
















































































December 30, 2007

Brian Milsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE

Albuguerque 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 fuli social, cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and [ocal governments to
include the loss of tax revenus and increased government operation costs due to presence of introduced
wolves. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by
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 translocating 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. No claims of uncollared wolves allowed in relations to sightings or depredation. All wolves must be
collared and tracked before dispersing as a puppy. [f an uncollared wolf is sighted or involved in an attack or
kill that wolf shall be tracked, trapped and collared. This wolf is subject to all the rules.

7. Amending 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 [anguage 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 demonstrates
desensitization to human encounters.

8. Amending the 10(J) rule to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by federal, Tribal or state
agencies when wolves exhibit foarless 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.

9. Amending of the 10(J) rule to allow serious and affective methods that will immediately 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 teach peopie 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.

10. 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 peaple do not reside in the wolf release and recovery
areas.

11. Maintenance of the livestock production in the release and recovery area.

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

13. 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 woff recovery areas.



14. The need for definition changes in the new rule and management 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, chasing, harassing (howling near paddocks with intent to scare), 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 livalihood
including but not limited to cattle, harses, goats, poultry, burros, llamas, chickens, stock dogs, guard dogs,
hunting dogs and other domestic animal (including pets) to which value is attached and the loss of which
would prove to be a financial or emotional 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 faws 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.

UNAVOQI DABLE OR UNINTENTIONAL TAKE: take whlch 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 defi ned as livestock occurring in the boundaries of a
grazing allotment where the owner has beneficial use water rights on Federal fand. (see federal land definition)
15. 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 area. Specifically, the definition of problem

wolf 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
management planning in order to determine the scope of compensation necessary to private property owners

for depredation and losses caused by the program.

17. 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.

18. 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.

19. Analyzing the aiternative of discontinuing the program, including the costs and benefits of the program

thus far.

20. Flight reports were any wolves are tracked shall be posted immediately on the FWS or other IFT public
accessible website with real GPS coordinates to assure public safety.

21. Wolves in and around communities and homes reported no more than 3 times shall have a IFT member

there for 24 hours to trap, collar and remove all wolves and as dstermined by behavior all wolves shall be

moved to the center of the wilderness or if this is a 2™ time to be removed, the wolf pack shall be placed in
captivity.

22. Hazing by IFT shall not be used if it will sent the wolves from one home to another. Wolves shall be
removed from communities and moved to the center of the wilderness or if this is a 2" time to be removed, the

wolf pack shall be placed in captivity never to be re-released.

23. Livestock owners or agents shall have the right to harass and or kill woelves in the act of harassing cr

scaring livestock. This includes hanging around, howling near camps and chasing.

24. A livestock owner or agent shall have the rights to continue to pursue a wolf that is in pursuit of their
livestock whether on private or public lands.

25. Interactions with wolves where children are involved such as being encircled or a wolf attacking near a
child (100 yards) or coming near a schoo! yard shall cause immediate trapping and removal of all wolves
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related in the incident or captured nearby where the incident occurred and removed from to a holding facility
and not be available for re-released ever.

26. All wolves shall be vaccinated for rabies and other related transmittable diseases every year or as
specified by the vaccine manufacture.

27. Only the classic wolf kill and wolf bite wounds shall be all that is necessary to prove a wolf attack or kill.
28. A missing livestock animal such as a calf or colt and horse or cow hair later found in wolf scat shall be
used as 1Q00% confirmation that this wolf or wolves were involved in killing a livestock animal.

29. Campers and hikers need to be notified if wolves are being fed in an area within 3 miles of where they are
camping and hiking or if a wolf incident or sighting occurred within an area within 3 miles of where they are
camping or hiking. This information should be available similar to wildfire infoermation frem the Forest Service.
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Tamara A. Ogilvie
10199 Hwy 180 West
Silver City, New Mexico 88061

December 31, 2007

Mr. Brian Milsap

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

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

R2FWE AL@hvs.gov

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 Brian Milsap,

As a livestock producer in Grant County, [ am writing to you to express my concern that
the Mexico Wolf program is causing an unbearable burden on livestock producers and
other rural residents within the wolf recovery area.

Many producers are experiencing depredation losses are far greater than the confirmed
kills found in time to necropsy. Wolves are killing numerous baby calves, leaving no
evidence to base 2 confirmation on until the wolves actually kill a farger animal. No
actions are even taken when they have been confirmed to have attacked dogs on deeded
land where children are residents. This is a very unacceptable situation. Producers should
be able to protect their homes, children, pets and working dogs, and they need reasonable
compensation for livestock losses.

County governments are also facing reductions in tax revenues and outfitters are facing
reductions in revenue due to decreased hunting opportunities due to this program.
Sportsmen are also being impacted by decreasing numbers wildlife. It is unfair that the
financial burden of this recovery program has been shifted to the ranching industry and
the local, rural residents who can ill afford to continue to suffer losses.

The USFWS continues to follow practices with the wolf recovery program that cause
problems for rural residents. Wolves and wolf packs are being fed in some areas which
causes the habituation of those animals to human contact. Wolves are allowed more kills
here than in other wolf reintroduction areas such as Minnesota in the Midwest. More
evidence is also required 1o confirm a kill here than in other areas.



To date there has been no progress in establishing an acceptable compensation program
for producers or other niral residents. Dr. Tuggle, the USFWS Director for Region 2, has
indicated interest in such programs but funding, among other things, seems to be an issue.

The Mexico Grey Wolf population is currently designated as a non-essential,
experimental population. At some point, the program must be assessed and some
determination made about its continuance. Is this population really worth the money and
disruption to people’s lives at this point? The option of “no wolves” should be able to be
considered. ‘

Sincerely,

Thrwota d W
Tamara A. Ogilvie
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Grant Soif and Water Conservation District
2610 N. Silver Streel - Silver City, NM 88061 USFWS - NM ESFO
Phone: (505) 388-1416

December 31, 2007

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

2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

Subject: Transmittal of Grant Soil & Water Conservation District's Scoping Comnients Regarding the Mexican
Gray Wolf Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Rule Change

Dear Sir:

The Grant Soil & Water Conservation District’s submits the following scoping comments for the Mexican wolf
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and proposed changes to the Mexican Wolf Nonessential Experimental
Population (NEP) final rule. Our comiments are based on several major areas of concern, which include but are not
limited to the following:

«  Expanding the wolf boundary: Because of all the problems that currently exist with the Mexican wolf
program, it would not be wise to expand the prablems to other areas, impacting more peoplec; especially
given the lack of adequate funding necessary to mitigate the current direct costs and the social costs.

o In terms of direct releases in New Mexico, for the same reasons expressed above no wolves should be
directly released into New Mexico until it can be determined what the wolfs biological and human factor
carrying capacities and through, more rigorous scientific studies are conducted, especially geared to
assessing the long term impacts to New Mexico wildlife.

s When a wolf becomes a problem by frequenting human settlement, displaying habituating behaviors, these
“problem” wolves should be immediately and permanently removed.

o Non lethal wolf deterrents, such as hazement, can only be cffective if it is aversive (punishment)
conditioning according to canine and wolf behavioral specialists. Lethal mans should be used when a wolf
is determined to be a problem. The current Take permit should be streamlined for human protection as well
as reducing livestock depredation. Trapping and relocating wolves to permanent pens removes the
problem wolves. But allowing lethal takes should not be encumbered by the red tape that now exists. We
encourage the FWS to adopt more liberal take permits like what the FWS allows in other, northern wolf
areas. Furthermore, the FWS should examine other ways to remove and relocate wolves to refuges (large
acs.) that could use other public lands and provide financial incentives for willing private land owners and
parties to raise “problem” wolves in large areas. This would be a good altemative to killing problem
wolves or penning them in cages.

e  Carcass disposal cannot be feasibly done and it has n scientific or empirical basis for reducing wolf
depredation on livestock. Certainly the rancher cannot feasibly remove dead livestock and the agency
probably does not have the funds t remove carcasses; it would probably require expensive equipment, if oot
helicopters to remove carcasses. Furthermore, removing cattle carcasses will actually have the oppose
effect — t will result in more livestock depredation by wolves because the wolves would not be eating on the
livestock t just killed because it would be removed. So the wolf will end up killing more livestock to make
up f the carcasses that are removed.

The Conservation District is a sub-unit of the New Mexico state govenment with statutory responsibilities for 1
coordinated planning and management, including wildlife. Grant Soil and Water Conservation District takes
seriously its statutory responsibilitics to establish and implement programs to protect wildlife. Our Conservation
District encourages and has been involved in conserving New Mexico’s wildlife heritage, especially those species
that are endangered or threatened.

With the introduction of the Non Essential, Experimental Mexican wolf, it is imperative that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) determine the effects on New Mexico's wildlife from the translocation of wolves from
Arnizona to New Mexico. We strongly encourage you to work with New Mexico Game and Fish Commission in

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SELF-GOVERNMENT



analyzing the impacts of wolf introduction on New Mexico’s wildlife. In southwest New Mexico, we are trying to
stop the declining mule deer population. We have sensitive species, such as the big horn sheep. Working together,
along with wildlife specialists and our land grant university at New Mexico State University, we can examine the
potential impacts of any more wolves into southwest New Mexico, and the effects on the management of wildlife as
well as the economic impacts related to hunting and outfitting/guiding.

The Mexican wolf program has problems in effectively and fairly translocating wolves into New Mexico. It appears
that the cattle production has been unduly impacted with the wolf translocation. These negative effects on small
family ranches can be devastating. Yet, the FWS socioeconomic impact report does not display the degree and
severity of these impacts to the public.

Hence, the Grant Soil and Water Conservation District recommends that that the FWS proposed
Rule change addresses the following: ,
o Determine the wolf impacts on the wildlife of New Mexico's wildlife conservation and sound management

the Conservation District
Determine the impacts on effected communities and livestock production
Develop effective compensation to cover the full costs of livestock depredation due to wolves
[n the best interest of furtherance of the protection of wolves and people and rural communities, we
recommend that any more problems wolves translocated to New Mexico, be placed into areas that
eliminate or significantly reduce the human-wolf conflicts.

The Grant Soil and Water Conservation District requests that your agency work with our Conservation District in
protecting the and in the management of its habitat. We look forward to hearing from you on this matter:

St 2 Y ot o

Dusty Hunt, Chairman
Grant Soil & Water Conservation District
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Reference: Mexican Wolf recovery plans vtC * 1 2007

Ve, Slown. USFWS-NMESFO

| am taking this oppurtunity to again urge caution in pushing ahead with the Recovery

Plan as written. Ideally, | would like to see the whole program cancelled , but we both know

that is impossible. It would jeopardize many good programs that are making progress, and

politically impossible at this time. So, rather than dwell on all previous mistakes, letswork on

1=a posiltive solution. Below, | have identify the major problems. I think you will find them
actual.

First, the probiem of habituated wolves. This is the most divisive issue of all,
and has caused enormous anger among rural Mew Mexicans. For the most part, | believe
the ranchers and other families that have had their world turned upside down, have shown
remarkable restraint and tolerance.

| do not believe the problem of habituated wolves was even given any credence in
the original scoping, and the release sites being in wilderness areas was supposed to
prevent such problems.

Domestic animal predation. This is a fact of life with any predator. However you
have given the wolf special standing, even above human predators, and this is intolerable
to the rural minority that is most aftected.

There was a “carrot” offered towards livestock owners, for a third party to make
payments to livestock owners for animals destroyed by wolves. This unusual authorization
of payment for predatiop by Mexican Wolves has been difficult to prove, cumbersome,
ang, ysually: not the true value »«At best, .it: hasnt enllsted the support fer'whlch lt was
demgned R I hLER D e G2 L
i . : |)/ VORI SuT Y S

gecual stang nq of,the wolf “This. srtuatjon IS the‘bams of the Fish.and:Wildlife‘s
acnmonlous relationship with'so many. people. To'be'blunt, a Mexicar Wolfcan transdress
against any-citizen, (man, woman or Chl|d) in-ways no other animal or person can, without
fearing death.

A wolf can kill your pet dog, even on the porch of your house, and you cannot use
deadly force to prevent it. Yet, if the wolf is chasing a lamb in your private pasture, miles
from home, you can kill it. If you do Kill it, you must notify the authorities. However, if the
lamb is going to die, better not kill the wolf, because you wilt be charged with killing a wolf,
because itis eating a dying/dead livestock animal, not pursuing it. (The value of the lamb,
about $40, the cost of a grooming at a “Pets R-Us” for Fido. )

However, if you are on a horseback trip, on public or forest land, and a uon bearora
man is attemptlng to kill your horse or mule, you can use deadly force to protect your
livestock. If it is a wolf, you can not.

It really is “Alice in Wonderland”

Over harvest of game animals. This is the ideal situation, wolves eating deer, elk
rabbits etc. This is the plan. However, what is to be done when the wolves reach a
number that there are not excess animals left for the- hunters?

Each year we are seeing. fewer and:fewer permits for big game and from an
economic: standpgeint. this' dogs hot bode :well:: While wolves:are a part of the‘equations
now, how dominant will they be when there are a hundred or more?

- What are the plans to keep viable guide and outfitter industry in southwestern New
MeXtco‘? We both kpow that.econamic effects must be con5|dered in-any changes tnade'
with the remtroductlon scopmg process.. - .



Solutions. These are my ideas and opinions.

Habituated wolves. This problem can only be fixed with the removal of the individual
wolves that exhibit this unnatural habit. Since only a minority of the wolves become
habituated, now is the time to remove these unsuitable individuals from the gene pool.
They must be either killed or trapped. If trapped, then not allowed to breed. This is Animal
Husbandry 101. To ignore this will relegate the Mexican Wolf to be a coddled and
protected species for ever.

| believe strongly this is a genetic problem. | have lived my whole life in and around
the Gila Wilderness, and have had some unusual close encounters with wild animals. These
animals showed a total lack of fear of me, while others in the same herd or group behaved
in the normal way, and fled from me. These animals were simply missing the inherent
“wildness” that they needed to survive around the predator man. in the past 10,000 years
evolutionary pressure has favored those that have ainherited distrustinhumans. That is not
an acquired characteristic of individuals but the instinct of being wild.

I believe the Mexican Wolf have either been tainted with domestic dog genetic
material, and/or have been exempt from evolutionary pressure so long, due to captive
breeding, that many are born without the instincts to avoid humans. Since as you told me
there is only 1% diiference geneticaily between some dogs and wolves , there is no way
you can prove that there is no dog cross breeding in the Mexican Wolf.

Domestic animal predation. | do not see an easy solution here, because wolves will kill what
they can, when they can. ltis up to you to take the moral high ground, and pay for any and
all personal animals that are destroyed by wolves. This includes all animals, from house cats
on up. Also, you need to pay fairly, promptly, and cover all the costs incurred by the
owner.

Three strikes and then removal should be continued, but | think it is just going to
perpetuate the problems. The three strike rule needs flexibility, either up or down due to
circumstances. Understand, you are working withlots of differentanimaisandconditions, and
a good field worker should have the ability and discretionto make the call. Forinstance, give
ﬁorge sla%k to older animals that have a good track record and move fast on those that are

abituated.

Special standing of the wolf. This solution is easy, and has lots of political advantages.
When it comes to any domestic animal or livestock, it is simply up to the owner as to how
they protect their property. If, for instances, a wolf killed one of my chickens, | wouldn't kill it
because it is not that big a deal. However, more important and expensive animals would
be much more vigorously protected. | am suggesting the wolf is entitled to the same
protection as bears and mountain lions concerning predation, but no more.

The right to protect ones self and property cannot be infringed on, regardless as to
where the transgression occurs. Your audacity to dictate that a persons’ civil rights are
abridged on public lands begs civil disobedience.

Perhaps | need to be more blunt on this: You anger people enough, they wili react
and try to get back at you. | am willing to bet that the wolves that were shot were killed by
someone that was really angry with you, not the woif!

This change in posture would probably resuitin slightly greater loss of wolf numbers.
The losses would be mostly in habituated animals, because they are the ones most likely
be caught in the act. Thus it could be a way to improve the genetic quality and soive the
problem of habituated wolves.

At no time should a person kill a wolf in a chance encounter. This includes those that
happen do travel close to human habitation or livestock.




Over harvest of game:

Our elk and deer herds are at a very low level now, and the num
dropping. | believe the drop in unguiate numbers are a combination of all the pr eda;lor Sd but
wolfs are Johnny-come lately. | believe the wolves will cause the deer and elk elrl s to
drop precipitously before the target of 100 is reached. This could cause €conomic co‘ffipse
of Catron counties ouffitters and guides, which are stand-alone businesses or Signi icant
economic portions of the cattle ranching businesses.

At this point | remind you of U.S. Fish and Wildlife's respo
any economic impact caused by changes to the original Reintrodu
This is an ESA requirement, and ! also believe there is some conc
social/economic standing that must be addressed.

mber of permits are already

nsibility to include alt and
ction of the Mexican Wolf.
erns for the counties

introduction area. it would

Finafly, | do not support any increase in the boundaries of the refood O iea for the woi

be much better to control other predators, and thus increase
within the specified boundries.

Sincerely,

Allen Campbeli





