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DIXIE L. ZUMWALT
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Distict 3

P.Q. BOX 908
CLIFTON, ARIZONA 85533

December 28, 2007

Mr. John Slown

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuguerque, New Mexico 87113

RE: Cormmenits on the proposed change for the 10j rule regarding the Reintroduction of the
Mexican Gray Wolf

Dear Mr. Slown:

These comments are made on behalf of the Greenlee County Board of Supervisors.
Greenlee County is the home of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area which is the primary
release zone for the reintroduction program, and, therefore, has a vested interest in the
program. The County has consistently been opposed to the reintroduction program for a
variety of reasons. Greenlee County decided to become a member of the Adaptive
Management Oversight Committee (AMOC) in order to have input in the management of
the program. We felt that it was important for the County to be a member to help bring a
balance to the program. We have continued to encourage other counties in Arizona and
New Mexico to join the AMOC and have worked with local ranchers and residents to bring
their issues to the table for resolution. The County continues to have serious concerns
about the program and will address those in these comments.

Greenlee County is a supporter of multiple use for public lands. The reintroduction of the
Mexican gray wolf should not have significant impacts on another use of the land. In the
past nine years, it has been detrimental to the ranching industry. The timber industry was
decimated in our county at the expense of the Mexican spotted owl. We are now seeing
the same effects on another industry in our county. This is not multiple use and is not in
the best interest of all of the citizens of Greenlee County.

At the onset, we were concerned that the primary release area could not sustain the “100
wolf” target number. A few release sites have been used on muitiple occasions and are
constantly putting pressure on local ranchers and residents. However, the county does not
suggest expanding the boundary. Currently, the program is seriously underfunded which
affects every aspect of the program. Expansion of the boundary would put more burden
on the current resources available.
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initial releases are an issue. Allowing for initial releases in the Gila Wilderness (secondary
release zone) should be carefully considered instead of just translocations or allowing
dispersing wolves in that area. However, the County does not suggest that the program
allow dispersing wolves to remain outside the primary or secondary zones. Again, with the
limited resources available, this would put a strain on the program that would make it even
more ineffective and inefficient.

The harassment of wolves by alternative means is necessary. Methaods that are successful
should be allowed to prevent the need to remove a wolf that becomes a nuisance. By
allowing local residents to use alternative methods such as rubber builets may prevent
depredation incidents.

The lethal take of a wolf, if necessary, in the protection of a domestic pets should be legal.
This should include livestock.

If the definitions of “breeding pair, depredation incident, and threshold for permanent
removal® need to be clarified, they should be addressed by AMOC in modifying the current
standard operating procedures (SOP’s). The County requests that the SOP’s be given the
opportunity to work. A tremendaus amount of deliberation went into the development of
the procedures and we feel that AMOC should be the level at which this should be
addressed. The rule should provide enough latitude to allow AMOC to manage the
program and not be constrained by rules that take up to four years to change.

The success of the program is at a crossroad. The County proposes the following:
1.)  No expansion of the current boundary as previously established.

2.) Consideration of initial releases in the Gila Wilderness should have a thorough
review. Initial release sites should be in areas that are as far away from residences
and/or communities as possible. Convenience for the release should not be one of
the issues in making the decision on the sites. We understand the limitations an the
staff but the wolves should be placed in areas where there is the potential for as
little human or domesticated animal interaction as possible. A realistic review of the
prey base should be an ongoing process. Determining whether the recovery area
can sustain the goal of 100 wolves should be carefully reviewed.

3.)  Wolves that disperse outside of the boundary should continue to be captured and
translocated or lethally removed.

4.) Use of various alternative methods for harassment of wolves should be
implemented. Residents in the area should be provided with the means to use non-
lethal force.

5.)  Allow for the lethal take of a wolf that is attacking a domestic pet.
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6.)

7.)

8.)

{mmediately implement an interdiction and compensation program that
compensates ranchers for the true cost of the financial impacts. This should include
costs for feed, moving of cattle, range riders, and other related expenses. Congress
should pass the enabling legislation as well as the appropriation of a minimum
$5,000,000 for an endowment fund. The program set up by the Defenders of
Wildlife was commendable butis not sufficient nor is it geared toward compensation
of true costs of the program to the ranchers that have suffered losses. The Forest
Service should be required to work with ranchers on their grazing plans to allow for
the movement of cattle to prevent possible depredation incidents. This type of
program would go a long way in achieving the goals of the program.

All agencies tasked with the management of the program should have sufficient
budgets to allow for adequate personnel and other resources necessary. The
County was concemed from the beginning that the program would not be
adequately funded and this has proven to be true. This is a federal program and
should be funded by the federal government. State agencies that are involved
should be compensated for the cost of the program. If the federal government
chooses not to fund the program at an adequate level, then the program should be
terminated.

Human health and safety should always be the number one priority. Regardless of
how the wolf was removed by past practice, the reintroduction program has to
recognize that peaple and domesticated animals reside in the area chosen for the
reintroduction. To think that there is not going to be human/wolf interaction is
ludicrous. Also, to think that the local residents shaould have to suffer through
financial, emotional, and other social impacts as collateral damage to make the
program a success is also ludicrous. The local residents should always have a
vaice and a realistic resolution to the damages they suffer.

If these simple steps are not implemented, then the only resolution is to determine that the
reintroduction of the “nan-essential, experimental population of the Mexican gray wolf” be
discontinued.

Please feel free to contact me at 928-865-2310 or kgale@co.greenlee.az.us shouid you
have any questions about these comments.

Sincerely,

eborah K. Gale

Greenlee County Administrator



John Slown, USFWS

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2015 Oguna Road

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113

January 1, 2008

Mr. Slown,

Yesterday, I was informed of the proposed decision of the USFWS to introduce wolves to
the Anderson Mesa area of Coconino County, Arizona. Please consider this letter as
notification of my strong opposition to this action.

Please respond to the following questions.

(1) Local residents and permitted Federal and State land users who will be directly
affected were not notified of this action until the close of the comment peniod on--
December 31, 2007. Why hasn’t there been any sufficient notification prior to the close
of the public comment period?

(2) The Anderson Mesa area is one of the last remaining Pronghom Antelope habitat
areas in Northern Arizona and has experienced severe detrimental impacts from
overpopulation of coyotes and eagles. Significant amounts of time and money have been
spent to try to sustain this population and to introduce wolves to this area is sure to result
in the demise of the existing antelope herd. What prompted the decision to intreduce
wolves into this area?

(3) Local ranchers are already struggling with severe drought and difficult economic
conditions. What protection will any permitted Federal and State land users have against
wolf depredation on cattle and sheep in this area?

(4) Recent introduction efforts in Southwestern New Mexico have been entirely
unsuccessful from both environmental and financial positions yet continue to be pursued.
With similar habitat conditions in this area when was any environmental impact and
economic analysis of the Anderson Mesa area completed and what were the results of
that analysis? If an analysis was completed, please provide a copy.

(5) Rumors abound that wolves have aiready been introduced in this area and are
suspected to be hybrid animals introduced by ill intentioned wolf proponents. Sightings
have cccurred although cannot be verified. If the USFWS does introduce wolves what
guarantees are going to be made that the hybrid wolves will be eliminated prior to
introduction of genetically pure wolves?



As a permitiee on Nétlonal Forest Lands adjacent to the Anderson Mesa area I did not
receive any notification. Please provide a list of organizations and individuals that wer,
nquﬁed and place‘n.xy name oD any future notifications regarding any proposed actionse'
this area. I am anticipating a timely response to the above questions and requests "

Sincerely,
%%L

John Dobrinski

HC 31 Box 360

Mormon Lake, Arizona
86038



1/3/2008

John Slown

U.S. Fish & Wildlife

New Mexico Ecological Scrvice
Field Office

2015 Osuna Rd.

Alburquerque, N.M. 87113

Sir,

[t has come to my attention that it is likely that wolves will be released on or near
Anderson Mesa in Northern Arizona. This area is very close to Flagstaff, and I am
worried that this is not the best area to release wolves. The Anderson Mesa area is very
well known and advertised as a great hiking arca and brings in people from all walks of
life for it’s trails. Also, this area is very close to several ranches. [ am also worried about
the antelope and deer herds in this vicinily. Antelope and deer have becen fewer and
farther between, and [ am afraid the wolves could decimate the small herds in no time.
Please rethink this proposal. There must be better areas for the program that will not
adversely affect the antelope, deer, cattle and human populations around FlagstafF.-

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Margarct D. Goode

P.O. Box 657
Comnville Az. 86325
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John Sloan

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and
Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a
Nonessential Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolf
(“Mexican Gray Wolf’).

Dear John Sloan
The following are my comments regarding the proposed amendments.

(a) Allowing wolves to establish home ranges outside the the BRWRA would definitely
expand the problems people in the BRWRA have to ali of the MWEPA. Based on wildlife
populations, livestock depredations, pets killed and habituation to humans, maintaining a
wolf population of 100 does not appear to be a reasonable goal. The target for a viable
population should be reduced at least by half. The only other solution is i allow more
aggressive harassment and lethal take by the people being impacted by the problem
wolves.

(b) Again, expanding the release area only expands the problems for the human
inhabitants. A smaller target population should be considered.

(c) No comment.

(d) All altematives should be explored. However, if harassment does not work, removal or
lethal take should also be an option for the individual(s) involved as well FWS. An article in
the "New Mexico Stockman” Titled Livestock losses decline as feds kill off wolves.,
indicated that the number of cattle killed by wolves in Wyoming dropped from 123 in 2006
to 44 in 2007. The reduction in depredations was attiibuted to a more aggressive approach
removing the problem animals by lethal take. This action is benign to wolves that are not a
problem . Thereby enhancing the chances of wolves exhibiting acceptable behavior to
survive. Removal or lethal take should be implemented after the first depredation incident.
itis obvious that once a wolf exhibits this behavior, it cannot be be changed.

(e) This rule must be changed. Many dogs owned in the affected area are valuable
working, guard or hunting dogs. Wolves that attack and kill dogs on private property or
while working on public land must be permanently removed. The situation can only
become more dangerous for the owners. Allowing take must include Sethal take” for the
protection of humans and their property. Iif a human is in the vicinity where the incident is



taking place, it must be assumed the person's life is aiso in danger. The person should be
allowed to use lethal take to protect human life and his property.

(f) “Depredation Incident® Common sense would dictate that one depredalion incident be
classified as one animal taken. Not one incident with one or more animals killed. The
owner's loss is not based how many incidents occur but the number of animals (cows,
horses, sheep, etc.) killed. It is imperative that persons responsible for verifying 2
depredation incident respond in a manner that will will not unduly burden the livestock
owner. Response by DOW and/or the NM FWS Must be within a time frame that
verification of the kill is possible. Minnesota has a much more reasonable policy in regards
to depredation. The Minn. Plan allows calves missing to be confirmed as wolf kills under
certain circumstances.

“Threshold for Removal” Wolves exhibiting fearless behavior or those becoming
habituated to humans and pasing a non-immediate but demonstrable threat to human
safety should be harassed. If the initial act of harassment is not successful, the wolf(s)
should be removed or humanly dispatched by the USFWS, other federal land management
agencies, state or fribal conservation agencies, or designated agents of those agencies.
This is to include provisions for a federal take permit, for focal, county faw enforcement
personnel. To allow them fo lethally take a wolf to enable immediate protection of human
safety.

“Livestock carcass management and disposal® Most if not all grazing allotments in the
reintroduction area cover a very large area and includes rough and uneven terrain. Much
of it is inaccessible by regular means of transportation. Inspecting livestock on a regular
basis is often not practical for the rancher. Even if a carcass is discovered, the rancher
may not have the means to remove or bury it. Equipment access, weather conditions
(frozen ground, snow, wet unstable ground, etc.) may preclude the rancher from any
access fo the carcass for days, weeks, or longer. Burying or removing a carcass requires
heavy equipment. Many ranchers do not own or have the means to purchase the
equipment . But mast of all, recent studies have been unable to find a link between
carcass disposal or lack of carcass disposal and wolf depredation. The University of
Minnesota conducted a study in 1399 to determine if ANY livestock management practices
could prevent wolf predation. Ref: Assessing Factors That May Predispose Minnesota
Farms to Wolf Depredations on Cattle. L. David Mech, Elizabeth K. Harper, Thomas J.
Meier, William J. Paul Wildlife Society Bulletin, Vol. 28. NO. 3 {Autumn. 2000), pp.
623-629. The study could find no management practices certain to prevent wolf predation.
The only method proven to prevent wolf predation was fo remove the deprecating wolves
from the farm. Additional credence to this conclusion is corroborated by an excerpt from an
email from Ed Bangs 05/01/06 {o other wolf managers in the Mexican Wolf Program
referring {o a call from a reporter concemed about livestock carcasses atfracting wolves.
He said in part * | thought the idea that wolves eat a cow, think beef tastes great, and then




king cattle is mythology- as eating carrion and killing prey or two totally different
wolf behaviors. Wolves often scavenge all they can. However, | do think that having a
bone pile next o calving_ pasture can increase potential for conflict by attracting wolf
activity in the vicinity of livestock [research shows cattle near wolf dens are more likely to
be the ones attacked simply because level of wolf activity and interacting with livestock is
highest there] and that anyn]ing that helps wolves become more familiar with livestock can
increase the chance they might test them as prey. But nomnal range practice out here

nearly impossible to find and bury for blow up for human safety concems as they
issues and livestock carcasses along trails] every carcass so if livestock
carcass disposal is within nommal’ and traditional livestock husbandry practices we don't
consider them an attractant that we would withhold wolf removal. We do advise ranchers
to not have a bone yard qext to Iiv?stock and we have removed carcasses in pastures to
prevent wolves from coming ba_ck into concentrated livestock to feed on their kills. But
feeding on livestock carcasses is a very different thing than attacking livestock- one
doesn't necessarily lead to the other.”

start attac

makes it
do for G. bears

(g) (a) No comment

() (b} No comment

(9) (c) | reiterate, Wolves that exhibit fearless behavior or those becoming habituated to
humans and posing a non-immediate threat to human safely should be harassed or
humanely dispatched by USFS, other federal land management agencies, state or fribal
conservation agencies, or designated agents of those agencies. This is to include
provisions for a federal take permit for local, county law enforcement personnel, to allow
to lethally take a wolf to enable immediate protection of human safety. The State of
Minnesota has a similar plan.

{g) (d) No comment
(9} (e) 7?7

(9) {f) Using hunting permits by numbers issued and and by sex are affective means of
wildlife conservation. Hunters may take only what the FWS allows them to hunt. Therefore
FWS may vary the amount and type of permits issued to increase of decrease the species
population. Big game pQDuIaﬁons {mainly deer and elk) are being adversely affected b
g}f,o vf\m; ;eﬁ'fgfg]fgﬁ" cz?vocat&; claim that wolves cull the old and weak. There isy
ves an ' irthing process
often are left to die a slow death whﬂeﬁzsw?)fmtaﬁgedm ?;ymwm are a0
indiscriminate killers. Under the current rules, there is little FWS can. do to if the game



animals are in decline other than reduce the number of hunting pemits issued. This could
prove to be a huge problem if the wolf population is allowed to grow.

g) (h) There are very few economic opportunities in Catron county at this time. Logging
and ranching were the major economic engines with hunting also making a major
contributor. Logging was stopped with the listing of the Spotted Owl. Ranching is under
siege from many sources including the reintroduction of the Mexican Grey Wolf. Tourism
was touted as the new economy for this area. Obviously that has not happened.
Ranching could coexist with a limited amount of wolves if the rules were changed to
reflect the reality of the situation. All people and especially ranchers need more flexibility to
deal with the wolves in order to survive. There are 300 wolves in captivity. There is no
danger of the Mexican Gray Wolf becoming extinct. Reason dictates to remove the
undesirable wolves as soon as possible and leave the ones that exhibit acceptable
behavior.

(g} (1) No comment
Additional comments

If the general populace had to live by the same rules that the citizens of Catron county and south
eastem Arizona, the Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Program would have been stopped long ago. |
will make a hypothetical analogy to substantiate my point. The endangered species act applies to
all of the U.S. and its territories. However, urban areas seldom if ever feel the direct, negalive
impact of the ESA. Suppose an endangered snake or a mouse or even an insect reestablishes in
the back yard of a residence in an existing subdivision of a major city. This was once the habitat
of this species. Itis determined by the govemning agency that certain activity (mowing grass,
outdoor cooking, children playing) may harm or disturb the ESI. Consequently, the owners can no
longer use the back yard or do anything that may harmn the ES. Their abilily to sell the property is
greatly reduced, they still have to pay taxes and eventually have fo move from their property
because it is no longer functonal as a home. A short time later, the reintroduction area is
expanded to accommodate a growing ES population. Subsequently the entire subdivision and
eventually the whole city is classified as critical habitat and sever restrictions are placed on all of
the property owners. Of course the general public would never allow the situation fo progress to
that leve! when they are directly affected .But, it is OK for some peoptle |.e. small rural populations,
to loose the ability to use and protect their private property and make a living. The population most
intimately involved cannot be expected to bear the majority burden in an unreasonable manner. My
point is one that has been made by others may times. Make the program benefit to all parties
involved and the species will thrive. It is the ONLY way the program will be truly successful.

Also, there is some evidence that up to 27 wolves bomn wild, are established in New Mexico. These
wolves do not appear to be harming livestock or exhibiting any other unacceptable behavior



towards fivestock or humans. Apparently, FWS has not investigated the situation. Why not? It
would be great news that people on both sides of the issue would regard as positive. In my opinion,
the rutes and administration of the MW reinfroduction do not adequately address the issues of the
wolves or the people most affected by their presence. | reiterate, for the program to work, it must
be a win win situation. if the goal truly is to successfully reinfroduce the Mexican Gray Wolf, FWS
must cooperate with and have the support of the local citizenry.

In conclusion | would like to commend Mr. Morgart Mexican Wolf Coordinator. My wife and |
attended the scoping meeting in Thatcher AZ. Dec. 6®. We discussed the program in detail for
almost two hours. He answered all of our questions in detail and without bias. He represents your
office well.

William J. DuBois
25349 South Brookerson Road
Willcox, AZ. 85643





