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Dripping Springs Ranch
P. 0. Box 30
Mule Creek. NM 88051
575.535.2515

December 30, 2007

To: Brian Millsap, State Administrator, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE RECEIVED

Albugquergue, New Mexico 87113
DEC 3 v 2007

Re: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
o USFWS-NMESFO

Sent via: E-mail & Facsimile

Comments by: Jerold & Heidi Collings
160 Brushy Mountain Road
P.0. Box 30
Mule Creck, NM 88051
575.535.2505 '

millirongastarband.nel,

Basis for Comments:

Large private landholdings and USFS Grazing Allotments on the Gila National
Forest, Mule Creek, NM

Privately own and operate largest known conscrvation breeding program of
endangered strain of Wilbur/Cruce Colonial Spanish Horses.

Personal Comment

As people whose lives have been profoundly affected by the wolf
reintroduction program, the most difficult part of preparing and
submitting the USFW Service requested comments regarding changes to
the rules governing the project, is forcing ourselves to maintain a positive
attitude. As usnal, a good many of the changes being evaluated strongly
suggest that we locals can expect that important aspects of our rural way
of life will continue to be sacrificed at the bloody altar of the sacred wolf.

Overview:
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Proponents of the wolf program appear to expect the refeased wolves to behave as
something they are not, and perhaps cannot be again ~ wild! At fault is rcliance
upon prerelease studies of truly wild wolves that were expected to predict the
behavior of the habituated wolves designated for release into the Primary
Recovery Zone. The result of this flawed research is that expectations for the
program are fnot now being met. Supporters of the program arc not pleased

with current results.  Worse, the unfortunate few humans who happen to Jive
within the Recovery Areas, have been subjected to what amounts to i tederally
imposed form of terrorism that has shattered lives and harmed rural economies.

Local Support

It has been expressed that the Fish and Wildlife Service has beén somewhat
surprised and disappointed in the lack of support shown by the local populace
within thc Recovery Areas. Please understand that while we are not necessarily
against the wolf, we do feel victimized by the manner in which the reintroduction
has been thus far handled. The sacrifices demanded by this program have been
disproportionately placed upon our doorstep. It is our lives that have been
adversely impacted on what has become an almost daily basis. Our livestock

has been killed and mutilated; our working dogs and pets drug off our porches and
eaten; our properties left devalued (and in somc cases virtually unsaleablc); and
our children lef! in fear for their lives. We have been given little or no
compensation for the depredation that has occurred, even though such depredation
is much greater than was predicted when the prerelease data was originally
presented to us. We are disallowed by law from protecting our livestock in any
effective manner, and are expected to allow our animals to be savagely attacked
and catcn by federally protected predators. We have heard no discussion
concerning just compensation for our losses in property value as a result of
wolves depredating on our ranches.( T know of no one who is looking Lo buy &
ranch for the express purpose of feeding wolves.)

If we are offered, what has been touted as an opportunity for our complaints to be
heard, we are typically treated as one would treat a whining child and sent home
with nothing more to show for our efforts to be heard thun a few store bought
cookies and a pat on the head. 1t is as though we are being publicly shamed for
not fully rccognizing and appreciating what a fine gift these wolves really are. In
effect we are told, ““You good ol* boys just head right on back to old home place
and cowboy up.”

Additionally, some members of our local communities have been unfairly
targeted by overzealous enforcement agents of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
while others have been intimidated to the point that they now so fear official
sanctions, that it is doubtful they would cven attempt to defend their own lives
from a wolf attack! Should it come as a surprise that local support is “thin?™
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Proposed Maodifications

Resolve livestock-wolf conflicts in ways that keep the wolves wild.

Some have sugpested that ranchers be required to quickly remove or render
inedible all carcasses of livestock that die on grazing allotments. While this may
seern a reasonable requirement to those unfamiliar with remote, low density
ranching, it would be totally impractical for many operations. Some runches
cover 25,000 acres or more, and are located in extremely rugped terrain with very
limited, if any, vehicular access. Even if, on the remote chance that the rancher
should find a carcass before the scavengers arrive, there is often no practical way
of removing it. Rendering carcasses inedible would be at the expense of a
multitude of other species that feed on same; some of which may also be
protected. This whole idea smacks of “blaming the victim for the cime” which
secms fo be a favorite ploy of some of the prominent radical environmental
groups. Another suggestion one hears emanating from these groups is one
requiring calving to take place in one location, or preferably, only on private [and.
This proposal is totally impractical on the one hand and sclf-defeating on the
other. While it is an impractical livestock management practice, it would also
result in the wolves being drawn onto private lands to depredate on calves thus
increasing their exposure to the only private legal Icthal take now allowed! How
silly is that?

Conservation Alternative

‘There exists some support for changing the classification from “experimental,
non-essential” to “experimental, essential” or even to “endangered” to give the
wolves additional protection. Such a change would almost certainly not

find favor jn those communities currently most adversely affected by wolf
reintroduction. If the wolf is Lo survive long term, changes need to be
implemented that will provide the most affecled parties a louder voice in the
deciston making process. Denying affected rural peaple a prominent place at the
planning table, and fatlure to adequately address, or in many instances even
acknowledge their concerns, has fostered feelings of distrust and alicnation that
can result in unintended consequences that could eventually threaten the entire
recovery program. Affording even more protection to animals, whose behavior is
more akin to that of a pack of feral dogs than to the behavior of truly wild wolves,
would seem to be a huge step in the wrong direction. If these wolves are to
survive and coexist with the human population in the manner of truly wild wolves
(which is my understanding of how this program was initially conceived) those
“problem wolves” need to be removed, not granted a federal pardon which

makes them tacitly unaccountable for any future transgressions - no matter how
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dissimilar the behavior to that of a truly wild Canis Jupus baileyi.
Altering the Program to Make it Work Better for the Wolf

The lollowing modifications will make it beter for the wolf by reducing the opportunity
for human-wolf intcraction by spreading the population over a much Jarger area, reducing
the number of interactions, and spreading the wolf impact over a much wider area, but at

amuch reduced level:

1.) Kcep 100 wolf experimental population goal but cxpand the primary recovery

arsac 10 include other, smaller, peographically dispersed, Primary and Secondary
Recovery Areas in Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, southern Colorado, and southern
Utah. Examplcs include White Sands Missile Range, Grey Ranch area of Hidalgo
County, Sun Matco Mountains in New Mexico. Carson National 'orest, Mesa Verde, Sun
Juan Mountains, Arches/Canyon Lande/Kiaparowits Plutenu, Shetdon National Wildlife
Refuge, Escalante, Grand Canyon National Park, Kofa GameRange, Sierra Anca
Mountains, and areas of the Coronado National Forest. New areas should be remote from
one another, contain little or no private land, and should not be Jocated near highways or

major secondary roads.

2.) Reduce the size of the Secondary Recovery Zone in the BRWRA by removing those
areas that are close to significant amounts of deeded land, highways, and

major sccondary roads.

3.) Wolves that esiablish home ranges outside of a Primary or Secondary Recovery Zone
should not be recaptured or removed if the home range is not close to significant amounts

of deeded land. highways. or major sccondary roads.

4.) Increase the opportunity for wild wolves to be truly wild by reducing the

handling of wolves by humans to an absolutc minimum. Eliminate tagging,
vaccinations, and collars and do not supplement feed. (Using pack animals 1o

deliver road kill is an especiatly bad policy.) Reduce or eliminate regular

monitoring, and further reduce the necessity for recapture by allowing re-release only in
Primary Recovery Areas and taking thc steps set forth above.

5.) Commuents from strident NGO’s commonly known to oppose ranching as an
essential part their mission, should not be given a full measure of consideration.
Such organizarions as Center for Biodiversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Forest Guardians,
and others, whose avowed agenda is to eliminate ranching on public lands are notoriously
prone to use the ESA in ways that advance their own “special agenda and not
nccossasily to the benefit of a sposific species. Comments such as those

recommending “‘removal of carcasses,” “weckly riding,” and “single pasture calving,”
are merely thinly veiled attacks on public lands ranching. The primary purpose of such
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Wolf Recovery Program itsell. Much clearer rules need to be eslablished as to how
depredations are reported and counted. Such rules should be develaped by arriving at
constnsus between property owners, local officials, and the USFWS.

9.) For purposes of reimbursement, abandonment of the practice of specific identification
of wolf kills should be encouraged. Use of a statistically based method for determination
of calf und cattle losses, should prove to be u more equitable approach. At presenl, only
a small percenlage of losses are recognized, and even fewer result in fair compensatian.
Of special concemn arc “Working ranch dogs” which are valuable ranch assets not casily
replaced. Such dogs can easily have more valuce than several cows and require many
months of specialized training. Present rules disallow adequate protection and provide
no compensation for loss by wolf predation.

10.) There cxists, at present, no pragram which addresses (or even recognizes) the =
catastrophic loss in value of real property that can result when a mated pair of
wolves decides to reward your lifetime of stewardship by choosing the family ranch
as the location of choice to raisc its family Such an honor may provide an initial thrill,
but this will quickly vanish as reality sets in. Onc has & greater chance ol getting fair
market value out of a mansion surrounded by crack houses than he does from selling a
cattle ranch with a resident pack of habituated wolves; at least the crack houses are not
protected by the full force of the federal government! A fair and just “escape
mechanism® must be instituted for those who find themselves, through no [uult of their
own, in this most unfortunate circumstance. If onc “takes” a wolf there are
consequences. If wolves“take™ a ranch there should also be consequences.

Please confirm you have our address and contact information on all appropriate
distribution lists for public communications regarding the wolf recovery program.

//,wzé/f é@’

“Jerold L. Collings

ke (4 ey

Hila M. Collings

Owners/Operators:
Dripping Springs Ranch
Pine Cienega Ranch
Jackson Ranch
Dripping Springs Spanish Barbs
Dripping Springs Land & Cattle
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December , 2007 _ R E C E ’VE D

Brian Milsap s 2 u 2007

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlife Service S

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE USFWS-NMESFQ

Albugquerque 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:

Thank your for the opportunity to offer scoping comments and issues on the above captioned rule.

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

1. Disclosure of the full social, cultural and economic impacts on rurat residents and local govermments to
include the loss of tax revenue and increased govemment operation costs due to presence of introduced
wolves. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by

introduced wolves.
" 2. Fullinvestigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased cosf to livestock

operations.

3. Discontinuarnce of the practice of lranslocatmg problem wolves.

4. Prompt control, lethal and non-lethal, of problem wolves.

5. Improve monitoring of wolves to insure that residents of the release areas are informed when wolves are

in close proximity and to facilitate documentation of predation on livestock.

6. Amending the 10(J) rule to include the authority to harass Mexican walves 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 peopie and demonstrates

desensitization to hurman encounfers.

7.  Amending the 10(J) rule to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by federal, Tribal or state

agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or become habituated to humans and pose a demonstrable

threat to human safety. This pravision 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.

8. Amending of the 10(J) rufe to allow serious and affective methods that will immediately stop wofif attacks

on dogs and stop wolves from coming into private property and areas where people live. This should include

public education practices that teach 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

challenges by Mexican wolves at their homes.

9. The 10(J) rule should document that people reside in current and potential wolf habitat. The general

public has been given the mistaken impression that people do not reside in the wolf release and recovery

areas.

10. Mainfenance of the livestock production in the release and recovery area.

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

12. 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 woff Experimental population area, inciuding within

the designated wolf recovery areas.

13. The need for definition changes in the new rule and management plans as well as any SOPs, such as:
BREEDING PAIR: an aduit mate 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

I
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ACTIVE PACK: two (2) or mare 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 eam a livelihocd
including but not limited to cattie, horses, goats, burros, llamas, chickens, stock dogs, guard dogs, hunting
dogs and ather damestic animal to which value is attached and the loss of which would prove to be a finandal
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, shoaot, wound or kill. .~

UNAVOIDABLE OR UNINTENTIONAL TAKE: take which occurs despite reasonable care and is incidental
0 an otherwise lawful activity, and is not done with purpose. Taking a wolf by trapping will be considered
Jnavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is released and the capture is reported within 24 hours. Taking a wolf
vill be considered unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is taken during a legal hunting activity, is non-
1egligent and is reparted within 24 hours.

LEGALLY PRESENT LUWVESTOCK: should be deﬁned as livestock occurring in the boundaries of a
jrazing allotment where the owner has beneficial use waler rights on Federal land. (see federal land definition)
14. Retaining definitions that do not warrant changes or additions from the cusrent rule include the following:
Jccupied Mexican Wolf Range, Opportunistic, Non-injurious harassment, Prirmary recovery zone, Problem
volves, Rendezvous site, Secondary recavery zone, Wolf recovery area. Specifically, the definition of problem
volf should not be gerrymandered to move the goalposts associated with management of problem behavior.
16. Takings implications assessments must be planned for and implemented in scoping rulemaking and
nanagement planning in order to determine the scope of compensation necessary to private property owners
or depredation and losses caused by the program.

6. Implementation a federally funded pilot program aimed at compensation and interdiction to be run by
anching interests who are the experts in the field of livestock depredation causes and interdictions.

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

8. Analyzing the altemative of discontinuing the program, incfuding the costs and benefits of the program
ws far.

incerely, Randell Major
P.O Box
Magdalena,N.M.
B7825
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John Slown

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

December 30, 2007

Margaret Myles

Subject: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
To Whom It May Concern:

This letter 18 to inform all readers concerning my opposition to the reintroduction in the state of
New Mexico of the Mexican Gray Wolf. Although persons supporting the introduction have a
strong argument on their side, it is imperative to truly take note of the knowledge and
observations of those making their livelihood in agriculturc. All should ponder the fact that
without the rancher and the farmer, all people would suffer from famine. While this thought
may sound harsh, ranchers, farmers, hunters, and all citizens have the need to feel safe whether
they are jn the city or in the country. Those living with the land need to feel comfortable and
safe as they work tirelessly each day to put food on our tables. In addition, feeling
uncomfortable in their outdoor work environment, with the wolf's presence, will likely cauge
unnecessary feelings of anger, resentment, and opposition to the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Another topic worthy of note is that children living in one wolf reintroduction area wait for the
school bus in cages for protection. This ts truly backwards as children are not animals to be
penned in a cage for safety. What about the rancher, should they make cages miles and miles
long to keep wolves out to keep their livelihood and our future food safe? As building huge
cages for livestock is unreasonable, having the need to stay in a cage while waiting for the school
bus is equally unreasonable. As a free nation, children, parents, agricultural workers, and all
citizens need to feel free and safe whether in the city or in the country.

Furthermore, for any reintroduction program to be successful, pros and cons should be equally
weighed. Long-term research concerning the reason(s) for the original reduction of the wolves
in the specie’s native habitat and current opposition to the reintroduction should be studied and
evaluated extensively by nou-biased individuals. fn addition, it is important to note that when a
specie such as the wolf is reduced, it is imperative to ask the question, why? If there was no
threat to humans, livestock, or the sportsman in the past, I believe the wolf would have been left
alone and not be of concern today.
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In closing, X would like to share an experience about my neighbor. While growing up in New
Mexico, a neighbor had two wolves as “pets” in their highly fenced, caged back yard. Several
years ago, the man went out to feed his “pets™ and one bit off his band. The point simply is that
“wild” animals are truly wild and can be unpredictable even when efforts for domestication have
been made. Although some may reflect on positive or non/harmful experiences in the past, we
cannot truly know how wild animals will choose to act. What is known, however, is that when
they are hungry, wolves will eat. Ifa calf, goat, lamb, or other livestock is “easy prey” there is
no reason for a2 wolf to work a little harder to get something wild. In addition, it is impossible for
the most diligent livestock producer to keep track of every animal every day. If a wolf is not
seen in the act of killing an animal, the worker is out that much money. In agriculture, or in any
business, when there are factors individuals have no control over or just miss, economic
disadvantage and the dwindling of finances takes place. No one would be eager for the wolf'to
be introduced into their office or backyard because jt was identified as a2 new habitat.

" Consequently, if you, the reader, do not want to have the wolf in your office or in your yard,
consider thig; the agricultural worker does not want to have the wolf in their office or yard efther
which are often times one and the same.

My contact information follows, Please withtiold my address from public review.

Margaret Myles

Realistically Conc%ed,

Margaret Myles





