
































































































































public to participate in the conditioning of wolves. On the other hand, the public should
also be required to limit wolf attractants, such as dog food left outside.

To attain and hold public support of the wolf recovery program, a well funded and
vigorous public interpretation and education program must be continued and expanded.
Michigan recently evaluated their wolf populations and solicited public comments from
across the State to deterinine the public’s attitudes and tolerance for wolves. 1 encourage
the Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery Team, in coordination with thc State Game and Fish
Departments, to develop a similar survey to not only determine public attitudes, but also
to use as an instrument to support future management actions.

[ applaud the Service for rcalizing the wolf recovery effort must be altered in order to be

successful and encourage you to provide Mexican gray wolves as much arca and
protection as is necessary for their recovery.

Sincerely,

B 1 2

Brian Dykstra



Bruce Millsap / l/
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service D &p
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office U 26 20
2105 Osuna NE SFM/S N 7
Albuquerque, NM 87113 )

querq Mf SFO

Dear Mr. Millsap,

[ am writing in regard to the Mexican Wolf Introduction Program. [ am a former serious
backpacker, and am yet a serious hiker, and Sierra Club member, 71 years of age.
However, I built my own cabin in Alpine, largely with my own two hands, and live there
during the summer now. At the time we initiated the project, the wolf reintroduction plan
was not public knowledge. Our son left us his lab mix dog. My wife and I hike daily
during the summer in the vicinity of Alpine (within a ~ 3-4 mile radius), taking our dog
on a leash. We have seen wolf scat, notices of wolf trapping by your organization, the
stripped elk skeletons and tracks left from definite wolf kills, and heard reports of
sightings within this radius, some less than a mile from Alpine residences. Las summer,
we found the stripped skeleton of a young cow elk, most likely due to wolf predation, just
a few hundred yards south of cabins in the Alpine Highlands Estates. [ am totally against
this expensive program. We should be able to hike with our dog in the above periphery
around Alpine, without the possibility of defenselessly seeing our dog killed before our
eyes, or, having to defend ourselves. I notice that the initial public announcements
referenced “the remote Blue river area”. Alpine is not remote any more! Furthermore,
most supporters of wolf reintroduction seem to be residents of cities, who are far
removed from wolves. The effectiveness of the wolf pack “business plan” was brought
home by witnessing the attack of just two Chows on a single dog. We do not want to
have any chance of experiencing this. If the numbers of elk are too great, the solution is
simple. Just give out more hunting permits. My friends who are hunters have waited up to
14 years for a permit!

Please end the program now, removing all wolves, including uncollared young wolves,

or, end the introduction of wolves, and permit residents to defend themselves and their

dogs by any appropnate means. . As will likely be necessary, give out more elk hunting
petmits to control the number of elk.

s

/

John F. Peck
P.O. Box 699,
Alpine, AZ 85920

4145 E. 4™ St.
Tucson, AZ 85711.



Response to the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Reg. Vol. 72, No. [51. 8/7/2007. pgs. 44065-44069

12/24/2007

Brian Milsap, State Administratior

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna N.E.

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Sir:

This and the following 5 pages contain my comments and inputs in response to the preparation of
the draft EIS through the NEPA process and socio-economic statement in conjunction with a
proposed rule to amend the 1998 final rule (Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, 8/7/2007, pgs.
44065-44069). That rule authorized the establishment of a nonessential experimental population
of the “Mexican gray wolf” in Arizona and New Mexico, under section 10(j) of the ESA.

I urge you to seriously consider these matters so that wolf recovery can again get underway as it
has made negative progress over the last several years.

Thank you for your consideration and please keep me on all mailing lists relative to this process.

LINDA WHITETRIFARO

Box 768
Alpine, AZ 85920
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Response to the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Reg. Vol. 72, No. I31. 8/7/2007, pgs. 44065-44069

Comments for consideration in the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Amendment of the 1998 Non-essential experimental population (10)) rule for
Recovery of the Subspecies, Mexican Gray Wolf, in Arizona and New Mexico

The Blue Range Recovery Area (BRWRA) is the primary recovery zone (Apache-Greenlee county line
south to the San Francisco River), with secondary recovery zones on the Apache portion of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests including the area north of this county line and south of this river, and
including the Gila NF in New Mexico. The Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA)
includes the above areas and stretches from [-40 on the north, to I-10 on the south, and from [-17 on the
weslt, to [-25 on the easl.

There are 7 issues (a through g) identified in the Fed. Reg.

(Issues a and ¢) Where wolves are allowed to establish territories-

Comment: Wolves have established outside the primary and secondary recovery zones and successfully
survived and reproduced with little to no livestock depredation problems (cxamples: San Mateo, Frisco,
Nantac, Saddle packs). Because the biology has proven itself, amend the rule to allow any successful
establishment of wolves within the MWEPA,

Additional comment: Because it provides limited habitat and prey, the White Sands Missile Range
should not encompass any primary rccovery zone area as it does now.

(Issue b) Initial wolf releases into secondary recovery zones currently not allowed-
Comment: The current restriction is artificial and is impacting genetics. Because it is political and not
biological, allow initial releases in the secondary zones.

Additional comment: Do NOT hold public meeting on ¢ach and every individual release because
releases tied to recovery have already gone through the NEPA process in the preparation of the original
EIS. Currently meetings are being held on individual releases but this is not required, has not been
productive or helpful, and the meetings become mere grandstanding about recovery which has already
been addressed and merely provide opportunity for public abusc of federal and state employees doing
their job.

(Issues d and e) Responses to nuisance behavior by wolves, including “take” of wolves when they
attack dogs on private or tribal lands-

Comment: Remember that under the Endangered Species Act, these Mexican gray wolves, as part of
this “nonessential, experimental population,” are to be treated as “‘proposed endangered” in terms of
effects to them. As such, and in order to recover wolves, the prohibitions against take and harm should
remain firmly in placc. Harassment is currently allowed and it may be appropriate to expand what
entails “harassment” such as allowing use of paint balls (although paintball paint is considered littering
and defacement of public lands at this time) or use of pepper spray (this would need studying in order to
determine the pack’s reaction to a wolf incapacitated temporarily by the spray, since weakened animals
can be attacked by other wolves).

Any expansion of harassment regarding protection of dogs should be within the limits whereby take or
harm of the wolf should not accur; keep this in mind: instances of wolf attacks on dogs have been
limited and all have been compensated by Defenders of Wildlife; as well, thesc instances have rarely
resulted in serious injury to the dog.

L.WHITETRIFARO 1%/242007 commcent and input -2



Response o the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Reg. Vol. 72, No. 131. 8/7/2007. pgs. 44065-44069

Additional comment: Ranchers should have no harassment privileges on public lands over what any
other member of the public can have; this has been the root of so much of the program’s problems to
date, i.e., special considerations for and catering to public land ranchers which has fostered a belief on
their part that their personal demands trump the interest of the American public.

Additional comment: The greater context for nuisance wolf behaviors is knowledge-- the knowledge
about how to react to wolf presence (e.g., someone hiking with dogs) and how humans create problem
situations (e.g., dog food left out). Of the outreach and public information currently underway through
the wolf recovery effort, only a small component is for the general public (campers, hikers, interested
conservation groups, etc). The program is under staffed, but essentially all current efforts are directed
toward ranchers, including continual calling and contact with ranchers even where there are no current
wolf problems; this should not be so and there should be a much greater emphasis and effort to reach out
to others.

(Issue f) clarify definitions of “breeding pair,” “depredation incident” and “thresholds for
permanent removal®-

Comment: First, any changes to definitions should facilitate wolf recovery, and outweigh the plethora
of standardized, repetitious complaints and demands by public lands ranchers and counties. Next,
depredations or nuisance/problem incidences should only count against lawfully present livestock which,
by its own (Forest Service) rules and regulations, means more than just having a term grazing permit.

As part of the term grazing permit, the where, when and numbers of livestock grazing is specified
yearly. To be out of these prescriptions is to be out of authorization and is subject to adverse permit
action and fines (non-discretionary unauthorized use charges). As such, wolves should nor be penalized
for public land ranchers’ failure to follow the terms that allow them the privilege to use a public resource
for fees that are well below the market value of the resource to start with (note: on 3 separatc occasions,
the US Supreme Court has ruled that public lands grazing is a privilege, not a right).

Additional comment: Regarding carcass management-- if indeed every lost cow or calif is a drastic blow
to the public land rancher’s economic viability, that rancher will be frequently checking their stock and
will know of essentially every lost animal. It is then easy, and cheap, to render carcasses unpalatable to
scavengers by applying lime. Again, the Forest Service already has the authority to require this under
clauses in section 8 of every term grazing permit issued. Biologically, wolves scavenge, so wolves that
scavenge on livestock carcasses (that died of reasons other than their own depredation) should not be
considered “nuisance™ or “problem” wolves.

(Issue g) Center for Biological Diversity 2004 petition-
Commnient: No information is given in order to respond to this item.

Other important matters for consideration-

There are apparent discrepancies between Arizona (Apache Forest) and New Mexico (Gila Forest) that
need to be addressed (see below). It can be said these are outside the current EIS considerations but
because these are clearly and significantly affecting wolf recovery between the primary and secondary
zones and because thesc matters are under the jurisdiction of one of the partners in the wolf recovery
program, i.c., the Forest Service, they cannot be ignored if Mexican gray wolves are to be recovered. If
these are ignored, then there is no amount of other convoluted efforts that will make up for ignoring
these matters, and recovery will not occur (the situation to date), and wolves should be removed from
the wild entirely. Specific examplcs follow:

L.WHITETRIFARO 12/24/2007 commen and input -3-



Response to the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Reg. Vol. 72, No. 151, 8/7/2007, pes. 44065-44069

>At above 7,000 ft in elevation there is essentially no winter/spring grazing in Arizona, a time when
forage plants are not growing and when dried forage does not even provide enough protein to maintain
a cow. However, at these elevations there is grazing in New Mexico during the winter/spring (spring
is also denning time for wolves); in fact, one NM grazing allotment at 8,000 ft in elevation was always
grazed only in the summer/fall but today is grazed yearlong.

>In Arizona, cattle are not present in every pasture, all the time; however, this appears to be the case in
New Mexico, hence there is a greater opportunity for livestock-wolf encounters in New Mexico which
has proven true.

>Recent-born calves are seen in Arizona only during the spring but they are seen yearlong in New
Mexico; any university extension agent will note that this is a poor livestock production practice that
will limit the number of calves per cow over her lifetime and will limit the subsequent economic
returns to the rancher.

>There are some areas that never have livestock in Arizona such as flowing rivers and creeks, and
high elevation spruce forests; however, livestock are always scen in these areas in New Mexico.

>Between about 1997 and 2006 greater than “‘normal’’ drought conditions occurred in eastern Arizona
and western New Mexico. The Arizona forest made adjustments in livestock grazing to compensate
for the drought impacts to plants over this period; however, the New Mexico forest did little. It now
appears that grasses and rangelands have come through this period in 2 much healthier condition in
Arizona than in New Mexico...and the better habitat conditions benefit the wolves® wild prey which in
turn benefits wolves.

Other Issues for Consideration during the NEPA process for the upcoming EIS

o The removal or killing of 59 wolves over the course of reintroduction-

Comment: This has clearly hindered, in fact stalled, wolf recovery. The provision for removal (lethal or
otherwise) after three livestock depredations is not a biological tool for recovery but rather a
management tool after establishment of a population. This approach was not used during establishment
of the Northern gray wolf (where additionally there were possibilities for recolonization from Canada)
and it makes even less sense for thc Mexican gray wolf where there is no potential [or any other mcans
of population recovery.

Additional comment: The three “strikes” approach is also being applied (0o domestic sheep on public
land; however, in terms of forage needed, grazing fees and animal unit months (AUMSs), 5 sheep are
equivalent to one cow; hence. by definition, 15 sheep should equate to 3 cows in terms of depredation.

Additional comment: The captive wolf facilities across the country are overflowing with removed
wolves, another reason to drastically limit removals; and, packs with wild-born pups should never be
removed because 1) they arc the hope and future of recovering a wild wolf population and 2) the impact
of captivity on captured and removed wild-born animals has been horrible, as has been demonstrated at
the Sevilleta Facility.

025 wolves have been shot and killed (with one self defense determination and only one prosecution), 3
have currently disappeared. and there have been openingly admitied actions by a public land ranch
manager with the objective to purposely entice nearby wolves (while creating “post traumaltic stress
syndrome"” in one of his oven family members)- )
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Response 1o the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Reg. Vol. 72, No. 151, 8/7/2007. pgs. 44065-44069

Comment: For all the huff and bluff in Catron CountySurely federal law enforcement can do better than
this; even the self-defense case was questionable but was one of the first futile efforts to try to make
wolf recovery acceptable to everyone; hence, it appears that enforcement of laws and regulations for
wolf recovery is not a priority, for political (?) or poor budget reasons(?).

e Payments to public lands ranchers for wolf depredations or injury to stock or other animals-
Comment: This in entirely within the purview of a private group (like Defenders of Wildlife) but where
payments are made to public lands ranchers who are unwilling to make adjustments or unwilling to live
with wolves, it fails to meet the objective for which the program was developed, i.e., acceptance of
wolves. Payments to public lands ranchers made by the federal government, as is being currently
proposed, is wrong in that the Endangered Species Act is the law of the land. Do we pay people to abide
by other laws?

If the rancher’s own nced to improve livestock husbandry and economic return, along with the already
very minimal fecs for grazing on American’s public lands, and the countless other financial assistance
ranchers receive (the cost of Wildlife Services handling predator problems on public and private land is
paid by the county, Arizona state gives ranchers open space payments, ASCS gives payments for feed
and other drought assistance, there re agriculture producer tax write-offs when a cow is lost)—if all this
does not make the presence of wolves more tolerable, neither will any additional payments from the
public coffers. Even though public lands ranchers have demonstrated they will take any payment, many
have demonstrated that it will not change their attitude (which is ok) and it will not change their
management (which is not ok).

e Recovery of wolves on public lands; or implementation of livestock grazing that is appropriate for
resource conditions, livestock numbers and seasons on public land; or any changes to the very limited
management required of permittees on public lands—all these will result in failure of the ranch, will
result in significant impacts to the county economy, and will result in the selling of private ranch lunds
to the detriment of all wildlife-

Comment: Each and every aspect of the above statcments is unfounded and such unsubstantiated
general perceptions are accepted by most people without critical evaluation. In fact, there have been
substantial changes in livestock management, numbers, and grazing seasons in the primary recovery
zone in Arizona and these have not resulted in loss of one ranching operation in Arizona. Economic
analyses by the Forest Service show that the percent of return to the local economy and county, both
directly and indirectly, are miniscule in Arizona and limited in New Mexico. Any selling and
subsequent subdividing of private ranch lands will not come about because of what happens to grazing
permits but will come about due to the economic value of the private lands in the primary and secondary
recovery zones as compared o the returns generated by the best and most economical public lands
ranching operations, especially in today’s market and Western US population demographics. It is time
to stop citing these non-facts as bases for compensation or for hoped-for wolf-tolerance payments.

e AMOC s composition of every ugency director, the multitude of Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs) and giving the Arizona Game and Fish Dept. lead early in the recovery effort-

Comment: No other species under an ESA recovery effort has this massive multi-agency political
oversight and wolf recovery has not been facilitated by it. Arizona Game and Fish Department, as the
lead field agency. has also not facilitated wolf recovery; notably: giving ranchers wolf radio receivers
that created fear and chaos every time a wolf walked through the area (this is not donc with bears and
lions, because it would do the same thing) and the Department’s micro management up through and at
each level of the Department for every action considered by the field team.
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Response o the draft EIS with proposed rule change: Fed.Rea. Vol. 72, No. 151, 8/7/2007. pgs. 44065-44069

o Known predation since 1998 of 110 head of catile-

Comment: Because of the limited costs required of the rancher associated with grazing livestock on
public land, many public lands ranchers do not spend much time checking herd well-being as do
ranchers with a greater investment in their herds; as such, wolf predation could be higher than then 110
head cited in the Federal Register; however, this is unlikely given the continual tabs the field team keeps
on wolves and their constant searches for uncollared wolves.

Additional comment: Even if the loss cited was instead 350 head, compensated has been paid for every
confirmed loss (somewhat less than $100,000 has been paid out in total since 1998 by Defenders of
Wildlife). Consider that the 350 head figure would come to only 35 head per year for the past 10 years
of wolf reintroduction efforts. in spite of the individually relatively high reported losses to a few
marginal livestock operations (one manager of which openly admits to enticing wolves to predate on the
ranch owner's livesiock, sitting all night with night-vision hoping a wolf would come in to his
personally inflicted bleeding cattle). That number also represents, at most, 1% of all the livestock on
public land in the primary and secondary recovery zones—so much ado is being made over less than a
mole hill (for a mixed metaphor), but the responses of the recovery agencies since 1998 have essentially,
to date, stalled recovery effort in response to that “ado;” it is no wonder that there is a Notice of Intent to
sue some of these agencies for failure to carry out their obligation under the Endangered Species Act.

o/t has been asked *What values do we as individuals in society place on wolves and how much are we
willing to tolerate thent on the landscape?™ (Morgart )-

The answer to those questions have already been made: the vast majority of individuals in this society
have spoken to their values through passage of the Endangered Species Act, by placing a high value on
restoring wildlife and other species falling from the web of biological diversity. It is true that no Jaw
affects everyone equally but our laws still reflect societal values. More than every reasonable, and
plenty of unreasonable, efforts have been made to reduce impacts to those who feel they are most
affected by recovery of the Mexican gray wolf; however, it is time to stop cfforts that have proven futile
in an attempt to make the wolf palatable to, or to placate the few who are the most vocal and who have
avowed to never accept the wolf in spite of what the law requires...It is time to start truly recovering the
wolf through sound biological management and as required by law.
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Date: December 26, 2007

To: U.S. fish and Wildlife Service — Attn Wolf Program
New Mexico Ecological Service Office
2105 Osuna N.E.
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113

fFrom: Lowell Hansen
HC30 Box 22-J
Concho, AZ. 85924

Re: Public Comment Request for the Mexican Gray Wolf Program

Gentlemen,

| have supported of the Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Program since the
beginning. | have attended several of the vsolf meetings over the years and find
that very little, if anything, was ever really done "FOR" the wolf at those meetings.
The wolf workshop at Hon-dah was a disaster and could have been very
beneficial to educating the Public about our Mexican wolves.

I very strongly object to the killing of AFXXX in July, by a government hunter.
This was absolutely “senseless”! | have read the SOP's and for the most part
agree with them, however | have found this "three strikes and your out” rule to be
absolutely senseless! In July '07 you issued a lethai order to destroy AF XXX for
cattle preditation. This was extremely upsetting to many people, myself included.
The “three strikes and your out” is an “old saying"” that comes from the human
criminal element. Obviously, this did not work for them and needs to be removed
from any wolf association.

| have noticed that you have issued an order to capture part of the Aspen
Pack for relocation into captivity. First of all, you are taking the AF away from her
mate. The AM does not know what happened. Wolves have a beautiful family
life that is very important to them. Yes, they do mourn the lost of their mate and
pups. Unfortunately, we can't tell them what we don’t want them to do. Wolves do
what they want to do, when they want to do it! They need to eat just like we
humans do and we would also kill anything to survive, just like a wolf.

After many years involved with raising cattle for profit in Canada, Minnesota
and Arizona, | wish to voice my opinion of Arizona's open range and the wolves.
First of all, wolves have a right to live on this earth as a predator. The USFS
needs to eliminate the grazing permit system to allow the wildlife to consume the
forage in the forests. The drought over the last few years has greatly impacted
the amount of forage available. When we tried to sell our USFS graze permits
there were no buyers. The open range cattle market in Arizona is not in a heaithy
financial condition.

In Canada, where there are approximately 50,000 wolves, people have
learned to live with the wolf. They have the larger size timber wolves running
120+ Ib. or so. There never has been a human-wolf contact that has resulted in
injury to a human. The Minnesota area has approximately 3,000 northern gray



wolves, with the people accepting them there too. Arizona needs to become
educated that wolves can exist here with out conflicts. The wolves need to be
allowed to mature in the wild, by doing and going where they want to. It's good to
keep track of them, but not to step in and interfere with their lives. Definitely do
not kill anymore of them! It does not provide anything beneficial to the wolves.
There are enough natural hazards ouf there to content with, including the anti-
wolf people in Catron County, New Mexico

i would suggest that the penalty for kiiling a Mexican gray wolf be increased
monetarily and to include jail time. There are people out there that have said,
only if they are caught.

in closing, | would like to see more public education about the Mexican Wolf
and more public meetings that would allow communication with you as a panei.
In the past, the meetings with the Az Game and Fish have not allowed any
discussions to {ake place.

Respectfully,

decalf i

Lowell Hansen
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- THE PLATEAU PARTNERSHIP “

P.O. Box 426 e St. Johns, AZ 85936
Phone: (928) 337-4159 fax: (928) 337-4499

December 27, 2007

John Slown

US Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

Re: Wolf scoping

Dear Mr. Slown:

Unable to attend any of the scoping meeting, [ should like to submit written
comments.

1. What is the DNA makeup of the wolves being released? Are they hybrid
and do they—from a DNA perspective—result in a reintroduction or in the
introduction of an entirely different species?

2. Is a non-essential and experimental wolf reintroduction in west-central
New Mexico truly feasible in the dawn of the 21 century? Why is the
program still in existence given the escalating economic costs, damage to
livestock producers and divisiveness between those pushing the program
who do not live in the area and those who do live in the area and are affected

by the program?

The wolf has been eliminated from west-central New Mexico for the better
part of a century. Conditions in the area are no longer what they were in the
19" Century and the early portions of the 20" Century. There are
considerably more people living in what were uninhabited areas. Recreation
and hunting have increased. There are more domestic animals in the area—
not just cattle but horses, dogs, chickens and cats.

What are the social/cultural/economic impacts to a wolf reintroduction
program given the changes over the last century and a half and ultimately,



2
can a reintroduction program even be successful given the changes?

3. Isthe removal of livestock carcasses i) cost effective and ii) would it
actually result in diminished livestock depredation? There is a bald assertion
by wolf advocates that carcasses result in the wolf acquiring a “taste” for
beef. Is there any peer reviewed science that actually suggests wolves are an
animal even capable of “acquiring tastes” for certain species?

4. How are assertions that wolves will not attack humans squared with
experiences in this nation prior to their eradication (previous to the 100-year
period in which wolf advocates claim there are no “documented” attacks)
and with experiences in Canada, Europe, and Asia?

5. What are the liability issues should there be a wolf attack?

6. How is an experimental and non-essential wolf reintroduction program
squared against the takings requirement of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution and the requirements of the New Mexico Constitution? The
latter contains more stringent provisions than the U.S. Constitution.
Specifically, Article I, Section 20 of the New Mexico Constitution contains
a prohibition not only on the taking of property without compensation but
also on the damaging of property. Additionally, Article II, Section 4, of the
New Mexico Constitution affirms the right of “protecting property.” How
are these provisions squared when under an experimental and non-essential
program, cattle, dogs, chickens and cats are exposed to depredation by
wolves placed in the area by the Federal Government? At present, not only
are there compensation issues but also the prohibition under the program on
the ability of persons to protect their property and to exclude wolves from
their private property. For example, we own over 16,000 contiguous acres
in Catron County and simply do not want wolves on our property. We run
an outfitting business, breed expensive cutting horses and Border Collies.
We also are in the process of forming a hunting club for our property which
includes the selling of home sites. How do we exclude wolves and the
threats they pose to our guests, invitees, livestock, horses and dogs? How
can an experimental and nonessential program trump the provistons of both
the U.S. and New Mexico Constitutions?
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7. What are the health issues presented by wolves? USDA is presently
pushing its animal ID program (NAIS.) Part of the impetus behind NAIS is
homeland security and the fear of terrorist introduction of disease. One of
the diseases USDA specifically mentions if Foot and Mouth Disease. How
will wolves impact the potential spread of FMD—especially given that they
are among livestock and their locations are not limited to specific livestock
herds? How will they impact NAIS and trace back? What is the potential
for the spread of other diseases, by feces or otherwise? What of rabies,
especially given the encounters with wolves by domestic animals?

8. What are the economic impacts on the livestock business from wolf
introduction and what is the potential for the development of forest
inholdings and large tracts of private lands outside the forest should ranchers
determine they cannot stay in business? What are the environmental,
cultural, and economic effects should ranchers be driven out of business..
with the result that i) forest inholdings are developed and ii) large tracts of
private lands outside the national are developed?

9. What are the benchmarks for determining when a non-essential and
experimental program has succeeded or failed? Is there a limit to the dollars
that will be spent on the program in an effort to make it succeed? If it is
determined that the societal, cultural, economic impacts compel the
conclusion that the program is a failure, what will be done with the wolves
then in the wild?

10. What is the potential for wolves to breed with feral dogs or other
canines such as coyotes and how would such breeding affect the program?
Sincerely,

M.Q&@,@—

H. Jay Platt
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FROM: )//w;zw

Dec. 30, 2007

Shirley A. Sproul
10707 E. Turkey Creek Road
Pearce, Arizona 85625

TO:
John Slown

US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

RIFE g s o

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 Experimenial Population of
the Arizona and New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolf
(""Mexican Gray Wolf"')

Thank you for allowing us to comment on such an important issue. It is well
known that many people in Arizona and New Mexcio do indeed oppose the
Mexican Wolf reintroducton progragam from the onset. Many organziations
and individuals have engaged in litigation against the program. With that in
mind we still submit the following comments in the sprirt of cooperation, and

12/30/2007
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in an attempt to lesson the burden on residents of this area including, mothers,
fathers, brothers, sisters, children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren.

We first concurr with all comments submitted to you by the following
organizations: New Mexico Cattle Growers, Arizona Cattle Growers, Coalition
of Arizona/New Mexico Counties, and the (ila Livestock Growers Association.

We believe that the following issues should be included in the scope of analysis:

1. Disclosure of the full 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.

2. Full investigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased
cost to livestock operations.

3. Discontinuance of the practice of trans-locating problem wolves.

4.  Improve prompt lethal and non-lethal control of problem wolves.

5.  Improve monitoring of wolves to insure that residents of the release and recovery areas are
informed when wolves are in close proximity and to facilitate documentation of predation on
livestock.

6. Improve capture count collar and vaccination programs for Mexican wolves.

7. Commitment to maintaining the 10(J) status of the Mexican wolf program and adding
common sense approaches to manage problem wolves.

8. The amending of the 10(J) rule to include the authority to harass Mexican wolves for
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.

9.  The amending of the 10(J) rule to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by
the USFWS or other federal, Tribal or state agencies when wolves cxhibit fearless behavior or
become habituated to humans and pose a demonstrable threat to human safety. This provision
should include providing a federal take permit, for local county law enforcement personnel, to
allow them to lethally take a wolf for immediate protection of human safety.

10.  The amending of the 10(J) rule to allow serious and affective methods that will
imrmediately stop wolf attacks on dogs and stop wolves from coming into private property and
areas where people live. This should include public education practices that tcach people how to
deal with habituated wolves and give them the tools to do it. Also necessary is the need to issue
take permits to those who are suffering these types of territorial challengcs by Mexican wolves at
their homes.
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11.  The 10(QJ) rule should document through appropriate mapping that people reside in current
and potential wolf habitat. The gencral public has been given the mistaken impression that
people do not reside in the wolf release and recovery areas.

12.  Maintenance of the livestock production in the release and recovery arca.

13. The effects of wolves on watersheds, spread of disease and domestic and wild animal
populations.

14.  Anallowance in the rule for livestock owners or their agents may take (including kill or
injure) any wolf engaged in the act of killing wounding or biting livestock on federally
administered lands (see definition change) allotted for grazing anywhere within the Mexican
wolf Experimental population arca, including within the designated wolf recovery areas.

15. The need for definition changes in the new rule and managcment plans as well as any
SOPs, such as:

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 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, 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).

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 in the boundaries
of a grazing allotment where the owner has beneficial use water rights.

16. Retaining definitions that do not warrant changes or additions from the current rule include
the following:

Occupied Mexican Wolf Range , Opportunistic, Non-injurious harassment, Primary recovery
zone, Problem wolves, Rendezvous site, Secondary recovery zone, Wolf recovery arca.
Specifically, the definition of problem wolf should not be gerrymandered to move the goalposts
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associated with management of problem behavior.

17. Takings implications assessments must be planned for and implemented in scoping
rulemaking and management planning in order to determine the scope of compensation
necessary to private properly OWNers for depredation and losses caused by the program.

18. Implementation 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.

19. Change the current methodology for determining a depredation to the more reasonable
Minnesota version which allows missing calves to be confirmed as wolf kills under certain

circumstances.

20. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals
affected by introduced wolves.

21. Mitigation of the false or misleading information that has been issued as public education
during so called scoping meetings including the power point presentation as well as the
contents of posters that contain faulty information on wolf removals livestock depredation

and food sources.

72 Livestock kills as a result of wolf management rather than grazing cycles must be properly
analyzed. Currently the [FT and other managcrs are using subjective and speculative
information to validate increased depredation problems, and example of which is the claim
made in the scoping information education posters that year round grazing causes more

livestock depredation.

23. More intensive and widespread data should be collected on wolf diet using scat studies from
throughout the recovery area rather than one point and time date that leads to an incorrect
conclusion that wolves are eating 75% elk as noted on a pie chart in the scoping and
educational posters. This study is out of date and far to smatl to legitimately make that
claim. There is also reason to believe the study is biased as scat from areas where livestock
were present was not used in the analysis. Any NEPA analysis should provide for better

information compilation in a new rule.

24. Site specific economic analysis on ranches that are being harmed

25. Analysis of problems associated with epozootic disease carried by wolves and potentially
carried in wolf feces. The potential affect on people, domestic animals including pets and

working dogs, and other wildlife.

26. Analysis of wolf occupancy of lands where domestic livestock are present and homes
where children reside where domestic animals may contract a parasite or disease and spread
it to humans or where wolves may dircctly deposit infectious materials near residences.

27. Cumulative impacts of wolf reintroduction and recovery should also be analyzed using
local, county developed information on jobs, poverty and economics.

28. Takings implications of the affect of the current private property ban of use of M 44's and
other lethal control devices used for predator management of species other than Mexican
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wolves.

29. The termination of the introduction effort should be a legal and reasonable option new EIS.

30. Insure that the scope of the economic impact analysis be limited to the individual rancher
and at the most the county level. An analysis that is national or regional in scope fails to
depict the real impacts

31. Review information distributed as fact in the scoping meetings and make corrections to that
information. As is it is biased and subjective and should not have been made available as
public education.

We submit these comments to the public record. And we belicve that these comments provided
by the Gila County Cattlegrowers do indeed capture the issues that are of concemn to local
land owners and residents of the area.

Thank you for your time and attention to these points.
Respectfully yours,

Shirley A. Sproul
10707 E. Turkcy Creek Road
Pearce, Arizona

85625
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31 December 2007

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
US.EWS.

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Off
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

RE: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping Comments

First of all [ am grateful there are Mexican Wolves back in the wild and T hope to see the
population fully recover. Unfortunately there are several obstacles preventing successful
Mexican wolf recovery.

My suggestions that will lead to successful wolf recovery are:

[.

Remove the fictitious “experimental nonessential designation” and change the
populations status to “endangered” status. This change will reflect the reality of
the situation, Let’s be honest, the Mexican wolf situation in New Mexico and
Anzona is dire.

Allow the Mexican wolf population to expand from the current artificial boundary
to a situation that reflects the Mexican wolf’s natural distribution.

Allow wolf reintroductions into other areas to reflect the natural distribution of
Mexican wolves..

Develop a program that will force livestock growers to follow enlightened and
predator neutral or friendly animal husbandry techniques.

e Remove or properly dispose of dead livestock.

e Protect livestock by corralling them or guarding them more effectively
Livestock growers in the arnid sonthwest need to realize that their Jeases are not
rights. Their livestock are really nonessential to our dietary needs or the economy
in the United States. Livestock growers in more mesic habitats can raise cattle on
grass without government handouts and still make money.

Stop killing wolves for being wolves! We should encourage natural behavior,
which does not include hunting people, instead of punishing them for their natural
behavior.

Revise the recovery plan to include mandatory predator friendly animal
husbandry techniques for livestock growers, and for the allowance for the wolves
to expand their range. This will include allowing natural fluctuations in the
population.

Thank you forjthid opportunity comment.
omas Hulen

6625 S. McKemy Street
Tempe, AZ 85283
602.619.9717
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COMMENTS ON MEXICAN WOLF RECOVERY
NEPA, EIS, ETC.

December 30, 2007
Mary Macnab

P.O. Box 85
Blue, Arizona 85922



WHEREAS, since its inception the Mexican wolf recovery program (hereafter
referred to as “the program”) has been functioning under a law never enacted
into positive law, the Endangered Species Act, the program therefore lacks any
legal jurisdictional authority over any of the current or proposed program
recovery areas under the said un-enacted Endangered Species Act, which by
law grants territorial jurisdiction only; (1)* and,

WHEREAS, program assumptions that the current recovery area can be
accurately and legally defined as “federal public lands” and therefore subject to
“federal jurisdiction” overlook the lack of required cession by the states to the
federal government, and therefore the term "public land” is erroneously applied
(here in both fact and legal definition and confers no federal jurisdiction).(2); and

WHEREAS, program actions fraudulently based on these assumptions of
authority are in direct violation of many of the basic rights of the people affected
including but not limited to:
1) Domestic Tranquility (i.e. protection from substantial
continuous endangerment)
2) Right to Life, Liberty and Property
3) Right to Due Process in the deprivation of any person of Life,
Liberty, or Property and for public use without Just
Compensation ( Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments).

WHEREAS, an oath of office must be taken before any authority is granted to al!
civil service or uniformed service federal employees and this oath binds and
REQUIRES each individual to swear that they ...“WILL SUPPORT AND
DEFEND THE CONSTITUTION against alt enemies foreign and domestic; that |
will bear true faith and allegiance to the same,; that i take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion; and that | will well and
faithfully discharge the duties of this office...” but there is scant behavior
evidenced in the program which indicates that many of the involved federal
employees have taken, understood, or upheld their oath of office and thereby
fraudulently assume the authority it grants to act at all. (3); and,

WHEREAS, program personnel acting in a manner alien and antagonistic to the
protections of the Constitution are by definition a domestic enemy of the people;
and,

WHEREAS, the above problems need to be aggressively and successfully

addressed for the program to enter into a realm of legality deserving of program
continuation, and a significant program structural revamp will be necessary; and,

*see end notes



WHEREAS, according to the CEQ (Council for Environmental Quality) regulations which
govemn the NEPA process the program has failed to adequately address cumulative impact
this must be addressed by future impact assessments according to the regulations and
other aforementioned lawful requirements.

CEQ - Regulations 1508, Sec. 1508.7 Cumulative impact.

“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment [in this case impact on the economic,
social and cultural ecology of the people specific to the recovery area] which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to the other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of

time. (my emphasis); and,

WHEREAS, in Sec.1508.8 Effects - of the above document, (effects and impacts are
synonymous in these regulations) specifically mentioned as impacts to be considered (not
separately but cumulatively with all other impacts of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions) are cultural, economic, social, or health impacts, whether direct,
indirect, or cumulative and impacts can resuit from actions which may have both beneficial
and detrimental effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the impact will be
beneficial; and,

WHEREAS, the above can be illustrated in an improper balance between wolf control and
depredation/compensation where the never adequately compensated wolf depredations
(due to impossibility of confirmation of the vast majority of wolf kills) when impacts are
made more severe by less control equaling more uncompensated (and non-confirmed loss
AND ever increasing negative impact on the economic ecology of the herding/grazing
culture and the communities this culture supports.

WHEREAS, even the most casual mapping of the situation clearly indicates severe
problems with recovery, and poor initial evaluation of the area as adequate for the 100 wolf
population recovery goal, such as no core area for wolves to recover in (E. Bangs,
Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery), and that this recovery can never work here (E.
Bangs and S. Brecht, NRMWR) indicating the unique and sensitive recovery application
which must be achieved and the substantial downsizing of expectations for population
numbers necessary(4); and,

WHEREAS, the above lack of core area is a “prevalent dynamic” severely exacerbating the
problems experienced cumulatively on the ground by the ungulate and agricultural land
based cultural and economic ecologies here - through almost constant proximity and the
resultant effect of increased habituation of the wolves, a major problem increasing
endangerment, property losses and behavioral failure wolves; and,

WHEREAS, the problem of a continually developing culture of “no control” which has over
time developed extremist attitudes in the public which have no understanding of the true
2



needs and considerations which the program must address, which David Mech wamed
over 10 years ago (5), has not been adequately ameliorated by less “wolf friendly” and
more “people friendly” public outreach and education by the agencies involved as he

suggested; and,

WHEREAS, too “wolf friendly” ideology within the program itself has led to
misunderstandings and untruth passed onto the public causing the public to develop
extreme, emotionally powerful misperceptions which endanger the people of the recovery
area (Appendix A); and,

WHEREAS, it is questionable as to whether the federal agencies involved in wolf recovery
are following their own rules - a specific instance might be § USC 5§53 which requires
NOTICE AND OPPORTUNITY to be filed in the Federal Registry (see 44 USC 1505) All
rule making proceedings have to comply with § USC 5586 and 5§ USC 557. Has the program
EVER had a hearing before an Administrative Law judge as required by statute? Simply
holding public meetings is NOT conforming to the Administrative Procedures Act at 5§ USC
533, 566, and 557. When federal agencies don’t follow the law they deny us “Due
process of Law” and have “unclean hands in equity” which deprives the courts of
jurisdiction over the subject matter (Appendix B); and

WHEREAS, federal and state employees are personably liable for actions taken under
unjustified authority adopted by the STATE (6);

THEREFORE BE (T CONCLUDED that the wolf recovery program needs to dig itself out of
a pit of illegal misuse of the people impacted - through extortionate abuse of property and
rights and by failure to adequately address many aspects of law, science and sociotogy,
and that remedies must be addressed before such abuse is allowed to expand its illegally
misused “territory".

Cc: to all related public agencies and legislators
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December 31, 2007

Brian Milsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque NM 87113 Fax: (505) 346-2542

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

Dear Mr. Milsap:

Request that the program provide for:

1.

10.
11.

A development of a system to allow the full protection of people and all their private property from woif
attacks. Something must be done fo let people protect theis-selves and their property from these
kiling machines. Specific language is needed to state a person may kill ar injure a wolf if threatened
by a wolf or in defense of another who is threatened, and may, kili a wolf that is not responding to
harassment and is consistently in areas frequented by people.

The disclosure of the actua! full social, cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and local
governments to include the loss of tax revenue and increased govemment operation costs due to
presence of introduced wolves.

Mitigate the full impacts to the pastorat communities and individuals affected by introduced wolves.
Conduct and provide information on a study and analysis of the food source other then pets and
livestock for the wolves in all the area where the wolves might be.

Change the system to require the element of proof on a livestock/pet kill be placed on the agency to
prove that it is not a wolf kill instead of on the individuals {o prove that it is a wolf kill. |t should be
considered a wolf kill if there are wolf tracks or any other indication of wolves in the area unless there

is concrete proof otherwise.
Discontinue of the practice of translocating praoblem wolves. There should be a prompt control, lethai

and non-lethal, of problem wolves.

Improve the monitoring of the wolves and communications with all the residents within a one day
traveling distance of the woives that there are wolves, including which wolves, in the area. The people
with wolves in their area should also be informed what they can do to protect their selves and their
property from the wolves. There must be a system developed to allow people to protect them selves
and their property.

The agency should have a complete and accurate PR campaign to provide complete factual
information on all the problems to humans caused by the wolves. The general public is provided very
littte information from the agencies on all that is happening with the wolves. And this is a danger to
people who might wish to visit the area for recreation. The general public is not prepared for what
might happen in these areas.

The agency should be responsible for all cost of loss of fivestock and pets and the cost required to
protect the people, livestock and pets from the wolves.

Identify all effects the wolves might have in the area with the spread of disease to both wild and
domestic animal populations. Isn’t wolves one of the possible carriers of hoof and mouth disease?
An allowance in the rule for livestock owners or their agents may take (including kill or injure) any wolf
engaged in the act of Killing wounding or biting livestock on federally administered lands (see definition
change) allotted for grazing anywhere within the Mexican wolf Experimental population area, including
within the designated wolf recovery areas.

Rachel Thomas
2135 N. Truman Road
Huachuca City, Arizona 85616
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Brian Millsap, State Administrator
— U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecolegical Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuguerque, NM 87113

Mr. Millsap,

I would like fo take this opportunity to thank those involved in retuming the Mexican gray wolf (Mgw)
back to a viable, wild population. The long-term health of the entire ecosystem depends upon a
balance between all species. The effect of removing the top predator from the southwest in the (ast
century may not be known for a long time to come. The recovery effort is essential for maintaining all
wildlife as a part of our nationa! heritage.

| recently attended a “scopes” meeting in Tucson to learn more about the Mgw re-introduction program.
| spoke to several biologists in altendance. [ have followed up my education on this issue by
researching both govemment and non-government websites. 1| find it disturbing that a USFWS biologist
would state that historic numbers for the Mgw population to have been around 200. Although stated
historic numbers vary, depending an source, it is safe to say she was off at least ten-fold, if not more.
She also didn't know the distinction in the rules goveming essential and nonessential experimental
populations, but stated that there wasn't much difference. It leads one to wonder what ather
misinformation has been disseminated to the public.

The status of the Mgw should be changed to that of “endangered” species and awarded all protection
safeguards. Given that curfent Mgw numbers are well below stated re-introduction geals, a change in
status would ensure that this species is given the utmost safeguard against the various pressures being
placed upon it. Allotment leasers should not be the judge as to whether an individual wolf is fo be
removed from the current populafion. Any “take” is a loss {o the already strained genelic pool. If
- possible, Mgw managers need {0 keep all individuals in the breeding population, both captive and wild,
in order 10 guarantee the greatest chance of genetic varability. Taking a wolf needs to be a last resort
solution. The removal numbers of 52 wolves already exceeds any mathematically warranted number
based on probable or confirmed depredations.

Limiting the Mgw range, also, does not send the message that everything is being done to re-establish
this species. The wolf doesn’t know boundaries, only habitat As an expert at finding a niche, the wolf
will let us know its range and carrying capacity. The managers could help out by working the education
and political end of administering the walfs retum. Adhering to the USFWS's own mission statement,
revised 12/12/07, would be a good guide.

We have an obligation to do whatever it takes in order to cotrect our near extermination of this animal.
The true measure of our success will be reflected by how legitimate our effort has been. Thank you for
your attention.

Paul Becklund
910 S. 37° Ave. #5

Tucson, AZ 85701
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Jim Chilton, Chairman
Federal Lands Commilitee
Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association
1401 N. 24" S¢., Suite 4
Phoenix, Arizona 85008

Via Facsimile

December 31, 2007

Mr. Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Re: Comments on Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent to Prepare an
Environmenval Impact Statement (EIS) and Sacio-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 Wyoif™)

Dear Mr. Millsap,
AT

G bebalf of our membership, the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association (ACGA),
I thanidyou for the opportunity to comment on the above-captioned action, At the outset,
we first wish to point out to you that NEPA requires your consideration of all reasonable
altematives to this proposed action — including the analysis of termination of this
program zs an alternative to its expansion. (See: Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermens s Associations v. National Marine Fisheries Service, 482 F. Supp. 2d 1248
(W.D.-:Wa'gh. 2007); Hells Canyon Preserve Council v. U.S. Forest Service, 2003 U.S.
Dist. LEXTS 26581 (D.Ore-2003); Sierra Club v. Marsh, 872 F.2d 497 (1% Cir. 1989)).

" “Here, the Fish & Wildlife Service is required by NEPA to evaluate termination of
the intfodiction program for the “Mexican gray wolf” because substantial evidence exists
that the animals being used for introductive purpose by the Service and its cooperators
are nof'Nléxican grey wolves but, rather, are, in fact, wolf~dog hybrids. According to Mr.
Roy T’McBride, the foremost recognized expert on the Mexican wolf, the animals being
used ‘B'y";fhé Service for introduction purpose are not “Mexican wolves” but are, in fact,
wolf/dbp’Hybrids. (See: MoBride letter to Parsons, attached). Moreover, genetic
analy$bsIperformed by researchers under contract with the Service and/or its cooperators,
are inadequate to establish the genetic purity of these animals, contrary to the Service’s
allegations'to the contrary. (See: treatments of captive lineages, attached).

i
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As a result, because the amendment proposed for EIS analysis here — expansion of
the areas into which the Service may release its captive-bred, alleged Mexican wolves --
raises substantial questions of irreversible environmental harm by its very real potential
to compromise the genetic integrity of the entire gray wolf recovery program (See: Mc
Bride letter, attached), the Service must consider termination of this program as a
reasonable alternative to its expansion under NEPA.

In doing so, the Service must explain its reasons for taking the particular action it
proposes within the context of the alternatives explored and evaluated. This means that,
to remain in compliance with NEPA, the Service must pravide the detailed information it
has regarding the genetic integrity of the animals it wishes to introduce and guarantee that
this information is made available to the public before preparing an EIS on this subject
matter. (See: 40 C.F.R. Sec. 1508.18). Such information, however, remains unavailable
at this point from the Service. Therefore, we hereby request receipt of all the
. information, detailed or otherwise, that the Service has regarding the genetic integrity of
"the animals it alleges, represents, and proposes to release as true “Mexican gray wolves”
at your earliest possible convenience.

This information must necessarily include all reports, studies, publications and
communications pertinent to the genetic integrity of the animals the Service is
representing as pure “Mexxca.n gray wolves,” the names of the researchers who
performed such work, the names of all entities and government agencies that funded any
and all of the reports, studies and publications relied upon by the Service, and, a detailed
explaﬂa'f‘on of the peer réview process utilized by the Service to verify the conclusions
rem:h(édt ‘By necessity, the latter also includes provision of the names and affiliations of
the perdons who performéd peer review of any of those genetic studies for the Service.

'Second, expansion of the introduction zone for captive-bred, alleged “Mexican
giay Wélves” south of Interstate 10, as the Service proposes, will have substantial
intersational implications, both socio-economically and environmentally, on the citizens
-and environment of northem Mexico. In particular, the citizens of both Chihuahua and
Sonora stand to be pa:tlcularly impacted by this proposal in substantial ways. Moreover,
‘trite;“wild Mexican wolves also stand to be detrimentally and irreversibly impacted by the
release of captive-bred animals south of I-10. As a result, input regarding this
introduction proposal must be solicited by the Service af Scoping in order to remain in
qonaohance with NEPA’S mtent

Accordingly, and at the least, to be in comphance with NEPA  the Service must
solicit input regarding this proposal from the various livestock growers, Ganadero
Uniohs, and/or Cattle Growers® Associations of northern Chihuahua and northern Sonora
immediately. Additionally, the input of our Ambassador to Mexico, as well as Mexico’s
Ambassador to us, must'also be solicited by the Service at this point in the Scoping
prodess to ensure that the purposes of NEPA are actually being served here.

Thﬂd, for the sake of brevity, we also incorporate by reference to herein the
many, excellent comments submitted to you by Ms. Caren Cowan of the New Mexico
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Cattle Growers’ Association on this subject matter. Those comments, consistent with
these, emphasize the need for the Service to fully comply with NEPA by evaluating all of
the environmental and human community impacts its proposal here entails. By necessity,
such evaluation also includes consideration of termination of this program as a reasonable
alternative to expanding it.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Service’s intent to
prepare an EIS and Socio-economic assessment for its proposed amendment of the rule
establishing & nonessential experimental population of the “Mexican gray wolf” We will
be awaiting your prompt response to our request for the information specifically
requested from you herein.

/M

Jim Chilton, Chairman,
Fedgral Lands Committee,
Arizona Cattle Growers’ Assaciation

cc.: Mir. C.B. “Doc” Lane, Executive Director, Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association;

Ms. Caren Cowan, Executive Director, New Mexico Cattle Growers’ Association
R 1 VR o
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Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association

cc.: Mr. C.B. “Doc” Lane, Executive Director, Arizona Cattle Growers® Association;
Ms. Caren Cowan, Executive Director, New Mexico Cattle Growers’ Association
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Attn: Mexicarw Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Brianw Mlsap

State Admivutyator

Us Fishvand Wildlife Sevvice

New Mexrico Ecological Sexvices Field Office RECEIVED
2105 Osuna NE Cr a3
Albuwrquerque DEC 2 1 2007
New Mexico USFWS-NMESFQ

87113
Comumnenty’

My husband and, I attended the public consudtalion in Flagstoff on 27
November 2007. I met wilhvseveral USFW embployees, o wildlife ranger
dealing with rogue wolvey and o representulive of the native Americars
resevve. I felt overall the attitude to- wolves was positive and that they
thenuelves felt much more needed to-be done to-help wolves recover, and
that it should be done: I lst my commenty under the following

Wolf Territory; Benefil to-the Evwivorunent, Comperualiovw to- Farmers; __
Stance by USFWS; Rogue Wolves; Rule: Changes; My Responsibilities.

1. WolfTerritovy: thix needs to-be extended forthwith to-allow wolvey
to- regulate their oww nuumbery inthe wild: That is;, much lesy
‘management’ and more ‘management by nature’ allowing the
wolves to- recover. Do-not relocate wolveythat move oulyide the
designated tervitory by not having geogrophically excluded avens.
Relocation iy cusvently very disruptive to-wolf recover. Allow move
releases of captive wolvey into-the BRWRA allowing greater

opportunitiey for self-sustminability.

2. Benefit to-the Erwironment: improvement inv wolf populations over
@ move extevusive arear will allow greater nalural predation of
wild graging animaly and allow vegetulior to-recover. It will
also- curl- coyote predation of smallr mawumals.

3. Compergahionto-Farmery. wheve predatiovoccury of form
animaly (the wolf cannot be expected to-know the difference) thesy
wolf deterrent practices should be encouraged (or mandatory) by
the USTWS and comperuation offerved to-farmery providing the
basiy to-tolerance by farmery of the wolvey.

4. Stance by USFWS: it iy important that the USFWS makey it clear to-
the publicthat wolf recovery iy the USFWS policy because they arve
important to-the ecology/erwivorument and the preservation of
‘wilderness invAmericafArigona. The wildernesy is not atheme
park; cortrolled and made for human entertainment, it offers
different experience of the wild/nature, and needy to-be preserved
as such for curvent and future generationy. The wolf iy an
important speciey and ity reindrodiction and federal protection




will prove the case of the USTWS ability to-keep the wildernesy wild
and promote speciey recovery.

5. RogueWolvey: Have ‘no-kill rulef/policy. The sanctuariesy (Wildlife
NGO’s) of which there ave many will abways take the wolves.
Currently too- many are being killed but we the public fund
charitiey to- sowe every wolf- A covmument by one USFWS
represevidotive to- me way why should every rogue wolf be soved? 1
avygwered that we give money to sanctuaries to- sove every wolf ands
maximise the life of every wolf- Thuw, the so~called Wildlife Service
who- curvently kill rogue wolves should be stobped; withvonly
capture and re~release or placement irv sanctiuoriey the
rulefpolicy. To me thig shows respect of the animaly themselvey and
those willing to-provide thew sanctuary.

6. Rule Changes: to-achieve some of the suggestiony irvv1-5 there
should be arw endangered, species designation to-give wolvey
greater protection; boundaries should be extended; more wolvey
showld be introduced; dead livestock should be moved to- reduce
incidence of ‘rogue wolvey'; the recovery plan should be reviged to-
marimige wolf recovery options which are currently insufficient oy
wolf numbery decline; there should be more fedeval funding and
working move closely withe NGO’y to- maximise wolf recovery efforty.

7. My Respovuibilitiey keep my dogsy ovleashes and penned by the
howse to-engure dog control; keep my toddlery dlose onhikey and
the dogs owleashes. I back onto-the National Forest Sexvice to-two
sides of my property where there are plenty of coyotes around and,
who- come infrequently into-my back yard. I take responsibility
because I know I back onto-Forest Sevvice land and I expect the
presence of wild animaly and take suitable precautiony. I believe
people should take responsibility for their domestic animaly (1
keep my caty indoors) if they Live inor next to-the wilderness.

Deboralv and Howard Davies
155 Stationy West Drive
Sedona

Arigona

86336




December 27, 2007
Brian Millsap
State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service RECEIVED

Ecological Services Ficld Office
2105 Osuna NE DEC 1 1 2007

Albuquerque, NM 87133 USFWS-NMESFO

Fax (505)346-2542
Email; R2ZFWE AL .dfws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Mcetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the
Rule Experimental population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of Gray Wollf,
(“Mexican Gray Woif™).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

We would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As residents of New
Mexico, [ am writing to express the following concerns I have with these proposed
amendments.

e 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 should be dealt with immediately.

o The continue feeding of wolves by U>S> Fish and Wildlifc Service and Game
and Fish personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a
short term problem, it in turn only creates a bigger and longer problem with
habituation.

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

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

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

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



s {Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its
effects be proven at this time,

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

= Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock
need 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 concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within
the program boundaries.

Sincerely, _
FHotehin Jegporn_

Fletcher Tigner

PO Box 151

Valley Farms, AZ 85291 -
(480)747-4370
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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.

-1-
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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





