consider alternatives, even if they are not within the agency’s
jurisdiction or are not authorized by enabling legislation. Thus, as required by such case law, one legal and
reasonable option to this process should be the termination of the program. NMWGI requests that
termination be analyzed as a viable alternative

Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges outside the Blue Range

Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released into the BRWRA or taken into captivity. This
stipulation stemmed from the intention in the 1998 NEP final rule that wolves would not be reestablished
throughout the entire Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA), but only within the BRWRA.
which is u sub area of the MWEPA. However. analysis indicates that removals for boundary violations due ro
wolves dispersing or establishing territories outside the BRIWRA are not conducive to achieving the
reintroduction project objective of “reestablishing a viable. self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican
(grav) wolves™ (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982, p. 23). In other vwords, change in this aspect of the 1998
NEP final rule would provide the Service with the authority (o allow wolves 1o establish territories owtside :he
boundaries of the BRIVRA.

P.O. Box 7520 Albuquerque. NM 87194 Phone: (505) 247-0584  Fax: (505) 842-1766 223t Rio Grande NW
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" Other than the “paltry data™ mentioned in the 3-Year Review of the program, what evidence is there that the
goal of at least 100 wolves has not been achieved? According to members who are living with wolves, the
population of 100 Mexican Wolves has been met if not exceeded. Given the lack of ability to track and verify
un-collared wolves, it is impossible to determine how many wolves are really on the ground. How will this
change in an expanded reintroduction area? ~

It is highly like that the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) and its’ partner agencies have failed to take into
consideration that there are many offspring that have survived and are not collared in the MWEPA. How are un-
collared offspring accounted for within the program? FHow many pups have been born in the “wild” since
19987 What is the present status of each of those individuals? We believe that many have survived and a betier
accounting of these wolves needs to be addressed.

What is the prey base out side of the BRWRA to support wolf populations? Sources within the New Mexico
Department of Game & Fish (NMDGF) indicate that New Mexico’s largest wildlife prey base for predators lies
within the Gila National Forest. What will wolves released or venturing outside the Gila rely upon for food
sources? What are the deer and elk populations in the full expanse of the recovery area? What will be the
impacts on livestock production in any expanded area?

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) deer were envisioned as the primary food source. Has that
assumption been documented and verified in the wolf reintroduction program in either the 3- or 5-year review?
What impacts have the reintroduced wolves had on deer and elk populations in the BRWRA and how will that
translate in an expanded reintroduction area? While the NMDGF has recently undertaken elk surveys to
determine what impacts the wolves might be having on elk, the director admits that there is only one year of
work and no long term or repeatable data on which to base any reasonable assumptions or decisions.

What impacts have the reintroduced wolves had on other wildlife including turkeys, rodents, birds or any other
major prey base within the BRWRA? What impacts have they had on other predators such as coyotes,
mountain lions and bears? Are there wildlife interactions that impact other endangered species in the region
including the Mexican spotted owl that also requires a prey base to survive?

In the FEIS depredation of livestock was assumed to be minimal. In actuality, there has been tremendous
impact to the individual ranching operations in the reintroduction area. What data has the FWS or its partners
accumulated on impacts to livestock, including not only death loss, but additional management costs, loss of
opportunity and other costs ranchers are suffering?

Research on the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS issued by the FWS in 1996 indicates that the assumptions of
prey availability of both wild and domestic ungulates based on other regions resulted in discrepancies between
estimated livestock losses and what should be expected in the BRWRA.

What are the physiological affects of dealing with the stress of depredating wolves? What are the psychological
effects of the reintroduction of the Mexican Wolf? Research indicates that children in the current reintroduction
area are exhibiting behaviors/svmptoms that constitute the major symptoms involved in the diagnosis ofPost
Traumatic Stress Disorder. How will these effects be mitigated in the existing reintroduction area and/or an

expanded area?

Livestock producers outside the current reintroduction area are stronglv opposed to boundary expansion fearing
the carnage they have seen their fellow producers sutfer within that area. However. there is little tairness in
forcing those who are attempting to maintain livestock operations or live within the current reintroduction area
to continue to sutfer losses at the same or enhanced level. How will vou better deal with these problems? Whal
additional budgetarv needs are associated with better management of an existing or expanded program? Where
will these funds come trom?



" The program has failed within the current reintroduction area, as evidenced by the number of wolves that have

been repeaiedly recaptured, lethally removed and not survived for various other reasons. Animals have been hit
by motor vehicles, shot (perhaps mistakenly during hunting seasons) and harmed by other wildlife. Apparently
none of these eventualities were examined in the initial EIS. They should be considered in the current analysis.

There have been tremendous financial impacts on local families, communities and governments. How will
expanding the boundary address any of these issues?

An additional concern in expanding the area is the increased workload (depredation investigation/removal) on
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (UDSA) Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) Wildlife
Services (WS) without appropriate budget offset. WS personnel are already being pulled from other WS
predator management programs throughout the state to address wolf problems. Those efforts are often funded
at least partially by local residents and governments who are now not receiving the services they are funding as
a direct result of the wolf program. The wolf program must absorb the full cost of the program.

Wolves over a larger landscape will limit WS and private applicator use of M-44s and the Livestock Protection
Collar creating increased coyote predation. This could easily put remaining sheep producers in the state out of
business. In areas where wolf presence is confirmed, WS will end up having to check coyote traps on a daily
basis, effectively limiting the amount of equipment they could have out at any one time. There will likely be
addittonal non-wolf livestock predation that they can not effectively deal with. What actions will be taken to
offset these problems?

Until there is an effective compensation/interdiction/incentive program administered locally, there should not be
any expansion of the recovery area.

(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from captivity only inio th=
primary recovery tone of the BRWRA. Management experience has demonstrated that this stipulation in the
1998 NEPA final rule sets impractical limits on available release sites andwolves that can be released into the

secondary recovery zone, limits the Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project's (Project) ability to address

genetic issues, and results in a misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of
“problem’’ animals that have been translocated to the secondary zone after management removal due to

livestock depredation events. In other words, a change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would possibly
provide the Service the authority to release Mexican gray wolves from the captive breeding population into New

Mexico.

There is no “misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of ‘problem’ animals.” The
FWS’s own news release on March 21, 2000 states: “‘An EA of the translocation of previouslv released Mexican
grav wolves within the BRWRA for management purposes was completed Februarv 10. 2000.” What are the
“management purposes’” for which wolves have been translocated? While livestock depredation is most
certainly not the only “management” issue involved. nuisance behavior such as habituation around
communities. schools and homes as well as depredation on pets and domestic animals appear to be the only
other “management” purposes that have been utilized in translocation.

Translocations or releases of known problem wolves (habituated or those with any history of livestock
predation) should not be allowed. The captive wolf population is huge. Why are there additional problems
being created by releasing known problem animals? There is a current bottleneck in the holding pens at
Sevilletta National Wildlife Refuge and Ladder Ranch. at least partially because there are several animals that
cannot be re-released due o habitual livestock depredation. It is our understanding that FWS is attempting to
use a reversible vasectomy technique to attempt to create space. Thev shouid either tind space in a captive
breeding facility (all already full) or euthanize these animals. If not they will impact decisions regarding future
removals because there is nowhere to put "bad wolves". There is also no known way to turn “bad wolves™ into
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" “good wolves.” Another alternative would be to use these animals to research rabies vaccination programs that
are much needed within the program.

However, releasing “fresh” or inexperienced wolves may not be a solution either. The wolves released in
Arizona initially were fresh or inexperienced, yet were translocated to New Mexico for “management
purposes.” What were the management purposes? Are management agencies habituating these animals to
humans by continued feeding of road-killed animals, camivore logs (made mostly of horse meat) or by trapping
and handling in human settings then transporting them in camper shelled vehicles that cannot help but permeate
human scent? The affect of these management techniques must be analyzed in the overall context of wolf
behavior.

If genetics are to be a rcason for translocation, then all the genetic information available should be included in
the upcoming EIS including but not limited to: Pedigree Analysis Of Captive Population Of Mexican Wolf,
Phillip S. Miller, Arizona State University, 1994 Correspondence, Roy McBride / Dave Parsons [997.

Could it be that this inbred, captive population of wolves is simply not genetically stable enough to survive in
the “wild?”

These wolves have demonstrated the propensity to mate with dogs, which has resulted in the need to destroy at
least two (2) sets of pups. How will this issue be addressed in the future?

(¢) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the White Sands Wolf
Recovery Area. However, the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area is not of sufficient size nor does it have
sufficient prey density to function as an independent recovery area.

The 1ssue here is obvious. NMWGI whole-heartedly agrees if there is no prey base and the area is not sufficient
in size, there should not be any releases done. The size of WSMR would never contain the wolves nor is there
enough of a prey base to keep themn within the boundaries of WSMR. However we firmly believe that the same
logic needs to be applied recovery area-wide.

d) Limited provisions for private individuals to “‘harass’’ wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or livestock
depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public, or Tribal lands. Current provisions in
the 1998 NEP final rule allow for "‘opportunistic, noninfurious harassment’’ of wolves by private individuals;
that is, individuals are not allowed to harass wolves in such a manner as to even potentially result in bodily
infury or death of a Mexican gray wolf. Management experience in the BRWRA. as well as the Northern Rocky
Mountain DPS gray wolf recovery program, suggests that a variety of harassment methods could provide an
effective deterrent to problem Mexican gray wolf behavior, as well as increasing public acceprance of Mexican
gray wolf recovery. All possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored

Amendment of the of the 10(J) rule must include the authority to harass Mexican wolves for the purposes of
scaring them away from people, buildings, facilities, pets and livestock. Specific language is needed to state a
person may kill or injure a wolf if threatened by a wolf or in defense of another who is threatened, and may, kill
a wolf that is not responding to harassment and is consistently in populated areas frequented by people and
showing signs of being desensitized to human encounters.

The amendment should also include the harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by the FWS or other
federal. tribal or state agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or become habituated to humans and pose
a demonstrable threar to human satety. This provision should include providing a tederal take permit for local
county law enforcement personnel to allow them to lethally take a wolf for immediate protection ot human
safetv. NMWGI reiterates that the agencies must stop habituating these animals to humans via their own
management practices.
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The FEIS must include mitigation of the false and misleading information that has been issued as“public
education” during scoping meetings including the power point presentation and the contents of posters that
contain faulty information on wolf removals, livestock, and depredations. For example, one poster indicated
that upon petition, livestock depredations are paid for by the Defenders of Wildlife (DOW). The reality is that
the level of confirmation for DOW payment is so high that a relatively few head of livestock have been
compensated for. Additionally the DOW demands wolf acceptance as part of the price of compensation. A
compensation program with strings attached is not a compensation program. [f the government wants wolves,
then the government should pay the compensation.

NMWGI believes that more intensive and widespread data should be collected on wolf diet using scat studies
throughout the recovery area rather than a single point and time that leads to incorrect conclusions that wolves’
diets mostly consist of elk (75%) as noted on a pie chart in the scoping and educational posters. This study is
out of date and far too small to legitimately make this claim. There is also reason to believe that this data was
collected in areas where livestock were not present during the analysis. Any NEPA analysis should provide for
better information collection in a new rule.

Another misconception that is prevalent in information distributed by “environmental™ groups is that wolves
have never been documented killing anyone in North America. This is a dangerous falsehood that is misleading
the public and must corrected. Wolves have been documented all over the world killing and eating people
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of fatal wolf attacks). North America has its own documented cases. The
recent killing of Kenton Carnegie and in many old news reports (see

http://www.aws.ven.com/wolf attacks on humans.html) demonstrated that wolves can and will kill humans in
North America.

The practice of utilizing helicopters and planes to dispense with depredating wolves must NOT be eliminated.
This country is too large and rugged to lose this ability to address or capture problem wolves. Elimination of
these tools would hamper any ability for rapid and effective wolf removal. The longer a depredating wolf is
allowed to remain on the ground, the more damage it is allowed to do. A major reason ranchers in the recovery
area feel so helpless in the tace of the Mexican wolf program is the inability of federal and state management
agencies to quickly and effectively address depredating animals. Elimination of aerial tools will only make
matters worse.

An amended 10(J) rule must include implementation of a federally funded pilot program aimed at compensation
and interdiction to be run by ranching interests who are the experts in the field of livestock depredation causes
and interdictions needs to be established.

Takings implications and assessments must be included in rulemaking and management planning in order to
determine the scope of compensation necessary for private property owners for depredation and losses caused
by the program. In addition to losses for livestock, compensation must be provided for the loss of pets.

(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ‘‘take’’ of wolves in the act of
attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands However. domestic dog injuries and mortalities have
occurred within the BRIWRA due to interactions berween wolves and dogs, primarily near people’s homes. Lack
of take authority in instances where take may have beenwarranted has resulted in substantial negative impacts
on some local residents and visitors to the BRIVRA.

Livestock owners or their agents must be allowed to ““take™ (including kill or injure) any wolf engaged tn the act
ot killing, wounding, or biting livestock on federally administered lands (see change in detinitions below)
anywhere within the Mexican wolf experimental population area. including within the designated wolf recovery
areas.

(9]



" (f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ‘‘breeding pair,” “‘‘depredation incident,”’ and
“‘thresholds for permanent removal’’ In addition, there is a need to idenlify other possible impediments to
establishing wolves, such as the livestock carcass management and disposal issue identified in the 3-year
review of the project (Paquet et al. 2001, p. 69). The authors of this report recommended that the Service
“require livestock operators on public land to take some responsibility for carcass management/disposal to
reduce the likelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on livestock. "’ In other words, if a new final rule
is promulgated that incorporates this recommendation from the 3-year review, it may result in redefining
“‘nuisance wolves " and ‘‘problem wolves’’ so as to exclude animals that scavenge on the carcasses of livestock
that died of non-wolf causes.

There is a need for better definitions in the new rule, management plans and any Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs) that may resulit from a new rule, including:

BREEDING PAIR: an adult male and an adult female that are firmly mated and have the potential to
breed and raise a litter of pups in the upcoming breeding season

ACTIVE PACK: two (2) or more wolves that are attached to each other and exhibit pack behavioral
characteristics.

DEPREDATION: the confirmed killing or wounding of a2 domestic animal by one (1) or more wolves.

INCIDENT: the killing or wounding of a domestic animal by one (1) or more wolves.

ENGAGED IN THE ACT OF KILLING, WOUNDING OR BITING LIVESTOCK: to be engaged in
the act of grasping, biting, attacking, wounding, or feeding upon livestock that are alive or were alive within the
past 24 hours.

LIVESTOCK: any animal routinely contributing to the ability of a small businessman to eam a
livelihood including but not limited to cattle, horses, goats, burros, llamas, chickens, stock dogs, guard dogs,
hunting dogs and other domestic animal to which value is attached and the loss of which would prove to be a
financial hardship and result in the takings of private property (pursuant to the Fifth Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution). We would also like to include any pets; dogs, cats, riding horses, etc. to this definition.

PUBLIC LAND: lands available for dispersion into private ownership under general land laws to
which no claim or rights of others has attached.

FEDERAL LAND: lands in which the United States retains a proprietary interest and prior claims and
rights are attached.

TAKE: to harm, hunt, shoot, wound or kill.

UNAVOIDABLE OR UNINTENTIONAL TAKE: take which occurs despite reasonable care and is
incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, and is not done with purpose. Taking a wolf by trapping will be
considered unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is released and the capture is reported within 24 hours.
Taking a wolf will be considered unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is taken during a legal hunting
activity, is non-negligent and is reported within 24 hours.

LEGALLY PRESENT LIVESTOCK: should be defined as livestock occurring where the owner has
beneficial use of water rights.

Definitions from the current rule that do not warrant change or addition include the following: Occupied
Mexican Wolf Range, Opportunistic, Non-injurious harassment. Primary recovery zone, Problem wolves,
Rendezvous site. Secondary recovery zone, Wolf recovery area. Specifically, the definition of problem wolf
should not be gerrvmandered to change the guidance associated with management of problem behavior.

Full investigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal. including the increased cost to livestock
operations and the environmental consequences ol blowing up carcasses to air. land and water. must be
conducted. If livestock carcass removal is to be considered. then the removal of carcasses. both wild and
domestic. killed by wolves and the cost associated with that must be determined. The FWS’s own Ed Bangs as
been widely been quoted as saying “The idea that wolves eat a dead cow. think beef tastes great. then start
artacking catile is mythology. As cating carrion and killing prey is two torally different wolf behaviors. Wolves
often scavenge all they can. Normal range practice out here makes it nearly impossible to find and bury [or
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- blow up for human safety concerns as they do for G. bears issues and livestock carcasses along trails] every
carcass so livestock carcass disposal is within 'normal’ and traditional livestock husbandry practices, feeding
on livestock carcasses is a very different thing than attacking livestock- one doesn't necessarily lead to the
other.

(g) The issues addressed in this scoping process include issues addressed in a petition for Rulemzaking
dated March 29, 2004 provided to the Service by the Center for Biological Diversity. This Notice, and the
subsequent public notice and comment period, will provide the public anopportunity to comment on the
issues provided in the Center for Biological Diversity’s Petition for Rulemaking.

Why was petition for rulemaking filed by the NMWGI, NMFLC, NMWGI, NMFLB, GLGA, and ACGA filed
in May 2006 not considered as a part of this scoping process, if other petitions such as the one mentioned above
were made a part of the scoping? The petition is attached and all parts are hereby submitted as scoping tssues

Issues Related to Evaluation of the Environmental Impacts

We are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might
be caused by amendment of the 1998 NEP final rule that established the current NEP of Mexican gray wolf.
You may wish to consider the following issues when providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

The effects of wolves on watersheds spread of disease on domestic and wild animal populations needs to be
addressed. Many diseases need to be taken into consideration. Rabies is currently the utmost concem in the
reintroduction area. Given the incidence of grey fox rabies in Catron County, we would like to know the
vaccination status of the released wolves. It is our understanding that there are no licensed vaccines approved
for use in wolves, so it is not legal to vaccinate wolves with rabies vaccine in New Mexico. Are wolves being
vaccinated? If so, how does this comply with state law? If not, what risk is posed to the wild and domestic
animal populations as well as humans?

There are several zoonotic diseases of concern, especially those that are shed in feces and urine. Some of thesc
zoonotics would be sarcocystosis, echinococcus, ascariasis, cysticercosis and neospora caninum. These are
parasites passed in feces that can cause disease in both humans and livestock. Neospora causes abortion in cattie
and wolves have been shown to be an intermediate host to this parasite. Other viral and bacterial diseases of
concern would be distemper, adenovirus, brucellosis and leptospira. Leptospirosis and brucellosis are both 2
concern for humans and livestock. Some of these parasites and diseases can be transmitted to pets then on to
their owners. How does USFWS intend to address these concerns?

How has the introduction of the wolf impacted the migration of elk within the recovery area? Has it improved
riparian areas as documented in Yellowstone? Or, has it harmed them?

(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

Livestock production has been the foundation of New Mexico's tri-ethnic culture for over 400 years. How is
the wolf program changing that culture? What can and will be done to mitigate these changes?

NMWGI requests a tull disclosure of social. cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and local
governments to include the loss of tax revenue and increased government operation costs due to presence of
introduced wolves. We ask that a specific economic analysis on ranches that are being harmed be conducted and
thar individual rancher and the individual county level economic impact be evaluated. That the cumulative
impacts wolf reintroduction and recovery should be analyzed using local. county developed information on



“jobs, poverty and economics. Analysis that is national or regional in scope fails to depict the real impacts of
wolf reintroduction.

NMWGTI believes that livestock production in the release and recovery area must not be negatively affected by
this program. :

(c) Impacts on human health and safety;

There must be improvement in wolf monitoring and honest communication to insure that residents in the release
and recovery areas are informed when wolves are in close proximity. Ranchers have been willing to work with
the wolf program and move livestock when wolves are in the area. However, program managers have refused
to provide timely information to allow that movement before depredation occurs. This does nothing to aide the
wolves or the program and does great harm to the relationship between livestock owners and wildlife
management agencies. There is a definite need to facilitate documentation of predation on livestock as well.

The 10(J) rule should clearly document, through appropriate mapping that families and small businesses reside
in current and potential wolf habitat. The general public has been misinformed on this count resulting in the
misconception that wolves are roaming free in vast areas of uninhabited, unroaded areas. That could not be
further from the truth.

There must be an analysis of wolf occupancy of lands where domestic livestock are present, where families and
children reside, and where domestic animals may contract a parasite or disease and spread it to humans or
where wolves may directly deposit infectious material near residences needs to be conducted.

Catron County is currently building cages to provide safety for youngsters at bus stops where children wait for
school buses or their parents. Why is the federal government not addressing these safety needs? Why is the
federal government not providing funding for these shelters?

(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

An analysis of problems associated with epizootic disease carried by wolves and potentially carried in wolf
feces needs to by done. The potential affects of these diseases on people, domestic animals including pets,
working dogs, and other wildlife should be evaluated in the new EIS.

How has the reintroduction of wolves negatively impacted family ranches, putting them out of business and
forcing them to subdivide their private property affecting the air, soil, and water in wolf recovery area? How do
more roads needed for subdivisions impact air, soil and water quality in the region and the state?

As previously mentioned, what will be the impacts of blowing up carcasses, if that is a selected alternative?

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

Other than the obvious effect of wolves depredating on livestock, NMWGI would also like to know how wolves
are affecting grazing patterns for livestock and wildlife. Are elk migration patterns being altered creating new
or additional impacts on agricultural lands within and outside the boundary areas? NMWGI believes this to be
an integral part of wolt management and must be addressed in the FEIS.

We are also extremely concerned about the impacts on WS resources and funding that is aiready affecting
individuals across the state. The fact that they are not being fully tfunded to participate in the woif program is
causing hardship in other counttes that are not presently in wolf country due to the fact that WS is required to



"~ pull resources and staff :o deal with wolf depredations in something approaching at timely manner. There is a
desperate need to fully fund WS for wolf program needs.

How is or will the subdivision of private land now associated with ranching operations affecting agriculture
lands in the wolf recovery areas? How is the loss of the tax base generated by the livestock industry impacting
county services like road maintenance that in turn impacts agricultural lands?

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

See Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP (a)

Additionally NMWGI is concerned with the animal cruelty aspects of the Mexican wolf reintroduction
program. New Mexico has fairly stringent animal cruelty laws. If a domestic pet owner were to release an
animal in the “wild” without food, water, and shelter they would face criminal penalties under New Mexico
state law. These wolves have been raised in zoos and breeding facilities for well over 30 years and have lost the
ability to survive in the wild. They have been habituated to humans and associate humans with a means of food
in those facilities and, because of management practices, in the wild as well. NMWGI requests that New
Mexico Statutes be reviewed and assurance be provided that there is no violation.

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income populations;

We firmly believe that this program is having a disproportionately high and adverse impact on minority’s and
low income populations within the Mexican wolf recovery area.

More than 50 percent of New Mexico’s population is minority, either Indian or Hispanic as documented at
http://www.citv-data.com/states/New-Mexico-Ethnic-groups_html

All US cities
New Mexico bigger cities, New Mexico smaller cities, New Mexico small cities

New Mexico detailed state guide

New Mexico - Ethnic groups

New Mexico has two large minorities: Indians and Hispanics. In 2000, the estimated American Indian
population was 173,483 (9.5% of the total population—the 2nd-highest percentage of any state). Part of
Arizona's great Navaho reservation extends across the border into New Mexico. New Mexico's Navaho
population was recorded as 67,397 in 2000. There are 2 Apache reservations, 19 Pueblo villages (inciuding one
for the Zia in Sandoval County), and lands allotted to other tribes. Altogether, Indian lands cover 8,152,895
acres (3,299,477 hectares), 10.5% of New Mexico's area (2nd only to Arizona in proportion of Indian lands). In
2000 the Zuni lands had a population of 7,758, and the Acoma reservation had 2,802 residents.

The Hispanic population is an old one, descending from Spanish-speaking peoples who lived there before the
territory was annexed by the US. In 2000, Hispanics and Latinos (including a small number of immigrants from
modern Mexico) numbered 763.386 or 42.1% of the total state population.

As of 2000, an estimated 19,255 Asians. 1,503 Pacific [slanders. and 34,343 black Americans lived in the state.
In Catron County, the county most impacted by wolves at the present time. there is a disproportionate number

of residents with income below the poverty level as documented at http://www.citv-
data.com/countv/Catron Countv-NM.html




“County population in 2005: 3,409 (all rural)
County owner-occupied houses and condos: 1,273
Renter-occupied apartments: 311
% of renters here: I 2(0%

State: I 30
Land area: 6928 sq. mi.
Water area: 1.2 sq. mi.

Population density: 0 people per square mile:| (very low).

Residents with income below the poverty level in 1999:
This county: Wu—24.5%
Whole statc: mummmmm 18.4%

Residents with income below 50% of the poverty level in 1999:
This county:; I 9.5%
Whole state:; IR 7.8%

[ndustries providing employment: Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining (19.8%), Educational,
health and social services (17.2%), Construction (14.5%).

Type of workers:
+ Private wage or salary: 51%
»  Government: 28%
+ Self-employed, not incorporated: 20%

«  Unpaid family work: 2%

Catron Countv. New Mexico business data: stores. dealers. real estate agents. wholesalers. restaurants...

Races in Catron County, New Mexico:

» White Non-Hispanic (75.8%)
» Hispanic (19.2%)

+ Other race (5.4%)

« American Indian (3.7%)

« Two or more races (3.6%)

(Total can be greater than 100% because Hispanics could be counted in other races)

Median resident age: I 7.8 years
New Mexico median age: NN 34.6 years

Males: 1.812 -+ (51.1%)
Females: 1,731 3 (48.9%)
Average wage per job in 2003: $25.522
County population in 2003: 3,453

Jobs in 2003: 683

Total labor force in 2004: 1,441
Unemployment rate in 2004: 7.5%



Average household size:
Catron County: IR 2.2 people
New Mexico: I 2.6 people

Estimated median household income in 2005: $26,243 (523,892 in 2000)
This county IS 526,243
New Mexico: I $37,492

Estimated median house/condo value in 2005: $108,784
Catron County N $ 108,784
New Mexico: GGG $ 125 500

Median montly rent in 2000: $392
Institutionalized population: 9
Median monthly costs for houses with a mortgage in Catron County in 2000: $646

How many ranchers have been put out of business due to the reintroduction of Mexican wolves? How many
ranches have changed hands as a result of the program? How many head of livestock current run in the
reintroduction area? How many were there at the onset of this program?

What authority does the Mexican wolf program have to release predators that may impact sovereign nations
including the large number of Indian nations and pueblos in New Mexico?

It is worth mentioning that sheepherders of any race are definitely a minority in New Mexico and that they are
Anglo, Indian and Hispanic.

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects;

Livestock kills as a result of wolf management rather than grazing cycles must be properly analyzed. Current!:
program managers and “environmental” groups are using subjective and speculative information to shift blame
for increased depredation problems. An example of this is the claim made in the scoping “education” posters
that a year-round grazing causes more livestock depredation. Where is the scientific proof of this statement?

We would like to stress that the FWS needs to commit to maintain the 10(J) status of the Mexican wolf program
and add common sense approaches to managing problem wolves that are causing an economic burden on
livestock producers, small businesses and families in the MWEPA. SOP 13 needs to be retained and improved
upon to help mitigate problem wolves. Arbitrarily assigning a strike to one wolf in a pack is not addressing the
very real and serious depredation problem. [fa pack of wolves is involved in a depredation they all are
becoming habituated. To arbitrarily pick one of them as the culprit does nothing to help the program. Given the
over population problems in breeding facilities there is no excuse in trying to keep problem wolves on the
ground. There is an adequate supply of them to release that are not habituated livestock killers.

Improved lethal and non-lethal control techniques needs to be established to help facilitate an improved
program for wolt recovery.

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.

Has the FWS consulted with any of the Indian Tribes within the MWEPA? [t is our understanding that there has
been no interaction berween the Navajo people and the FWS. Counsultation with the tribes need to take place
including but not [imited to: Navajo Nation (including Alamo. Ramah. and Tohajiilee), Laguna Pueblo, Acoma

[l



Pueblo, Mescalero Apaches, Isleta Pueblo, Zuni Pueblo, Sandia Pueblo, San Felipe Pueblo, Santa Ana Pueblo,
Zia Pueblo, Jemez, Cochiti Pueblo, Santo Domingo Pueblo, and Tesuque Pueblo.

Additional Issues:

+ [t appears, from the outside at least, that the NMDGF and the FWS are duplicating efforts in terms of
program development and addressing critical needs. The NMDGF is soliciting comments on a Concept
Statement. Many of these concepts are unacceptable to NMWGI members thus jeopardizing efforts by
the FWS to cooperate with livestock owners.

* NMWAGI is deeply concerned with the advocacy by pro-wolf groups that was allowed at the
Albuquerque scoping meeting. Although FWS officials stated otherwise at the onset of the meeting, one
gentleman was allowed to participate in the mceting wearing a banner on his stomach (a photo is
available if necessary). Little Red Riding Hood and Wolf characters were allowed to parade around the
room. If these were supposed to be meetings to gather issues to be addressed in an EIS, why were these
theatrics allowed to proceed?

*  Why is the address of those comimenting made public? Is this in conflict with the Privacy Act? Does
this not pose a security risk for those who oppose the program? There is already a web site selling
wearing apparel and writing materials advocating shooting cows
(http://www.cafepress.com/latenitearafix/2808375).

Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide input into this scoping process. We look forward to your
responses to our questions and suggestions as well as participation in the EIS process.

Sincerely, Ww&%

Joan Kincaid
President

cc: Governor Bill Richardson
Senator Pete V. Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Tom Udall
Congressman Steve Pearce
Congresswoman Heather Wilson
New Mexico Legislature
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Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping Officials:

I am in support of ANY PLAN that wiil encourage the success of
Mexican Wolf reintroduction. |1 am saddened and frustrated that the program,
thus far, has been limited in its successes and way too numerous in its
failurestask at this point is brought back into captivity, or worse, killed, is a blow
to the establishment of a healthy, viable population of wild wolves. That public
lands ranchers are killing these animals and continuing to use and abuse our
public lands is outrageous. it makes me want to deny them the privilege of their
grazing rights permanently! They should be required to provide better protection
for their livestock as well as getting rid of carcasses in a timely fashion so wolves
will be less inclined to go for the easy pickings.

| support increasing the options for wolf releases so that releases
can be done in the most biologically sound areas, not the palitically designated
areas. Also, if wolves venture out of the recovery area, they should not
automatically be captured. Instead, they should be able to establish their ranges
in conjunction with resource availability rather than human- imposed artificial
boundaries. Mexican wolves should not be considered to be experimental, non-
essential, but should be considered as experimental, essential in keeping with
their extremely endangered status. Getting to a minimum population of 100 wild
wolves seems to be an insunmountable task at this point. We need to do what is
required to facilitate their success in the wild and it is imperative we do this soon.

t would like to think that in my lifetime | may be able to hear or even
see a Mexican Gray wolf in the wild and know that the years of injustice
are over and they are allowed to simply exist. Please do what you can to make
this happen. Thank you.

Susan K. Larsen, DVM
112 Carlito NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico
87107-6012
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Verne

From: “Verne" <riverne@newmexico.com> R E C E , VE D

To: "Willa R, Huser’ <WRHuser@newmexico.com>
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2007 11:38 AM DEC % 1 2007
Subject:  woff L3

USFWS-NMESFO

John Slown--I want Mexican wolves returned to New Mexico. They are an integral part of the
state’s ecosystem; they belang here and deserve to be protected from radical ranchers. I vote for a
fult reinstatement of the Mexican wolf in New Mexico and prosecution of anyone who violates
regulations designed to protect the wolves.

1 own property in Jackson Hole, WY, where 1 lived for many years. During my sojourn in Jackson
Hole, I got to know Adolph Murie, author of Wolves of Mt. McKinley,; Frank Craighead, who studied
the grizzly bear for many years in the Yellowstone National Park back country; and John Turner,
former Director of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

1 spent many hours with these three eminent wildlife biologists, talking about wolif recovery. All
three of them favored the return of wolves to the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Their in-depth
studies and informed opinions have convinced me that the Mexican wolf belongs in New Mexico.

Wolves from the Yellowstone wolf recovery program have expanded their range into Jackson Hole,
where they are vital to the ecological balance of the area, keeping bison, elk, and deer populations
from overgrazing their range. No one in Jackson Hole, WY, where my two young grand daughters
(8-1/2 and 10 years old) live, buys into the scare tactics of Catron County ranchers.

If New Mexico ranchers in wolf-recovery areas, often overgrazed by domestic livastock,

are concermned about losing livestack to wolf predation, perhaps their cattle and sheep should

be removed from public lands. Those lands belong to all of us, not to the anti-government holders
of grazing permits.

Verne Huser, 7106 Coors Tr. NW, Albuguerque, NM 87120 /7/ W
riverne@newmexico.com ~ Y AFLL

12/31/2007
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Willa

From: "Willa Huser” <wrhuser@newmexico.com>
To: <john_slown@fws.gov>

Sent: Monday, December 31, 2007 11:32 AM

Subject:  Attn:Mexican Grey Wolf NEPA Scoping
Dear Mr. Slown:

I have just read the article on Page 20 of the Winter 2007 issue of New Mexico Wild newsletter. It
is not clear to me whether the 1998 guidelines established in accordance with the Endangered
Species Act were presented and agreed upon as permanent or just a first step in the wolf recovery
program. Because at that time it would not have been possible to guess how the reintroduction
program would fare through the years, it would have bgen mistgading to have the parties involved
in the plan agree with the understanding that the decision was indeed permanent, while now
attempting to restructure the agreement. I do hope that all involved were aware of the need for

later restructuring, as would only be fair.

That said, I want to strongly urge the continuation of the wolf reintroduction program, for all of the
very valid reasons in the "Fighting for Sanity” article by Wes Leonard, which have aiso

been presented by everyone eise who supports this absolutely vital decision on behalf of our
wilderness and its beautiful original inhabitants, the Mexican grey wolves of this state. While I
quickly moved past my amusement about the idea of building wolf-proof bus stops for children
(who in fact are in no danger from wolves but are often at grave risk in their own homes), I am not
past feeling outrage that vigilante-mentality individuals feel free to take it upon themselves to
illegally ruin this program for reasons of greed and avaricious self-interest.

Despite the dreamlike attitude of those such as Congressman Pierce, there is actuaily no such thing
in our ever-more-connected-and-crowded planet as "far too much public land" to hand over to
private interests. The privilege of "grazing rights" is outdated to an absurd degree. Ranchers
should never have been able to obtain such privilege and influence at public expense, and it is
more than high time to address this as the reai, underlying issue. Until then, every legal action to
protect and enlarge the range of the Mexican grey wolf must be undertaken with great
determination and energy, not only because most New Mexico citizens support the idea, but more
importantly, because It Is the right thing to do for the wolves, for our state, and for our world.

One fast thought: I am sure that much thought was put into the use of the word "final" regarding
the new proposed approach to the wolf recovery program. I can think of some good reasons to
use the word, but might it not also make more difficult any future adjustments needed as the

program continues to develop?

Sincerely, Willa Huser, Ph. D (family therapist), 7106 Coors Trail N.W., Albuquergue, NM 87120-
2779
wrhuser@newmexico.co

o L %M

12/31/2007
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USFWS-NMESFO
I attended the scoping meeting in Albuquerque, Nov 30, 2007. 1 want to thank you for
the format of the meeting. I felt it was run professionally, with a great opportunity for
information gathering from many different angles. By giving the attendees a format with
which to provide input individually, I believe you will see ownership of the solution
within a greater population. I feel this is an ideal method with which to revise the
controversial 10(j) law.

Mr. Sloan:

It is obvious to all that there is a greatly polarized, adversarial relationship surrounding
the wolf recovery project. What I would suggest below are possible ways to decrease the
antipathy and show support for some of the concerns of the public. Please excuse my
lack of knowledge of terms.

Simplify the Law: I gathered at the meeting that there is a formidable layering of
regulations within the law which hobbles quick and clean efforts to manage. This effects
response time and ability to work with ranchers having a problem. So, I would suggest
thinning the bureaucracy and allowing problems to be dealt with simply, according to a
pre-set formula, by employees of different agencies. Yes, they would have to file reports,
but they wouldn’t have to jump through hoops to respond to and take care of a situation.

Protection/Aversion: I believe the public should be better educated about wolf
behavior, which would include information on how to cause and maintain fear of humans
and how to protect oneself. The public needs to be able to use stronger methods to
defend themselves. One should be able to hit a wolf with a rock or object, or carry some
sort of nonlethal weapon- sling-shot, pellet gun, etc. This would give residents a sense of
support and legalize what they might already be doing. I would suggest that the public
should be encouraged to carry a pepper spray, this in itself may cause a sense of safety.

Restructuring Incremental Goals: 1 also picked up from the meeting that goals at this
time are not clear and are cumbersome to work toward. I feel that a program with
increments, and clear goals at each level should be formulated. Each incremental level
would work toward moving into the next level once that goal is met. If all parties knew
exactly what was expected of them at every step of the process, knowing how each stage
would move along toward each definable goal, pcople could be able to deal with what is
expected of them. If an increment isn’t met, or isn’t working, the project would revert to
an earlier level, and a preset system would kick in to get the project back on track.

Support for Ranchers: Hopefully, with a new federal administration, more money will
be freed up for environmental issues. In that case, I'd like to see an ability to study how
much a rancher within the study area might lose to wolf predation, and a method to pay
them that 10-15% off the top, so they may feel supported and could be encouraged to use
it to help the recovery project and also protect their livelithood.

I learned at this meeting that part of the frustration of the ranchers is having to attend
meetings, saying the same things and being told the same things. No wonder they would



want to sell their land to ranchette developers, which is the very thing the project doesn’t
need. If every step of the process was defined, and everyone knew the goal, I think you’d
find the simplification would help the public buy in.

Widen the Recovery Area: As far as the Mexican Wolf reintroduction, [ am so sorry
that we are dealing with such a small area. The problems are almost pre-given due to the
limits. I read a few months ago about an idea to open wolf recovery to its original range
over Arizona and New Mexico.

[ initially thought that would be impossible, but afier this meeting, I’m thinking it would
be a good thing to aim for. If packs were introduced to BLM and other public lands,
small groups could have their individual territories and become sustainable over a wide
area. Yes, there would be interface and losses-- both to the wolves and the ranchers.
And yes, packs would be split and would have to reform, but that is not an uanatural
activity anyway.

[ understand there is widespread distribution of wolves in the Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Michigan area. There are complaints in that area as there are here, but it seems that there
would be an understanding of their existence in some ways, as the population has been
there for some time.

Redefinition of Terms/Goals: Considering some other situations, I see problems in
definitions. I don’t know if the 10(j) law applies to other species, but there is obviously a
problem with the present grizzly situation. Residents believe it is time for grizzly
hunting, but they are told it isn’t clear whether the population is sustainable as yet. If the
population has and is still increasing, perhaps this could be considered as acceptable
sustainability. Also, there is concern about the wolves in the W1, MIN, Ml area becoming
hybridized. I would believe that this needs to be considered. If the population becomes
settled, can the good work of many biologists working toward genetic purity be turned
away from, as the wolves may choose to mate other close breeds.

I would just like to say that I support the wolf recovery efforts. I believe we should try to
rectify what damage we humans have done to this world. There will probably never be a
fully peaceful coexistence regarding the wolf in that we are working with predators and
the ancient and ongoing myths that surround them. But, though many parties would like
to deny it, we are working toward a natural state, and the human culture is now part of it.

Thank you for your consideration,

Betty Gendron

12120 Apache NE
Albuquerque, NM 87112
Dec 31, 2007
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Brian Millsap PO foorw F258

State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office

21050suna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email; R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmentai impact Statement
(EIS) and Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule
Establishing a Nonessential Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf"').

Dear Mr. Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a jonger term problem with habituation.

The current method of determining depredatian does not adequately capture the true amount
of harm and cost being done.

Depredation on domestic pets on private, public or Tribal lands needs fo be adequately
addressed and effective remedies need to be available to protect private individuals.

A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

The removal of problem wolves through lethal means needs fo remain an option.

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

s Py For—



/

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Southwest Regional Office

500 Gold Avenue SW
Albuquerque, NM 87102

Dear People:

[ am writing to add my opinions to those of many New Mexicans who want to see the Mexican
wolf return to the Gila Wilderness.

Please take into account the suggestions of such groups as the American Society of
Mammalogists, the Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, and the Rewilding
Institute.

To comply with the Endangered Species Act and aid recovery of the Blue Range population, I
urge you to discontinue wolf eradication under SOP 13. [ also believe that livestock owners
should remove or render inedible livestock carcasses.

This past summer I had the privilege of seeing two of the Yellowstone wolves running free in the
Lamar Valley in Wyoming. Working together, we can bring our wolves back to the Gila, with ail
the accompanying benefits to the ecosystem.

Thank you for supporting the Mexican wolf recovery.

Sincerely, - Zd,
- 'é; ")
Cathy Haight
1045 Red Oaks Loop NE

Albuquerque, NM 87122
(505)856-1805

RECEIVED
OEC v 3 9gn7
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