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conflicts with cattle. Indeed, morc wolves have been removed for such conflicts than for any other
reason.

The Forest Service has done little if anything to reduce conflicts with livestock grazing in and
around the BRWRA, despite the fact that there are cattle throughout these lands making wolf-
livestock conflicts inevitable. It has implemented no conservation programs or policies to reduce
wolf-livestock conflicts or to require the permittees to do more to actively manage their livestock.
The Forest Service has hidden behind the experimental noncssential classification in such a manner
as to absolve it of any legal obligation to consider the conservation and recovery of this subspecies-
or potential harms to this subspecies- in its management and policy decisions.

Reclassifying the Mexican gray wolf subspecies to endangered, as mentioned above, and thus fully
protected under the ESA would cause the Forest Service to formally consult with the USFWS on its
proposed actions. Restoring the consultation requirement for this population would also cause the
USFWS to evaluate how the actions of other federal agencies may be impacting the Mexican wolf,
and to issue formal biological opinions as to those impacts.

e

Socioeconomic Aspects of Wolf Reintroduction

The analysis of the socioeconomic 1mpacts of the Mexican gray wolf in any future NEPA analysis
should recognize the non-market benefits of wolf reintroduction and recovery and go beyond merely
looking at the local and regional benefits. The Environmental Impact Statement relating to the
reintroduction of gray wolves in Yellowstone National Park and Central Idaho included an estimate
non-market benefits which resulted in a net economic value of the reintroduction of between 6.6 and!
9.9 million dollars each year. The Stated Preference technique was used to derive some aspects of
these data. Every effort should be made to gain a full picture of the benefits provided by the wolves
in the wild.

Other Issues

There is current research, Frankham (2007) entitled Genetic Adaptation to Captivity in Species
Conservation Programs which calls into question the viability of maintaining wild animals in
captivity and ensuring that they keep the characteristics that ensure their success in the wild. The
evolutionary processes and adaptations by captive populations can limit their ability to reproduce
and survive in the wild. That means we do not have another 20 years to figure this out and that the
USFWS should act aggressively to make the changcs necessary to ensure the conservation of
Mexican gray wolves in the wild.

Given the recent issues with the possible baiting of Mexican gray wolves by certain livestock
interests, expanding that management regime to domestic animals such as dogs is short-sited at best.
As with other wildlife-domestic animal conflicts, the owners of the animals should take
responsibility and adjust their behavior when in the wolfrecovery area. That means keeping animals
inside of in pens at night and keeping animals leashed when traveling in areas that wolves are known
to inhabit. Allowing the take of wolves for additional domestic animal conflicts will only compound
the problems with the current program and hinder the establishment of a sustainable population of
wolves in the wild.
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Please keep us informed about any developments or issues relative to this process and important
program to recover the Mexican gray wolf

Sincerely,

STYNIN

Sandy Bahr
Conservation Outreach Director
Sierra Club — Grand Canyon Chapter
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John Slown. Uew & 7 2007
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service USFWS-NMESFO
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Mr. John Slown, T am sure that about this time you have heard pretty much all the issues
and reasons why the Mexican wolf needs help in the introduction recovery program.

I am also aware that you are not only dealing with environmentalist, but with the general
public and the directly affected; the ranchers, not to mention any political reasons.

I am just another citizen that is concern with our environment and the impact that in the
long run we humans will have on it. I would like to site some of my concems and maybe
solutions to some of these issues.

¢ Include a “Conservation Alternative” that will change the classification from _
experimental, nonessential- to “experimental, essential or endangered” to
give wolves more protection.

o Expand the termritory were wolves roam and eliminate all restrictions to wolf
dispersal and movements

¢ The area called “Blue Ridge Recovery Area” is very small and puts wolves in 2
very tight position and possible contact with other wolves already in the
area at the beginning of their release. Expanding the Area of releases should be a
priority.

¢ There is a program that Game and Fish is using apparently with success, as I was
told by Bill Van Pelt at the Phoenix public meeting, and is giving hay to
the  ranchers so they can feed their cattle in specific areas of their ranches, so
that way they can keep a close watch in to their livestock.

» Stop the killing and removing of wolves: reduce the ‘take”, killing is not a
solution; otherwise we would may as well just wipeout all animals that
bother us.

e The recovery plan is out of date. The Fish and Wildlife shouldn’t attempt to
change the rule before recovery has beea defined for Mexican Gray
wolves. The change should be concurrent with this rule so that rule changes do
not interfere  with future recovery actions.



¢ Expand the number of wolves in the wild population. There is a Minimum
objective for the BRWRA population of wolves. Recovery still needs to be
defined through revision of the recovery plan.

e The recovery options should be open so that way does not limit in any way future
options for the recovery of Mexican gray wolves anywhere outside
boundaries pf the BRWRA.

¢ Try to workout solutions with the many conservation groups interested in help in
resolve this problem. I am sure there is a way to help coordinate ali the
resources and the people interested and you are in the best position of doing
it.

I would like to thank you for the attention to my letter, hoping that my insight in some
way could have been of any help. You are now in a grand position of power and
responsibility not just to the people now but to the future generations.

Thank you again,

Attn: Belem Villaescusa.
808 E. Aire Libre
Phoenix, AZ



December 30, 2007

John Slown RECE, VED

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service JAN

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office 0 2 20p;
2105 Osuna NE USFiys. N
Albuquerque, NM 87113 MESFO

RE: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Dear Sir:

Thank you for taking time to attend the recent meeting held in Phoenix on December 8t
and for patiently answering the same questions repeatedly for those of us who attended.

After talking with representatives from every agency and reading the information made

available, | have several comments:

1) Allow the wolves to expand their territory throughout their historic range and
eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. Under the existing rule,
wolves that move beyond the BRWRA boundary are captured and relocated back into the
Blue Range. According to wildlife biologists, this practice disrupts pack formation,
interferes with the natural dispersal of the population, limits genetic diversity and
sometimes results in injury or death of individual wolves. In the revised rule, there
should be no exclusion of geographic areas from potential occupation by wolves and new
areas of good wolf habitat such as Arizona’s “Sky Islands” mountains and the Kaibab
plateau near the Grand Canyon should be considered for inclusion in the WRA.

2) Allow for direct reintroduction of wolves from the captive population into New
Mexico. The area for initial releases should be expanded to anywhere within the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area. The current provision severely limits wildlife managers’
options for meeting the BRWRA objective of a viable, genetically diverse , self-
sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican wolves.

3) Revise the Recovery Plan so that it requires conservation and full recovery of Mexican
wolves under the Endangered Species Act. Include a “Conservation Alternative” that will
change the classification from “nonessential experimental” to “endangered” or
“experimental-essential” since the current classification is hindering their recovery. An
“endangered” designation will give the Blue Range population of Mexican gray wolves
the stronger protections they need to succeed in the wild.

4) Expand the number of wolves in the wild population. A viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 wolves should be the minimum objective for the BRWRA
population of wolves. No maximum should be set for the number of wolves in the wild
through this rule change. The Mexican wolf should be allowed to fill its niche as a
keystone species within its natural habitat.



5) Reduce “take”; stop killing and removing wolves when they prey on livestock. The
existing rule is allowing too many wolves to be removed or killed because they are
succeeding at living as wild wolves in an ecosystem in which they are a top predator.
Wolves were slaughtered to near extinction at public expense for the sake of the livestock
industry. The current provision just continues this policy. Wolves should only be
removed (never killed, unless as a last resort) if they pose a direct threat to human life,
not a rancher’s wallet. From the beginning of the Recovery Project in 1998, there has
been a system in place to reimburse livestock growers for losses proven to be from wolf
depredation. Regardless, at least one rancher claims to have “sacrificed” three animals in
order to have the wolves on his permitted land removed. A revised rule must require
livestock-wolf conflicts and human-wolf conflicts to be resolved in ways that keep
wolves in the wild and achieve progress towards reintroduction objectives. Ranchers
using public lands must be required to remove or render inedible the carcasses of
livestock before wolves find and scavenge on them. Likewise, as urban areas sprawl into
historic wolf ranges and the urban-wildlife interface increases, the public must become
educated about living in proximity to wolves and other predators. Truth, not myth, must
underlie future interactions with wolves and any rules pertaining to “harassment” of
wolves must promote keeping Mexican gray wolves in the wild and insuring their
confinuation as a species.

Finally, the current management rules do not adequately safeguard the Mexican wolves
from extinction in the long-term. At best, there are only a few hundred individuals of this
endangered subspecies existing on the planet and captive populations cannot guarantee
the species survival. Politics is the primary reason for the near extinction of Mexican
wolves in the first place and politics is the reason the Wolf Recovery Project has only
been partially successful in its mandate to re-establish “a viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican wolves.” The political clout of livestock interests and
others who object to wolf recovery is disproportionate to the numbers of people actually
impacted. A large percentage of both primary and secondary recovery zones is public
land and the Mexican wolf reintroduction program and the Endangered Species Act,
under which it is managed, enjoy wide public support. Public land use for personal gain
by livestock interests is a privilege (for which they are heavily subsidized by taxpayers),
not a right. Continued use of the public lands by livestock interest or any other groups
should be predicated upon cooperation with, if not support for, wolf reintroduction. We
cannot allow the survival of any species to be determined by profit motives. The
Mexican gray wolf Recovery Project must be managed on the basis of the best science
available--not politics or economics--and the new rules must guarantee the long-term
survival of this endangered species.

Lynn Ashby
3748 E. Sheridan
Phoenix, AZ 85008



4723 N. 39th Drive
Phoenix, AZ 85019
3 JAN 08

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

ATTN: Wolf Program

New Mexico Ecological Service Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Sir,

After reading the enclosed editorial in the Arizona Republic, I was
encouraged to write your office and give my support to the Wolf Program.
I am now a retired firefighter but in my younger days 1 was a cowboy and
I have hunted and fished all my life. I admit I was always shooting at a
pile of steaks when deer hunting because we ate everything I got.

During the 1960's I recall news articles about a big Wyoming sheep
rancher who flew around his ranch in a helicopter shooting eagles. He
obviously couldn't stand the loss of a few lambs but could afford the
helicopter. Unfortunately? he died of a heart attack before the Government
could bring him to trial. -

Once when I was admiring some Red Winged blackbirds to a relative who
was a South Dakota farmer, I was told that each blackbird ate $75.00 worth
of grain each year. I didn't bother to point out that Red Winged black-
birds had existed for thousands of years before South Dakota farmers grew
crops (I didn't want to see a big question mark over his head the rest of
the day). I have no political influence whatever nor do I have much money.
I do know that too many affluent people would kill before spending an extra
five dollars a year for wildlife of any kind and some ranchers and farmers
would not want anything bigger than a wood mouse eating up their annual
profits.

I have a vocabulary of profanity that any Army Drill Sgt. would be
proud of but I am at a loss for words to describe my distaste for people
who do not like to see wildlife reintroduced that we foolishly tried to
exterminate in the past. ,

Yours truly,
!V\" K_(L/yﬂ-w
Wayne Rex

enclosure



December , 2007

Brian Millsap, State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Mr. Millsap:

I am writing to request that the US Fish and Wildlife Service take actions to better protect
the endangered Mexican gray wolf. I encourage you to include a Conservation
Alternative in the draft Environmental Impact Statement that will change the
classification of the wolves from “experimental, non-cssential” to “experimental,
essential " or “endangered” to give wolves more protection. These wolves are essential to
the long-term recovery of this endangered subspecies; captive populations will not
safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term.

Furthermore, | ask that you eliminate restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. .
Wolves have large area requirements and need access to good habitat throughout their
historic range. Capturing and relocating wolves that wander from the current arbitrary
boundaries disrupts packs, thwarts expansion and dispersal of the population, and
sometimes causes serious injuries to individual wolves. | would also like to see you
expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service must also stop killing and removing wolves. The
current rule allows excessive wolf removal that is precluding achievement of the
reintroduction objective of 100+ wolves in the recovery area.

Finally, please revise the Recovery Plan. The Recovery Plan is terribly out of date and
has not been amended for 25 years. [t does not include objectives for full recovery of
Mexican gray wolves, an essential element for any recovery plan.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely, W P—(U—g,“ aﬂm

(Include your name and address. They will not count your comments without an
address.)

21735 £, NRecd warea RA.

Phoevey AL 550495
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December , 2007

Brian Millsap, State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Mr. Millsap:

I am writing to request that the US Fish and Wildlife Service take actions to better protect
the endangered Mexican gray wolf. 1 encourage you to include a Conservation
Alternative in the draft Environmental Impact Statement that will change the
classification of the wolves from “experimental, non-essential” to “experimental,
essential " or “endangered” to give wolves more protection. These wolves are essential to
the long-term recovery of this endangered subspecies; captive populations will not
safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term.

Furthermore, I ask that you eliminate restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements.
Wolves have large area requirements and need access to good habitat throughout their
historic range. Capturing and relocating wolves that wander from the current arbitrary
boundaries disrupts packs, thwarts expansion and dispersal of the population, and
sometimes causes serious injuries to individual wolves. [ would also like to see you
expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service must also stop killing and removing wolves. The
current rule allows excessive wolf removal that is precluding achicvement of the
reintroduction objective of 100+ wolves in the recovery arca.

Finally, please revise the Recovery Plan. The Recovery Plan is termbly out of date and
has not been amended for 25 years. It does not include objectives for full recovery of

Mexican gray wolves, an essential element for any recovery plan.

Thank you for considering my comments.

MS. HAZEL NORTON
6051 N 10th Way
Phoenix, AZ 85014




Brian Millsap, State Administrator

U.S. Fish & Wildlife
New Mexico Ecological Services Field office

2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque NM 87113

Mr. Millsap:

The wolf is probably one of the most misunderstood animals. As you know, they have their own way of keeping their own
population in check with the Alpha male & female being the only procreators of the pack. The wolf is a termitorial animal
and they don't mind taking out a rival pack which can often include the puppies of the rival pack.

| realize that farmers and ranchers have reservations about the wolf so as to safeguard their sheep, caftle, and other
livestock. They do have a right to protect their herds.

Maay years ago, when | lived in Minnesota, the authorities had corralled a huge herd of deer near Arden Hills. What were
they to do with these animals? The hunting season was apparently over for the year so no hunter could have a permit to
shoot any of these poor starving animals. Where was the wolf? Had it been hunted to near extinction?

Nature needs the wolf to keep balance and to allow a healthy ecosystem to flourish. I'm not a “tree hugger” nor am | a
hunting enthusiast. | don't believe in killing for "sport"[for the sake of killing] | do feel that since the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
imitated the saving of this wolf, it should continue its efforts to help this beautiful creature survive.

Sincgrel < A S
WS D VR
Victress I. Jenkins
2524 N 22nd Dr #39
Phoenix AZ 85009-1959
602-253-6803
vienkins7@cox.net






