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To

Subject
Fwd: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
- Comments from the Sonoran Audubon
Society
Hi John
It has been brought to my attention that Sonoran Audubon's address was left off our comments.
Sonoran Audubon Society
P.O. Box 8068
Glendale AZ 85312-8068
623-939-1681
Thanks
Bob McCormick
President
Sonoran Audubon Society
-----Original Message----From: mcbobaz@aol.com
To: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Cc: bbickel@ecoisp.com
Sent: Mon, 24 Dec 2007 11:05 am
Subject: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping - Comments from the Sonoran Audubon Society
December 2007
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear John Slown,
Please accept the following comments on the Mexican gray wolf EIS scoping process on behalf
of the members of the Sonoran Audubon Society in central
Arizona:

Sonoran Audubon members value Arizona’s wildlife, birds, and natural ecosystems. We are
strongly supportive of the reintroduction of Mexican gray wolves. Wolves are considered a
keystone species, since they influence the presence and abundance of many other species, while
their absence may cause a decline in the function of the entire ecosystem.
As you know, studies in Yellowstone are showing that interactions between the gray wolf and its
prey are affecting riparian plant communities and the diverse array of species dependent on them.
Woody browse species including cottonwood and willow, once heavily browsed by elk, are
returning in greater abundance to riparian corridors. Riparian and wetland areas in Arizona
provide critical habitat to birds and other wildlife species, and Arizona has lost much of its
healthy riparian areas. In addition to their role in restoring riparian areas, wolves balance other
aspects of the ecosystem, including coyote populations. We believe that Mexican gray wolves
have a vital role to play in restoring healthy ecosystems in Arizona and New Mexico, and support
the following measures to ensure the successful recovery of Mexican gray wolves to ecologically
effective levels.
Include a Conservation Alternative that will change the classification to “experimental, essential”
or “endangered”. The current “experimental, nonessential” classification is not resulting in
successful recovery. This population of wolves is essential to the long-term recovery of Mexican
wolves.
Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. Current rules require the capture of
wolves that disperse outside the arbitrary boundary.
This has resulted in wolf injuries and disruption of pack relationships. It also wastes valuable time
of the Recovery Team, and prevents wolves from occupying high quality habitat outside the
artificial boundary. Also consider allowing wolves to disperse and/or direct releases into high
quality habitat within the Grand Canyon Ecoregion.
Expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Recovery Area. This
would allow biologists to release wolves based on considerations such as existing pack territories
and genetic variability, rather than on political constraints.
Resolve wolf-livestock conflicts in ways that keep wolves in the wild and achieve progress
towards reintroduction objectives. Ranchers who enjoy the privilege of grazing livestock on
public lands must take responsibility for their livestock, including removing or rendering inedible
livestock that have died of other causes before wolves scavenge on them.
Stop killing and removing wolves. Currently, the wolf population is heavily subsidized by
continued releases, while limited by excessive “take”. The revised rule must allow less “take” to
allow population recovery.
Revise the recovery plan. The Recovery Plan has not been revised for 25 years and does not
include objectives for full recovery.
Place no cap on the number of wolves in the wild population. A self-sustaining population of 100
wild wolves is a minimum for successful recovery. No maximum should be set through this rule
change.

Include nothing in the amended rule that would preclude future recovery options. This rule should
not include any provisions that would limits future options for recovery of Mexican gray wolves
anywhere outside the current boundaries of the BRWRA.
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important recovery effort. Please keep us
informed of future opportunities to participate.
Sincerely,
Robert McCormick, President
Conservation Chair
Sonoran Audubon Society
Society

Bettina Bickel,
Sonoran Audubon

More new features than ever. Check out the new AOL Mail!(See attached file:
SAS_wolf_scoping_comments.wps)
To whom this may concern,
The attached comments and supporting information on Mexican Gray Wolf Scoping is
submitted on behalf of Mr. Jim Chilton, Chairman, Federal Lands Committee, Arizona Cattle
Growers' Association, 1401 N. 24th St., Suite 4, Phoenix, Arizona 85008. Mr. Chilton will also
fax a copy of these comments and supporting information to you as well. Please acknowledge
receipt of this email. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Dennis Parker,
Attorney at Law
representing Mr. Jim Chilton(See attached file: Jim Chilton -- Mex. wolf scoping comments, Dec.
31, 1007.doc)(See attached file: Mexican Wollf, McBride letter, etc., DC_250 A2150.pdf)
Jim Chilton, Chairman
Federal Lands Committee
Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association
1401 N. 24th St., Suite 4
Phoenix, Arizona 85008
Via Email, Facsimile to follow
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 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and Socio-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 Wolf”)
Dear Mr. Millsap,
On behalf of our membership, the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association (ACGA), I thank
you 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 alternatives to this
proposed action – including the analysis of termination of this program as 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. Wash. 2007); Hells Canyon Preserve Council v.
U.S. Forest Service, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 26581 (D.Ore. 2003); Sierra Club v. Marsh, 872
F.2d 497 (1st Cir. 1989)).
Here, the Fish & Wildlife Service is required by NEPA to evaluate termination of the
introduction 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 not Mexican
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 by the Service for
introduction purpose are not “Mexican wolves” but are, in fact, wolf/dog hybrids. (See: McBride
letter to Parsons, attached). Moreover, genetic analyses, performed 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).
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 provide 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 “Mexican 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 explanation of the peer review process
utilized by the Service to verify the conclusions reached. By necessity, the latter also includes
provision of the names and affiliations of the persons who performed peer review of any of those
genetic studies for the Service.
Second, expansion of the introduction zone for captive-bred, alleged “Mexican gray
wolves” south of Interstate 10, as the Service proposes, will have substantial international
implications, both socio-economically and environmentally, on the citizens and environment of
northern Mexico. In particular, the citizens of both Chihuahua and Sonora stand to be
particularly impacted by this proposal in substantial ways. Moreover, true, 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 at Scoping in order to remain in compliance with NEPA’s intent.
Accordingly, and at the least, to be in compliance with NEPA, the Service must solicit
input regarding this proposal from the various livestock growers, Ganadero Unions, 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 process to ensure that the purposes of NEPA
are actually being served here.
Third, 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 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 a
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.
Sincerely,
Jim Chilton, Chairman,
Federal Lands Committee,
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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Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
By e-mail: R2FWE--AL@fws.gov in the body of this email and as a PDF attachment to this
email. (Please note the attached PDF document retains important footnotes that may not be
readable in the text of the body of this message, below).
Re: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping: Federal Register: August 7, 2007 (Volume 72, Number
151), Pages 44065-44069. 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 Dr. Millsap,
Introduction. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIS, pertinent issues
the Fish and Wildlife Service should address, and alternatives that should be analyzed. The
Center for Biological Diversity has been intimately involved in Mexican gray wolf recovery, in
several organizational incarnations, since suing in 1990 as plaintiff organization Wolf Action
Group in the pioneering lawsuit that led to the 1993 settlement agreement whereby the Fish and
Wildlife Service committed to reintroduction. The Center has served on the Southwest Gray
Wolf Recovery Team, and has led an active program of education about Mexican wolves,
including organizing a children’s art contest and putting on 123 slide presentations about the
Mexican wolf for thousands of people. The Center was a plaintiff in the successful lawsuit to
rescind the April 1, 2003 gray wolf reclassification rule that created a southwestern distinct
population segment of gray wolves that would have undermined the recovery of the Mexican gray
wolf. In 2004, the Center petitioned under the Administrative Procedures Act for implementation
of the recommendations of the 2001 Mexican Wolf Three Year Review (Paquet Report), and in
2006 we filed suit to ensure a substantive respond to our petition. We are pleased the Service
finally has a process underway for changing the Federal Register rule governing Mexican wolf
reintroduction.

Changing the legal definition of the Mexican gray wolf population may not be
accomplished illicitly. As a preliminary matter, we point out that the Service has undertaken to
change the legal definition of the reintroduced Mexican gray wolf population on the sly, through
the title of the present advanced notice of proposed rule-making and with no invitation to
comment. The title of the present notice, 72 FR 44065, is:
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'')
Yet the legal description of the reintroduced Mexian wolf population that was established in 1998
pursuant to 63 Fed. Reg. 1752, is described differently in the title of that notice: “Establishment
of a Nonessential Experimental Populution of the Mexican Gray Wolf in Arizona and New
Mexico.” The 1998 notice, still in effect today, established a population of the Mexican gray
wolf, not the gray wolf generically, pursuant to a statement in the 1978 reclassification of gray
wolves, 43 FR 9607, that the Service “can offer the firmest assurance that it will continue to
recognize valid biological subspecies for purposes of its research and conservation programs.”
The 1978 rule, which consolidated several gray wolf subspecies listings into just two listings, was
undertaken because “the taxonomy of wolves is out of date, wolves may wander outside of
recognized subspecific boundaries, and some wolves from unlisted subspecies may occur in
certain parts of the lower 48 states.” In large part, the purpose of the 1978 reclassification was to
provide protection for wolves:
There still are some places in the lower 48 States, such as
Washington and North Dakota, where wolves may occur and where they
are not under Federal protection. Moreover, because of the confusing
taxonomy of wolf subspecies, and because wolves may wander across
recognized subspecific boundaries, difficult law enforcement problems
may arise.
And: “The rule making will extend Endangered status to those few wolves that may be in the
region that are not already listed, and would simplify law enfocement and conservation
measures.”
The assurance, reiterated in the 1978 rule, to recognize and conserve valid subspecies
was to ensure that the increased protections offered to wolves through the reclassification, and the
simplification of conservation, would not come at the cost of conserving (meaning recovering)
subspecies. By renaming the reintroduced experimental non-essential population from Mexican
gray wolf to gray wolf, the Service signals it will violate that pledge – a reflection of and
attempted legal cover for having placed recovery planning for the Mexican wolf in abeyance
since January 2005. Instead, if the Service intends to back away from recognizing and
conserving valid subspecies, it should state that intention plainly as a proposal, take public
comment, and make a decision. (Such a course is not merited but would at least follow proper
procedures.)
It is no excuse for surreptitiously changing the legal status of the Mexican gray wolf to
state in the present notice that:
Due to its previous status as a subspecies, the Service has continued
to refer to the gray wolves in the southwestern United States as the
“Mexican gray wolf.” . . . However, because the 1998 NEP final rule
referred to the NEP as the ``Mexican gray wolf'' we will continue to
use the term throughout the remainder of this document for ease of
reference.
Contrary to the implication of the phrase “previous status as a subspecies,” the Mexican gray wolf
is still a biologically valid subspecies, subject to the assurances formally profered by the Service

in 1978. The phrase “ease of reference” serves to denigrate the Mexican wolf’s taxonomic
identity and falsely insinuates the name is merely a colloquialism.
The Mexican gray wolf is a valid biological subspecies. The Mexican gray wolf is a mammal in
the order Carnivora, family Canidae, genus Canis, species Canis lupus, and subspecies Canis
lupus baileyi. The Mexican gray wolf was first identified as a unique subspecies from a male
killed at 6,700 feet elevation in the mountains of Chihuahua, Mexico by two biologists for the
U.S. Bureau of Biological Survey, predecessor agency to the Fish and Wildlife Service. Edward
W. Nelson, later to be chief of the Survey, and Edward A. Goldman collected the animal during
an 1899 expedition. Three decades later and with 64 more specimens having become available
for their examination, they published a description of the creature in a 1929 Journal of
Mammalogy article, classified it as a subspecies, and named it for fellow Survey employee
Vernon Bailey (Nelson and Goldman,1929).
“In southeastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico, baileyi intergraded with
mogollonesis,” Goldman later wrote. “Although wolves are known to wander over considerable
distances, the transition from baileyi to mogollonesis is remarkably abrupt” (Young and
Goldman, 1944:471). E.
Raymond Hall confirmed baileyi as a subspecies (Hall and Nelson, 1959; Hall, 1981). U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service taxonomist Ronald M. Nowak
(1986) suggested "accept[ing] baileyi as a separate subspecies as originally delineated,"
explaining: “I have long been impressed by the tendency to small size shown by gray wolves of
Mexico and the border region. A complete gray wolf skull found at a late Pleistocene site in
Nuevo Leon is the smallest of any adult North American C. lupus that I have seen” (Nowak,
1986).
The genetic record confirms the Mexican wolf’s uniqueness and also that it intergraded
with gray wolves to its north. Wayne et al.
(1992) found that C. l. baileyi’s DNA is markedly different from that of all other North American
wolves. Garcia-Moreno et al. (1996:384) further confirmed the subspecific uniqueness of the
Mexican wolf, concluding that “the three captive lineages are the most distinct grouping of North
American wolves, supporting their designation as an endangered subspecies.”
Purity of the three captive lineages of Mexican wolves was confirmed through molecular genetic
analysis (Hedrick et al., 1997). Leonard et al.
(2004) identified a southern clade of gray wolves, including the Mexican gray wolf. A Great
Plain wolf, C. l. nubilis,1 within that southern clade, killed in the southern San Luis Valley on the
New Mexico/Colorado border near the southwestern extent of Goldman’s delineated range for
nubilus, was closely related genetically to members of C. l. baileyi. Thus genetic analysis
corroborates the findings of phenotypic taxonomists that Mexican wolves intergraded with
northern wolves. No peer-reviewed literature states that the Mexican wolf is not a subspecies.
The Mexican gray wolf is a valid biological subspecies, and thus the Service must follow
through on its 1978 assurance to conserve it as such.
The reintroduced population no longer qualifies as experimental, non-essential, and
should be upgraded to fully endangered.
Even as the title of the present notice surreptitiously seeks to strip the Mexican wolf of its right to
continued conservation as a subspecies, the notice admits that the Serivce already decided not to
upgrade the population’s status as experimental, non-essential to fully endangered:
On July 24, 2006, the acting Southwest Regional Director issued his
determination in a letter to the Chair of the AMOC that ``the Mexican
[gray] wolf Reintroduction Program will continue with modifications
as generally outlined within the recommendations component of the
5-Year Review. Furthermore, the Service will work with the

cooperating agencies and the AMOC to begin the process of developing
a new 10(j) proposed rule and associated NEPA analysis'' (Tuggle
2006, p. 4).
The present notice goes beyond mentioning this predecisional course in quoting the acting
Southwest Regional Director, to incorporating it into the framework for decision-making under
the subtitle, “Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP.” Aside from the sloppy grammar – it is not
the scope of the population but rather of the rule-making that generates issues – this subtitle
subsumes other issues into the general rubric of creating a new non-essential, experimental
population rule – improperly ruling out promulgation of a new fully-endangered population rule
(or experimental, essential rule).
There is compeling reason to upgrade the legal status of the Mexican wolf population to
fully endangered. The Service is only authorized to designate a population as experimental nonessential if in fact it is not essential to the continued existence of the species. In the case of the
reintroduced Mexican gray wolf population, prior to the reintroduction it was reasonable to
believe that despite the absence of wolves in the wild, the captive-breeding population would
ensure the continued existence of the Mexican gray wolf. But today the captive population can
no longer serve as such a guarantee. The captive population is itself likely to be undergoing
evolutionary degradation due to the selection for traits that are adaptable in captivity, but adverse
in the wild. Such traits have been documented in a variety of taxa, including birds, amphibians,
plants and many species of fish and insects. This inevitable process not only lowers survival and
recruitment rates in future reintroduced populations, it also results in permanent loss of genetic
diversity in precisely the alleles that are more adaptive for life in the wild.
The severity of genetic adaptation to captivity partially depends on the number of
captive generations (Frankham, 2007). In the case of the Mexican wolf, in which three years can
be considered the span of a generation (Mech & Seal, 1987), some lineages date to fifteen or
more generations old (a wolf captured in 1959 and first bred in captivity in 1961, and possibly
wolves in the Aragon Zoo whose wild progenitors have been lost to history). Franham (2007)
shows that fifty generations in captivity has resulted in a population containing a relative fitness
in the wild environment of only 14% of that of a wild population; recovery to 70% fitness of the
wild population was achieved after twelve generations back in the wild, but the original fitness
was not fully regained (Frankham).
Because the Mexican wolf has already lost significant genetic diversity, fifty generations in
captivity would prove catastrophic and well beyond the point at which recovery from captive
stock is still possible; it is likely, given the Mexican wolf’s genetically depauperate condition
stemming from the captive population’s exceedingly low number (seven) of founding animals,
that 25 or fewer generations in captivity would prove beyond the point of no return.
With one or two of the three founding Mexican wolf lineages already over fifteen
generations in captivity, there is an approaching limit, even if the date cannot be ascertained
precisely, to the point at which further releases from captivity to the wild will no longer retain
efficacy at rescuing the wild population from inbreeding depression. In fact, after significant
changes resulting from genetic adaptation to captivity, the creatures still in captivity – aside from
their inability to survive in the wild – will in crucial respects no longer constitute Mexican
wolves; they will have morphed into something more akin to domestic dogs.
The 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Team calls for reintroduction to establish two viable
populations of Mexican wolves in the wild. But according to the response to a Freedom of
Information Act request we submitted to the Fish and Wildlife Service, the agency has conducted
no planning for a second reintroduction. The Service suspended meetings of its Southwest wolf
recovery team, charged with revising the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, in January 2005. If the
reintroduced Mexican wolf population of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area were to become
extirpated, the Mexican wolf would eventually go extinct in captivity. Therefore, the
reintroduced population is essential to the Mexican wolf’s continued existence; it no longer

qualifies as an experimental, non-essential population. It should be redesignated as fully
endangered, accordingly.
Allow wolves to establish territories outside the boundaries of the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area. Both the Mexican Wolf Three Year Review and the Mexican Wolf Five Year
Review recommended that the Service rescind the requirement in the 1998 rule that wolves that
establish territories wholly outside the boundaries of the recovery area and outside of private and
tribal lands where they are specifically permitted, be captured from the wild. This provision,
which applies to no other terrestrial animal managed by the Service, inhibits establishment of a
viable Mexican wolf population. Its effects are most evident in the permanent loss of several
wolves, including one inadvertantly killed through being run down by helicoptor in November
2001 for being outside the boundary, and the loss and probably death of a reported pup or pups of
the San Mateo Pack who were never located when their parents were trapped in August 2004 for
living in the Cibola National Forest instead of the Gila National Forest.
Even in circumstances in which wolves are not killed directly as a result of removal due to
establishing territories outside of permited areas, translocation of such wolves may precipitate
events which result in their deaths or further removal from the wild. For example, the alpha male
of the San Mateo Pack was shot by the USDA Wildlife Services predator control branch in
February 2007 for depredating on livestock that he encountered in the region to which he had
been translocated. Translocation of the Campbell Blue Pack for boundary reasons in January
2001 resulted in the alpha female breaking her leg in captivity, and after release the pack splitting
apart (a frequent response to translocation), and both alpha animals scavenging on and eventually
depredating on livestock – which led to the pack’s capture and destruction.
The Five Year Review concluded that wolves that are translocated are more likely to
successfully reproduce after translocation than are wolves released directly from captivity. Yet
this metric fails to compare the total number of litters and successfully raised pups between the
two groups (of translocated versus initially-released wolves), and thus does not account for the
two litters of pups from the first Pipestem Pack [1] and the Francisco Pack[2] that were largely
destroyed as a result of capture operations for translocation; in other words, it measures
reproduction as a yes/no proposition rather than quantifying litters and pups successfully
produced and raised.
The yes/no standard is too gross a measurement, and fails to identify the nuances of cause
and effect that must be examined in particular when a small sample size (such as that used in the
Five Year
Review) increases the chances of erroneous conclusions. For example, it does not properly
account for the demise of the nine-member Lupine Pack that were initially released (and not
translocated) within the territory of another pack, which attacked them, ultimately causing loss of
the entire pack.[3] The Five Year Review analysis tallies these nine initially-released animals as
not having bred following their release, as if their initial release was a biological factor in their
failure to subsequently reproduce, thus skewing the analysis due to a factor that is only
incidentally (because animals released from captivity must be released in Arizona according to
the rule) germane to the circumstances of their unhappy fates. Because nine animals is relatively
large in the Five Year Review’s small sample size, this and other idiosyncratic incidents helped
lead to the erroneous conclusion that translocating wolves actually contributes to their success in
reproduction. To the contrary, capture for translocation is contributing to the Mexican wolf
population’s suppression, and a major cause of translocation is the provision requiring capture of
wolves outside the boundaries.
No boundaries should trigger a requirement that wolves be captured. All the deleterious
impacts of the current boundary rule would be duplicated should the Service impose any new
boundary on the population (such as the boundary of the experimental population area). Wolves
should be allowed to roam at will and should not be captured on the basis of lines on any map.

Owners of livestock utilizing the public lands should be required to remove or render
inedible in a timely manner the carcasses of stock that are not killed by wolves. Such measures
would prevent wolves from being attracted to carcasses, scavenging on them, remaining localized
in areas where additional, live domestic animals may be particularly vulnerable (where there are
dead cattle, sheep or horses there are often weakened such animals), and/or becoming habituated
to preying on livestock.
The Three Year Review recommened requiring livestock owners to take responsibility for
carcass removal disposal, noting that “At least 3 packs were removed from the wild because they
scavenged on dead livstock left on national forest lands. Such scaveging may predispose wolves
to eventually prey on livestock.” And such predation has led to many wolves being removed by
government.
The Five Year Review did not recommend this measure. However, its cursory analysis of
the correlation between wolves scavenging and subsequently depredating is flawed. The
Administrative Component of the review (pp. AC-27-33, 57) understates the incidents in which
wolves first scavenged on livestock carcasses and subsequently depredated on livestock.
First, this analysis is based merely on visual observations of wolves scavenging; it should have
also included scavenging instances documented from necropsies performed on dead livestock.
Second, the limited (once or twice a week, for the most part) monitoring of the wolves almost
certainly missed other scavenging incidents, many of which would have preceded the
depredations; it is inappropriate to assume that only those events documented actually occurred.
Third, record-keeping has been haphazard. As examples of the failure of consistent
record-keeping, Nick Smith of New Mexico Department of Game and Fish informed me that the
Gavilan Pack scavenged on a dead cow prior to that pack’s killing of cattle in New Mexico in
January 2000, but this was never put in writing. More recently, personnel who wished to remain
anonymous in some of the agencies participating in the reintroduction program have informed us
that for a period of approximately a year from spring 2004 to spring 2005, during which we (the
Center for Biological Diversity) were publicly pointing out the correlation between wolves that
scavenge and those that subsequently depredate, USDA Wildlife Services systematically failed to
document for the field team instances in which their personnel investigated dead livestock fed
upon by wolves except in the cases that wolves caused the deaths.
The example of wolf F592, shot and killed by the Service on May 27, 2003, is
misrepresented in the Five Year Review chart (p. AC-57) of depredating wolves. As evidenced
in documents that we obtained from the Service via FOIA (and provided the AMOC in our
comments on the draft of the Five Year Review), F592 scavenged on livestock in March 2001
prior to beginning to depredate[4] (and she ended up traversing dozens of miles to finally
depredate precisely where she had first scavenged two years previously – an indication that
scavenging and depredating are strongly tied). The Five Year Review chart erroneously states
that F592’s first depredation, on 4/18/2001, preceded her scavenging (which the chart wrongly
says began on 5/1/2001). And the chronology regarding wolf F511's depredations and
scavenging incidents is also incorrect; this wolf too began depredating subsequent to scavenging.
The Mule Pack’s history is similarly misrepresented in the Five Year Review chart, which
classifies M190 as “feeding on a carcass that was a direct result of a depredation” and lists
M190’s first scaveging and depredation incident on 5/11/2001, despite another record indicating
his first scavenging incident occurred on 1/6/2000.[5] And the Pipestem Pack’s scavenging and
depredation history is also misrepresented in the Five Year Reveiew chart, which lists three
members of the pack as “feeding on a carcass that was a direct result of a depredation” on
4/4/1999, despite the fact that such was not established.[6]
In other instances, the chart is misleading in implying that depredations preceded
scavenging, when in fact the depredated stock and the scavenged stock were discovered at the

same time, in the same area, and chronology was never established. The Gavilan Pack’s
experience in Arizona is one such instance.
There are many means by which carcasses may be removed or rendered inedible: They
can be dragged away by backhoe or behind a vehicle. They may be soaked in gasoline and
burned. They can be dumped into a pit and covered with soil and rocks. They can be exploded
into tiny, inedible portions by dynamite. They can be treated with lime. While some of these
methods are not feasible or appropriate in all circumstances (such as dragged by vehicle in a
roadless area, or burned during periods of fire hazard), some method may be made feasible no
matter what.
While it may require additional work to locate and dispose of such carcasses prior to
wolves scavenging on them, the process of looking for them should be part of the responsibilites
incumbent on those permited to use public lands for grazing. Furthermore, livestock owners who
spend time looking for carcasses are more likely to find sick or injured stock that may still be
saved. The requirement to remove or destroy such carcasses may incline stock owners to avoid
placing excessive numbers of animals in areas in which low food or water avaibility makes the
stock more vulnerable. The time spent on finding and disposing of carcasses could easily be
offset by the benefits of improved husbandry.
There are several possible means of enforcing such a requirement. The Service’s rule
establishing an experimental non-essential population of wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains
regulates “attractants” including livestock carcasses, even though it does so loosely and with poor
enforcement. One means would be to define a “depredating wolf,” a “problem wolf,” or a
“nuisance wolf” (or all three) as an animal that has preyed on livestock and is reasonably
anticipated to do so again, but that has not fed upon any carcass (or portion of a carcass) of
livestock that died of a non-wolf cause. Thus wolves that scavenge would be exculpated and held
blameless for any and all subsequent depredations – providing a powerful community incentive
not to create such wolves immune
to legal take. The following proposed language could aid in enforcing
such a requirement:
Feeding of wolves or attracting them with food is prohibited.
Livestock carcasses on lands managed consistent with a federal or
state lease, agreement or contract shall be removed or rendered
inedible (through lime, fire, explosives or other authorized means
consistent with public safety). Improperly disposed livestock
carcasses located in the area of depredation will be considered
attractants. Incidents of wolves in the vicinity of or scavenging on
attractants shall be recorded and maintained. No take of wolves
shall occur in areas where attractants have attracted wolves.
No take of wolves that are not depredating wolves [or
problem wolves] shall be authorized for livestock protection purposes
and no take of wolves shall be authorized in the vicinity of
attractants, including livestock carcasses, unless such attractants
are specifically being used in the take operation.
Another means of requiring and enforcing livestock carcass removal would be to fold
such requirements into the permits granted by land management agencies to authorize grazing.
The Supreme Court in U.S. vs.
Light (1911) ruled that livestock grazing on public lands is a privilege and not a right and that
“The United States can prohibit absolutely or fix the terms on which its property may be used.”
The Supreme Court has twice reaffirmed its 1911 ruling, most recently in a unanimous decision
in Public Lands Council vs. Babbitt (2000). Therefore, such a requirement would not face any
legal obstacle, contrary to statements in the Five Year Review.

Putting a requirement to dispose of livestock carcasses into grazing permits would be facilitated
by reclassifying the Mexican wolf population from experimental, non-essential to fully
endangered (as we request above) or to experimental essential – both of which would trigger ESA
Section 7 consultation for federal actions that might adversely affect the species.
Such consultation could specifiy that requirements for livestock removal are reasonable and
prudent measures to avoid jeopardy.
The Five Year Review is negligent not only in misrepresenting the impacts of making
livestock carcasses available to wolves and habituating them to livestock, but also in failing to
identify what level of predator control ultimately caused by such scavenging the Mexican wolf
population can sustain in perpetuity while still meeting demographic goals.
It is evident that predator control must be reduced substantially to enable the reintroduced
population to survive and increase, and requiring carcasss removal or destruction is one important
component of allowing more wolves to survive in the wild.
Division of the recovery area into primary and secondary zones with differing
management is inappropriate. The Service should have the authority to release wolves from the
captive breeding pool anywhere in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area, not just in Arizona.
This too was a recommendation of both the Three and Five Year Reviews. The aforementioned
Lupine Pack, released in June 2001 and destroyed by causes precipitated by intraspecific strife
shortly thereafter, could only be released into Arizona because of the existing ban on initial
releases into New Mexico (the secondary zone). However, the New Mexico portion of the
recovery area had (and has) vast areas without territorial wolf packs – and Arizona did (and does)
not. Had the Lupine Pack been allowed to be released into New Mexico, it would not have been
destroyed due to intraspecific strife.
Rescisision of the ban on initial releases into New Mexico is vital for genetic reasons.
The wild Mexican wolf population has begun to show the signs of inbreeding depression, such as
smaller size, reduced fertility and lower litter sizes – including suspected infertility in some males
(Fredrickson & Hedrick, 2002; Fredrickson et al. 2007). Inbreeding depression not only threatens
to reduce recruitment to the population, but also threatens future fitness, viability and resilience.
By increasing the number of wolves from the Ghost Ranch and Aragon lineages, genetic rescue
can be achieved. But that entails finding locales for initial releases that are not already claimed
by resident, territorial packs – which would require authorizing such initial releases into New
Mexico.
The White Sands Wolf Recovery Area should be approved for releases of wolves and
for wolf occupancy. It has already undergone NEPA review. The position that it is insufficiently
large and lacks sufficient prey density for wolves only applies if wolves were to be expected to
stay within its boundaries – a discredited notion. In fact deer densities may be quite similar to
prey availability in other Chihuhuan desert environments in which Mexican wolves evolved;
wolves survived in such locales by roaming vast home ranges to find sufficient prey. In addition,
nobody can know for sure whether Mexican wolves may be able to prey on vulnerable oryx that
have been introduced to White Sands. If they can, such predation would serve an additional
important ecological function in limiting the increasing distribution and impact of this non-native
herbivore, and thus would benefit vegetation, soils and waters. The White Sands Wolf Recovery
Area can serve as a locale for initial releases of genetically valuable wolves, and can serve as part
of a metapopulation that interacts genetically with wolves in the Gila National Forest and the
Ladder Ranch (which welcomes wolf recolonization). The 1996 EIS on reintroduction (FEIS:v)
specified that future decision making about using the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area for
wolves would depend, in part, on whether it is “necessary to achieve the recovery objective of reestablishing 100 wolves; that is, it would be used if it appears that the initial introduciton in the
BRWRA will not achieve a total poplation of 100 wolves.” Now, a year after the Blue Range

Wolf Recovery Area was projected to reach over 100 animals, it has not done so. Therefore, use
of White Sands is appropriate and should be authorized.
It is inappropriate to authorize any additional circumstances for injurious or lethal take of
wolves. The Service’s failure to achieve the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area objective of at least
100 wolves by the end of 2006 is largely due to take authorized in the current (1998) rule. That
take was premised on the notion that it would:
make reintroduction compatible with current and planned human activities, such as livestock
grazing and hunting [and] is also critical to obtaining needed State, Tribal, local and private
cooperation. The Service believes this flexibility will improve the likelihood of success.
In fact, the opposite has occurred. High levels of authorized take may have even emboldened
opponents of wolf recovery. According to an article in the most recent issue of High Country
News, opponents have skillfully exploited the rules governing authorized take, in conjunction
with baiting of wolves with vulnerable livestock, to ensure the removal of a wolf; this may be the
tip of the iceburg. In addition, the rate of poaching of Mexican wolves has been higher than in
any other wolf recovery program or even any other endangered species recovery program.
Wolves have also been killed in significant numbers by automobile collisions without reporting
of the incidents as required in the current rule – another indication that liberal take provisions are
being abused. It is no longer reasonable to assume that increasing legal take improves the
likelihood of the reintroduction project’s success, when the opposite is evident.
Few domestic pets have been killed or injured by wolves – far fewer than those hurt or killed by
other wildlife, not to mention by vehicles -- and there are many means of protecting pets from
wolves other than authorizing additional injurious or lethal take.
Provisions for increased injurious or lethal take would further depress wolf numbers, make it
difficult for law enforcement to distinguish between legal and illegal take (which may only be
identified through the unknowable intentions of a person that takes a wolf), and create significant
additional hurdles for successful prosecution of illegal take.
Removal of wolves from the wild for any and all reasons must be dramatically reduced in a
new rule. Authorized take of wolves is the primary cause of the population’s failure to reach
objectives and projections, and such authorized take should, at the very least, be curtailed if not
ended entirely.
Expansion of the Experimental Population Area will undermine Mexican wolf recovery. The
recommendation in the Five Year Review to possibly expand the experimental population area is
phrased dishonestly and is designed to accomplish the opposite of what it explicitly states is its
intent. The recommendation calls for consideration of expanding the current Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Area’s (MWEPA) outer boundaries to enable the wolf population “to
exist within a metapopulation context consistent with Leonard et al. 2005 and Carroll et al. in
press.” In subheading C, the recommendation also calls for allowing “wolves to disperse
throughout the MWEPA, subject to management consistent with current Blue Range
Reintroduction Project SOPs.” Yet, expanding the MWEPA and establishing a metapopulation
conflict and cannot be reconciled. And subjecting wolves throughout that expanded MWEPA to
management consistent with current Blue Range Reintroduction Project SOPs would exacerbate
the mismanagement that would preclude such a metapopulation.
Leonard et al’s study indicates that more wolves must be allowed to survive, and must be restored
to much broader regions, for true recovery to take place: “We suggest restoration goals might be
reconsidered so as to better restore wolves to past population sizes and enable them to
significantly influence the Rocky Mountain ecosystem.” The authors make clear that they
consider the Rocky Mountain ecosystem very broadly, to include “more open habitats” that
contrast with “forested and mountain areas” (p. 7). They also make clear that past population
sizes were on the order of several hundred thousand to two million wolves throughout North
America.

The Carroll et al study makes clear that wolves in other parts of New Mexico or Arizona will
have lower densities, and thus expanded home range requirements, than those in the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area, while at the same time road densities are higher in other parts of these two
states. In fact, Carroll et al rate most of the region south of the current MWEPA as too arid, and
therefore insufficiently productive of wolf prey animals, to allow for wolf breeding within a
standardized wolf territory size of 504 square kilometers (pp. 9, 14). However, Mexican wolves
were originally found throughout these regions; thus, their territory sizes originally were, and
would have to be once again significantly larger than Carroll et al use in their analysis (and which
they stress “should be viewed with caution” (p. 25)). As a result, wolves would be even more
likely to encounter livestock, and the livestock carcasses that often lead them to habituate to
livestock, in the areas most likely to be targeted for expansion of the MWEPA.
Current management, and especially SOP 13 which requires removal and/or killing of wolves
according to a rigid formula based on depredations, has led to a declining wolf population in the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. Yet, as shown, wolves outside the current recovery area will
encounter livestock, and adverse ranching practices, more often than those within the recovery
area. For wolves to survive elsewhere in these two states, there must be a lower mortality/removal
rate (or a higher recruitment rate) than for them to survive in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area.
Instead, they will face higher rates of removal and government killing. Thus, Carroll’s study,
along with experience from the last nine years of reintroduction, indicates that adopting
management consistent with that in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area will not allow for
creation of a wolf metapopulation, especially if the MWEPA is expanded southward. In fact,
adopting current management in particular in more arid regions, and those with higher road
densities and higher livestock densities, will preclude survival and reproduction of wolves; it will
prevent establishment of a metapopulation.
Even without adopting management consistent with current Blue Range Reintroduction Project
SOPs into an expanded MWEPA, the expansion alone would preclude establishment of a
metapopulation. Carroll et al’s study indicates that wolf management in more arid areas with
higher road densities will have to be more conservative (ie. lenient on the wolves) in order to
enable wolf survival and reproduction. This would require either the government not killing as
many wolves or private individuals not killings as many. To accomplish the latter, roads would
have to be closed to provide for greater habitat security. Forest Service and BLM management
plans do not call for significant road closures; thus, the mechanism to accomplish this would have
to be critical habitat designation – which is precluded in experimental population areas.
To accomplish the former, wolves that prey on livestock would have to be allowed to survive in
the wild, or husbandry measures would have to be adopted such as consistent removal of
livestock that wolves don’t kill prior to their locating and scavenging on them, to significantly
reduce depredations. Yet, again, experimental populations have never received that level of
forbearance; the stated purposed of designating them is precisely to allow for killing of
depredating wolves and to avoid land use restrictions – including regulations concerning grazing
on public lands. No matter what management is adopted from within the range of legal and
bureaucratic possibilities, expansion of the MWEPA will preclude wolf survival and reproduction
in a larger area, and thus preclude establishment of a metapopulation.
In contrast, allowing wolves to establish territories outside of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area but without expanding the MWEPA holds promise of contributing to creation of a
metapopulation consistent with Leonard et al and Carroll et al.
Even if the logic of this recommendation was not pretzel-shaped and untenable, the
recommendation’s purview extends beyond responsibility for the Blue Range Wolf
Reintroduction project and is properly categorized under recovery planning for the Mexican wolf
– the bailiwick of a recovery team. It is simply inappropriate for inclusion in the present review.
No matter how the historic range of the Mexican wolf is interpreted, and especially if the Service

adopts Leonard et al’s recommendation to prioritize “ecological rather than genetic heritage” (p.
7) in guiding places for future reintroductions, areas in Arizona and New Mexico north and south
of the current MWEPA boundaries will be central to Mexican wolf recovery. By suggesting that
significantly larger reaches of these two states than are already designated as the MWEPA will
become part of the MWEPA, the review is infringing on key decisions of a recovery team in its
creation of a recovery plan; these are not responsibilities related to success of reintroduction
project goals in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area.
For example, the recovery team may decide that designation of critical habitat will be necessary
for recovery. Yet, as noted above, critical habitat would be precluded and preempted in areas
covered by expansion of the MWEPA. Even without critical habitat designation, the recovery
team might conclude that full protection of Mexican wolves to be reintroduced in Mexico should
be afforded to those that cross over into the United States. Again, such protection would be
precluded by expansion of the MWEPA.
There is no need to expand the MWEPA in order to promulgate and finalize a rule change
allowing wolves to roam outside of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. In the northern Rocky
Mountains, wolves roam in areas where they are designated as experimental, non-essential and in
areas where they are not so designated – and the Service has no rule requiring removal of wolves
that cross any jurisdictional boundaries. The Service should categorically reject this
recommendation in its entirety.
The goal of at least 100 wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area should not be
changed. The recommendation in the Five Year Review to take this goal and apply it to a much
larger area aggravates the destructiveness of the recommendation to expand the experimental
population area. The demographic goal of the Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Project for the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area is a minimum of 100 wolves. The 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan
calls for establishing two viable wolf populations in the wild as a necessary but not sufficient step
toward recovery. Whether or not the MWEPA is expanded in size, transferring the population
goal for the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area to the much larger MWEPA amounts to diluting the
number of wolves per acre, or conceived in a slightly different frame, lowering the demographic
bar for the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. But the Five Year Review notes that the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area could support 213 wolves based on elk biomass, and 468 wolves based on
the biomass of all wild ungulates (TC-18). So there is no reason to lower the minimum number
from 100 wolves, except as a means of avoiding necessary and overdue reforms that would
enable the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area to grow to (and beyond) this minimal goal.
Furthermore, it is clear that 100 wolves does not comprise a viable population.
The Service incorrectly depicts the range of the Mexican wolf in its ``virtual public
meeting'' Web site at http://www.mexicanwolfeis.org and in a display at the scoping
meetings. While it is correct that “results from recent genetics examining historic Mexican gray
wolf specimens collected in 1916 and earlier (Leonard et al. 2005, pp. 10, 15) suggest that
Mexican gray wolves genetically intergraded with more northern subspecies well into Colorado
and Utah,” as the present notice states, such intergradation is not evidence of Mexican wolves
themselves located “well into” these states, but of genetic material that originated in Mexican
wolves -- perhaps from many successive matings between neighboring wolves. The closest
evidence of strong intergradation in Leonard et al is of a single wolf in the San Luis Valley on the
New Mexico/Colorado border; other intergradation is more attenuated.
The final delisting notice for the Western Great Lakes gray wolf population on Feb. 8, 2007
incorrectly lists the wolf in Mexico as off the endangered species list. This should be
expeditiously corrected.
We also incorporate by reference the comments of the Rewilding Institute on the present notice,
and endorse such comments except in any instance in which they are at odds with our own
comments, above. Finally, we incorporate by reference the Center for Biological Diversity’s
comments on May 30, 2006 on the Five Year Review, pursuant to the Federal Register notice of

May 15, 2006 (Volume 71, Number 93) on Mexican Gray Wolf Blue Range Reintroduction
Project Five-Year Review.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
(signed)
Michael J. Robinson
Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 53166
Pinos Altos, NM 88053

MEXICAN GRAY WOLF NEPA SCOPING
Comments to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, 8/7/2007, pgs.
44065-44069
Re: Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Amendment of the 1998 Non-essential experimental
population (10j) rule for Recovery of the Subspecies, Mexican
Gray Wolf, in Arizona and New Mexico
As a supporter of scientifically based wolf management, I am commenting to urge the US
Fish and Wildlife Service to take a more proactive and balanced approach to Mexican
gray wolf recovery efforts in the Southwest. Below are my comments:
There are seven issues (a thru g) identified in the Federal Register:
1. Issues a and c: Areas where wolves are permitted 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
(examples: San Mateo, Frisco, Nantac and Saddle packs). Because the biology has
proven itself, amend the rule to permit any successful establishment of wolves within
the MWEPA. Also, because of its limited habitat and prey, the White Sands Missile
Range should not encompass any primary recovery zone.
2. Issue b: Initial wolf releases into secondary recovery zones are currently not
permitted.
Comment: The current restriction to only release wolves within the primary recovery
zone is artificial and is impacting genetic diversity. Because the current restrictions are
political, and not biological, initial wolf releases must be permitted in the secondary
zones. Do NOT hold public meetings on each and every wolf release. Release for wolf

recovery went through the NEPA process in the preparation of the original
Environmental Impact Statement. Currently meetings are being held on wolf releases.
These meetings are not productive or helpful. The meetings become merely
grandstanding about wolf recovery, which has already been addressed. In addition,
employees of the interdisciplinary field team endure much unnecessary insults and
maltreatment.
3. Issues d and e: Response to ‘nuisance’ behavior by wolves, including “take” of
wolves when they attack dogs on private or tribal lands.
Comment: Under the Endangered Species Act, the Mexican gray wolf, as part of the
“non-essential, experimental population,” is to be treated as “proposed endangered” in
terms of effects. As such, and in order to recover wolves, the prohibitions against “take”
and harm should remain firmly in place including on private and tribal lands.
Harassment is currently permitted and it may be appropriate to expand what entails
“harassment”, such as permitting use of paint balls or use of pepper spray (although, use
of pepper spray may need study to determine the pack’s reaction to a wolf incapacitated
temporarily by the spray, since weakened animals can be attacked by other wolves).
Expansion of harassment regarding protection of dogs should be within the limits
whereby “take” or harm of the wolf should not occur (instances of wolf attacks on dogs
have been limited, and all have been compensated by Defenders of Wildlife. These
instances have rarely resulted in serious injury to the dog). Ranchers should have NO
harassment privileges on public lands over what any other member of the public has;
Special privileges to ranchers is the root of much of the wolf reintroduction problems,
i.e., special considerations and catering to public land ranchers has fostered a belief, on
their part, that their desires trump that of every other member of the American public.
The greater context for ‘nuisance’ wolf behavior is knowledge-- the knowledge about
how to react to wolf presence (e.g., hiking with dogs) and how humans create problem
situations (e.g., dog food available). 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 phone contacts with ranchers where no wolf ‘nuisance’ or depredation is
occurring. This practice of special privileges with ranchers MUST discontinued.
4. Issue f: Clarify definitions of “breeding pair,” “depredation incident” and “thresholds
for permanent removal”.
Comment: Any and all changes to definitions must facilitate wolf recovery, and
outweigh the excess of standardized, repetitious complaints and demands by public lands
ranchers and counties. Depredation or nuisance/problem incidences should only count
against ‘lawfully’ present livestock which, by Forest Service rules and regulations,
means more than just possessing a term grazing permit. As part of the term grazing
permit, the where, when and numbers of livestock grazing is specified annually. To be
out of these prescriptions is to be out of authorization, and is subject to adverse permit
action or extra graving fees. As such, wolves MUST not be penalized for public land

ranchers’ failure to follow the ‘terms and conditions’ that permit them the privilege to use
a public resource for fees well below the market value of the resource. (Note: The US
Supreme Court has ruled that public lands grazing is a ‘privilege’, not a ‘right’, on three
separate occasions). SOP 13.0: Control of Mexican Wolves, #3, c: The phrase
“lawfully present” in the definition of ‘problem wolves’ and ‘depredation’ does not
clearly define what “lawfully present” means. For clarification and consistency the
definition in SOP 13.0 MUST be the same as the Forest Service definition. Regarding
livestock carcass management: If indeed every dead livestock is a drastic blow to the
public land rancher’s economic viability, the rancher should be frequently checking their
livestock and will know of every dead animal. It is then easy, costing little, to render
carcasses unpalatable to all scavengers by applying lime. Under Section 8 of the term
grazing permit, the Forest Service has the authority to require carcass management.
Biologically, wolves scavenge, so wolves that scavenge on livestock carcasses (that died
of reasons other than their own depredation) MUST not be considered “nuisance” or
“problem” wolves.
5. Issue g: Center for Biological Diversity 2004 petition
Comment: No information is given in order to respond to this item. However, there are
some discrepancies apparent between Arizona (Apache National Forest) and New
Mexico (Gila National Forest) which are clearly affecting wolf recovery between the
primary and secondary zones and need to be addressed; examples are: At or above 7,000
feet in elevation there is essentially no winter/spring grazing in Arizona. However, at
these elevations there is grazing in New Mexico during the winter/spring (spring is also
denning time for wolves). In fact, one New Mexico grazing allotment at 8,000 feet in
elevation was only grazed in the summer/fall, but currently is grazed yearlong. In
Arizona, cattle are not present in every pasture at all times while this appears to be the
case in New Mexico (hence greater opportunity for livestock-wolf encounters in New
Mexico). 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, but livestock are always seen in these areas in New Mexico.
Between approximately 1997 and 2006 above “normal” drought conditions occurred in
eastern Arizona and western New Mexico; Arizona made adjustments in livestock
grazing over this period but New Mexico did little. It appears that grasses and rangelands
have come through this drought period in a much healthier condition in Arizona than in
New Mexico. Better habitat conditions benefit the wolves’ wild prey which in turn
benefits wolves.

Additional issues for consideration during the NEPA process for
the upcoming EIS

A. Revision of SOP 13.0 Control of Mexican Wolves.
Comment: The removal, or killing of 59 wolves over the course of reintroduction. This
has clearly hindered, in fact stalled, wolf recovery. The provision for removal (lethal or
otherwise) after three livestock depredations is NOT a 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 and it makes even less sense for the Mexican
gray wolf where there is no potential for any other means of population recovery. There
is no biological basis for three “strikes and out”, therefore SOP 13.0 MUST be revised to
reflect scientific, biological operating procedures for wolf removal. Three “strikes” is
also applied to sheep but in terms of forage needed, grazing fees and AUMs, five sheep
are equivalent to one cow; hence, by definition, 15 sheep should equate to three cows in
terms of depredation. The captive wolf facilities across the country are overflowing with
removed wolves, another reason to drastically limit removals and increase releases.
Packs with wild born pups MUST never be removed due to the horrible impact of
captivity on captured and removed wild born animals.
B. Twenty five wolves have been shot and killed (with one self defense determination
and only one prosecution). Three wolves have currently disappeared, and there have
been openingly admitted actions by a public land ranch manager with the objective to
entice nearby wolves to depredate their livestock, whereby acquiring a third “strike”
(while creating “post traumatic stress syndrome” in one of his own family members).
Comment: Federal law enforcement MUST do a better job. Even the self-defense case
was questionable, but was one of the first futile efforts to make wolf recovery acceptable
to the general public. It appears that enforcement of laws and regulations for wolf
recovery is not a priority, for political (?) or poor budget reasons(?).
C. Payments to public lands ranchers for wolf depredations or injury to livestock or other
animals.
Comment: This in entirely within the purview of a private group (example: 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. Payment to public land 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. If ranchers own need to improve
livestock husbandry and economic return, along with the already very minimal fees for
grazing on American’s public lands, and the countless assistance ranchers receive as tax
write-offs for agricultural producers—if all this does not make the presence of wolves
more tolerable, neither will any additional payments from the public coffers. Currently
ranchers receive assistance from the county to pay Wildlife Services to handle predator
problems, The State of Arizona pays ranchers for open space, ASCS pays ranches for
feed and other drought assistance, etc, etc, etc.

D. Recovery of wolves on public lands resulting in ranchers inability to continue
ranching, selling their private land ranches, impacting county economy, and detriment to
all wildlife.
Comment: Each aspect of the above statement is unfounded and unsubstantiated general
perceptions that 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, especially as compared to the returns generated by the best and most
economical public lands ranching operations. Comments stating that the presence of
wolves has a negative impact on big game animals (e.g. elk and deer) are also unfounded.
Arizona Game and Fish, as well as the New Mexico Game and Fish, have both publicly
acknowledged that big game populations have been minimally impacted. It is time to
stop citing these non-facts as bases for compensation or for hoped-for wolf-tolerance
payments.
E. Adaptive Management Oversight Committee’s composition of every agency director,
and naming the Arizona Game and Fish as the lead agency early in the recovery effort.
Comment: No other species under an Endangered Species Act recovery effort has this
multi-agency political oversight. Arizona Game and Fish, as the lead field agency has
not facilitated wolf recovery; notably: providing ranchers wolf radio receivers that create
fear and chaos every time a wolf walks through the area (this practice is not done with
other predators e.g. bears and lions, because it would create the same fear and chaos) and
micro management through each level of the Arizona Game and Fish for every action
considered by the field team. The field team consists of biologists with many years of
knowledge and experience, but AMOC continues to disregard biological
recommendations from the field team, and make decisions based on politics. The lead
field agency MUST be given to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and AMOC MUST be
utilized solely as an advisory committee, with no decision-making authority.
F. Known wolf predation since 1998 of 110 head of livestock.
Comment: Because of the limited costs associated with grazing livestock on public land,
many public lands ranchers do not spend as much time checking livestock’s’ well-being
as do ranchers with a greater investment in their herds; as such, wolf predation could be
2-3 times higher but this is unlikely given the continual tabs the interagency field team
keeps on wolves and their constant search for uncollared wolves. Even if the loss was
350 livestock, almost all are compensated for and the number comes to only 35 livestock
killed per year for the past 10 years of wolf reintroduction; that number also represents, at
most, 1% of all the livestock on public land in the primary and secondary recovery

zones—hardly enough to halt the wolf recovery effort 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 livestock.
G. It has been asked “What values do we as individuals in society place on wolves and
how much are we willing to tolerate them on the landscape?” (Morgart).
Comment: The vast majority of individuals in this society have placed a high value on
restoring wildlife being lost and have done so through passage of the Endangered Species
Act. No law affects everyone equally, but our laws still reflect societal values. More
than every effort has been made to reduce impacts to those who feel most affected by
recovery of the Mexican gray wolf; it is time to stop futile efforts to make the wolf
palatable to the few who are the most vocal and who have vowed to never accept the wolf
in spite of what the law requires, and it is time to start truly recovering the wolf through
sound biological management.
The November 1 – 31, 2007 Mexican Wolf Monthly Update states that there are 24
wolves with functional collars in the wild. Just in 2007, by my count, there were two
lethal removals (San Mateo AM796 and Durango AF924), seven permanent removals
(Saddle M1007, AM732 & AF797, Rim M1043 and Aspen AM863, F1046 &AF667),
eleven removals, with the possibility of translocation (Saddle pups x 7, Meridian F1028,
and Aspen pups x 3), five missing (Aspen AM512, Saddle f1016 and Durango AM973,
Durango F1047 & one uncollared pup), and four found dead (Rim AM991, Single
m1041, Single m925 and Rim F1048). There are a total of 29 wolves removed from the
wild population during 2007, that’s more than the current wild collared population.
Except for the five missing and four found dead, all the other wolves were removed for
political reasons, not biological reasons. Of the eleven wolves removed, with the
possibility of translocation only Meridian F1028 has any experience as a wild wolf. The
Saddle and Aspen pups, if translocated, will enter the wild population as naive wolves.
Positive changes that favor wolf biology, and not politics, MUST be made to the current
wolf management if the goal of recovery is to ever be achieved.
In closing, I feel that the Mexican gray wolf MUST be “uplisted” to experimental
essential status if recovery is to be become a reality. After ten years of effort it is
apparent that recovery is not possible under the experimental non-essential status.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
/s/ Barbara Romero
Barbara Romero
PO Box 763
Alpine, Arizona
Email: romero62@wmonline.com
Barbara Marks
Blue River Cowbelles
451 Marks Ranch Road

Blue, Arizona 85922
Brian Millsap
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
December 27, 2007
Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and SocioEconomic 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 Mr. Millsap,
Below are the issues as listed in the Federal Register, then our comments in red. Additional comments
follow.
Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges outside the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released into the BRWRA or taken into captivity.
This stipulation stemmed from the intention in the 1998 NEP final rule that wolves would not be
reestablished throughout the entire Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA), but only
within the BRWRA, which is a sub area of the MWEPA. However, analysis indicates that removals for
boundary violations due to wolves dispersing or establishing territories outside the BRWRA are not
conducive to achieving the reintroduction project objective of ??reestablishing a viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican [gray] wolves?? (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982, p. 23). In other
words, change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would provide the Service with the authority to
allow wolves to establish territories outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.
During the 1994-95 process biologists and wildlife managers felt there was sufficient prey and space for
100 animals in the BRWRA despite beliefs of experienced residents and animal professionals. Since initial
wolf releases in 1998, the program has been fraught with problems anticipated by the livestock industry and
other local
citizens: habitation to residences, attacks on dogs, other pets and livestock, lack of realistic compensation,
hampered or totally altered ranch management ability, undue emotional stress, to name a few.
Additionally, wildlife experts have expressed concerns over a lack of or dwindling native prey base.
The program currently does not have sufficient personnel or money.
How will these strapped resources be able to cover a larger area? The problems inside the BRWRA will
only expand to the new areas. Have these areas been evaluated through the NEPA process? What about
the prey base? During the Potential Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Areas in Arizona process the
Galiuro/Pinaleno Mountains and the Chiricahua Mountains were eliminated, partly because of the human
populations, higher road densities and less Wilderness/more fragmentation, but they will be included now.
One to two wolves have all ready traveled almost to those areas, but they returned. However, putting
wolves in areas far away from humans, as alluded to in the document was impossible even in the so-called
?low human density? Blue Range and quickly became a ?non-issue? to the program, but a major one to
residents.
(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from captivity only into
the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA.
Management experience has demonstrated that this stipulation in the
1998 NEP final rule sets impractical limits on available release sites and wolves that can be released into
the secondary recovery zone, limits the Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project?s (Project) ability to
address genetic issues, and results in a misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely
of ??problem?? animals that have been translocated to the secondary zone after management removal due

to livestock depredation events. In other words, a change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would
possibly provide the Service the authority to release Mexican gray wolves from the captive breeding
population into New Mexico.
Would this be allowed with the county ordinances that were passed disallowing the initial releases of
wolves into those counties?
Wasn?t that why they weren?t released there in the first place? Many of the translocated wolves were
problematic elsewhere or members of packs involved in killings, frequenting homes, etc and were removed
from Arizona and then re-released into New Mexico.
(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area.
However, the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area is not of sufficient size nor does it have sufficient prey
density to function as an independent recovery area.
Does that mean, then, that it would be a further extension of the project area, adding on to the BRWRA
through the elimination of the boundary rule? Would this designation ?allow? for initial releases of
wolves?
(d) Limited provisions for private individuals to ??harass?? wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or
livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public, or Tribal lands.
Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule allow for ??opportunistic, non-injurious harassment?? of
wolves by private individuals; that is, individuals are not allowed to harass wolves in such a manner as to
even potentially result in bodily injury or death of a Mexican gray wolf. Management experience in the
BRWRA, as well as the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS gray wolf recovery program, suggests that a
variety of harassment methods could provide an effective deterrent to problem Mexican gray wolf
behavior, as well as increasing public acceptance of Mexican gray wolf recovery. All possible alternatives
and remedies need to be explored.
Yes, all possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored. Any means to instill even a small amount
of fear of humans in the wolves would be good. However, the chances of even seeing wolves attacking
domestic animals, let alone be able to do something about it, is rather small, frequently happening at night
or out of sight.
(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ??take?? of wolves in the act of
attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands.
However, domestic dog injuries and mortalities have occurred within the BRWRA due to interactions
between wolves and dogs, primarily near people?s homes. Lack of take authority in instances where take
may have been warranted has resulted in substantial negative impacts on some local residents and visitors
to the BRWRA.
Agree. Being able to defend your dog would not lead to overt killing of wolves. Private individuals and
Tribes currently have the ability to kill wolves in the process of attacking livestock on private or Tribal
land, but not one person has ?taken advantage of? this ability.
Most attacks are at night or otherwise out of sight, hit and run.
(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ??breeding pair,?? ??depredation incident,?? and
??thresholds for permanent removal.??
In addition, there is a need to identify other possible impediments to establishing wolves, such as the
livestock carcass management and disposal issue identified in the 3-year review of the project (Paquet et al.
2001, p. 69). The authors of this report recommended that the Service ??require livestock operators on
public land to take some responsibility for carcass management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that
wolves become habituated to feeding on livestock.?? In other words, if a new final rule is promulgated that
incorporates this recommendation from the 3-year review, it may result in redefining ??nuisance wolves??
and ??problem wolves? so as to exclude animals that scavenge on the carcasses of livestock that died of
non-wolf causes.
Another definition or clarification needed is for legally present livestock. With the common occurrences of
gates being left open or knocked down, trees falling on fences or elk knocking them down, etc cattle could
be in the wrong pasture or even on the wrong allotment, but they are still ?authorized? to be on the forest.
Then there was the case of permitted cattle that the wolves chased over on to another allotment and killed;

Defenders of Wildlife would not pay saying the cattle were in the wrong place. They were still authorized
cattle owned by a Forest Service permittee.
A peer reviewed report, ?Assessing factors related to wolf depredation of cattle in fenced pastures in
Montana and Idaho? by Elizabeth H.
Bradley and Daniel H. Pletscher ??found no relationship between depredations and carcass disposal
methods, calving locations, calving times, breed of cattle or the distance cattle were grazed from the forest
edge.? Their study covered 1994-2002, was published in 2005 and was funded by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF), Defenders of Wildlife and US Fish &
Wildlife Service, with support from Mike Phillips with TESF and Ed Bangs, USFWS, among others. More
likely causes of depredations, they felt, were forests or places with a high percentage of vegetative cover,
within a wolf den area and where there was native prey use in the same pasture or locale. One
recommendation was that if wolves denned near livestock sometime after the denning season the den be
?filled in subsequent years to encourage denning elsewhere.? That was done in Montana in 2001; the
wolves moved to Yellowstone National Park, away from the cattle.
If the carcass removal recommendation is moved forward, this would go against your Step #4 in the
Federal Register, ?Review available information that pertains to the management and habitat requirements
of this species, including material received during the public comment period?? We realize that you don?t
have to accept what is submitted, but this has been taken from a scientific, peer-reviewed report, funded by
your agency. Requiring ranchers to remove or dispose of carcasses out on the range is also totally
impractical and virtually impossible to accomplish. The likelihood of finding a carcass in a timely fashion
in remote, rugged terrain is very slight. Frequently it takes several hours to return home, then to pack lime
and plastic onto another horse and go back out to the carcass could take another day, if you have the
supplies on hand, longer if you don?t. If you try to burn the carcass it takes a lot of wood and you have to
try building the fire under the animal as much as you can, since building it on the carcass is not very
effective. During fire season this would most likely not be allowed. Burying is not an option if equipment
like a backhoe cannot be used. Trying to bury a 1000 pound animal by hand with a shovel is unrealistic.
(g) The issues addressed in this scoping process include issues addressed in a petition for Rulemaking dated
March 29, 2004 provided to the Service by the Center for Biological Diversity. This Notice, and the
subsequent public notice and comment period, will provide the public an opportunity to comment on the
issues provided in the Center for Biological Diversity?s Petition for Rulemaking.
Why is no mention made of the Petition for Rulemaking provided to the Service by New Mexico and
Arizona Cattle Growers, et al? Some of the issues are covered here, but not some significant ones.
Defining ?Adaptive Management?: Adaptive management incorporates research into conservation action.
Specifically, it is the integration of design, management and monitoring to systematically test assumption
in order to adapt and learn.
A reasonable compensation program with no strings attached or expectations other than honesty that is
guaranteed to continue, not disappear, is needed. AZ Game & Fish Department has recently started a
program that helps ranchers purchase hay to use if and when they bring their livestock onto private property
in an effort to avoid wolf depredations out on the range. Right now it covers a portion of the actual costs;
receipts are submitted to show costs incurred. It is an acknowledgement by AZGFD of the costs over and
above normal expenses that ranchers endure under the wolf program. Maybe funding could be directed to
the AZGFD program, since it is all ready in place and working. Another way funding could be beneficial is
to help with fence repair costs, particularly when permittees are given the option to use a pasture on another
allotment if wolves are denning or being released particularly where young calves would be. Frequently
these allotments are ones that haven?t been used or maintained for a number of years, making fence repair a
nightmare and usually taking several days or weeks to get it up in good shape.
Issues Related to Evaluation of the Environmental Impacts. We are seeking comments on the identification
of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by amendment of the 1998 NEP
final rule that established the current NEP of Mexican gray wolf. You may wish to consider the following
issues when providing comments:
(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;
(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;
(c) Impacts on human health and safety;
(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;
(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;
(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income populations;
(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and
(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.
We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS when completed, so that interested and
affected people may comment on the draft and have input into the final decision Impacts to other species of
wildlife were never fully addressed in the beginning, so it has become even more serious now in this phase.
Wolves in Unit 27 of Arizona have had enough impact on the elk herd that permit numbers have been
lowered. Deer numbers had all ready been decreasing since the 1980s and we expressed our concern when
the wolf program was started in earnest in the 1990s. Predator (mountain lions, coyotes, black bears)
numbers were at high levels also and continue to be significant problems to not only ranchers. Over the
past few years the incidences of these predators going into towns and even Phoenix, Tucson & Flagstaff
have increased. The drought, humans moving into the animals habitat and lack of food have been sited as
the reasons why, but no mention that they are also being pushed out by other predators, including by the
wolves, territorially and for food.
Would this be allowed with the county ordinances that were passed disallowing the initial releases of
wolves into those counties?
Wasn?t that why they weren?t released there in the first place? Many of the translocated wolves were
problematic elsewhere or members of packs involved in killings, frequenting homes, etc and were removed
from Arizona and then re-released into New Mexico.
Does that mean, then, that it would be a further extension of the project area, adding on to the BRWRA
through the elimination of the boundary rule? Would this designation ?allow? for initial releases of
wolves?
Yes, all possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored. Any means to instill even a small amount
of fear of humans in the wolves would be good. However, the chances of even seeing wolves attacking
domestic animals, let alone be able to do something about it, is rather small, frequently happening at night
or out of sight.
Agree. Being able to defend your dog would not lead to overt killing of wolves. Private individuals and
Tribes currently have the ability to kill wolves in the process of attacking livestock on private or Tribal
land, but not one person has ?taken advantage of? this ability.
Most attacks are at night or otherwise out of sight, hit and run.
Another definition or clarification needed is for legally present livestock. With the common occurrences of
gates being left open or knocked down, trees falling on fences or elk knocking them down, etc cattle could
be in the wrong pasture or even on the wrong allotment, but they are still ?authorized? to be on the forest.
Then there was the case of permitted cattle that the wolves chased over on to another allotment and killed;
Defenders of Wildlife would not pay saying the cattle were in the wrong place. They were still authorized
cattle owned by a Forest Service permittee.
A peer reviewed report, ?Assessing factors related to wolf depredation of cattle in fenced pastures in
Montana and Idaho? by Elizabeth H.
Bradley and Daniel H. Pletscher ??found no relationship between depredations and carcass disposal
methods, calving locations, calving times, breed of cattle or the distance cattle were grazed from the forest
edge.? Their study covered 1994-2002, was published in 2005 and was funded by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF), Defenders of Wildlife and US Fish &
Wildlife Service, with support from Mike Phillips with TESF and Ed Bangs, USFWS, among others. More
likely causes of depredations, they felt, were forests or places with a high percentage of vegetative cover,
within a wolf den area and where there was native prey use in the same pasture or locale. One
recommendation was that if wolves denned near livestock sometime after the denning season the den be
?filled in subsequent years to encourage denning elsewhere.? That was done in Montana in 2001; the
wolves moved to Yellowstone National Park, away from the cattle.
If the carcass removal recommendation is moved forward, this would go against your Step #4 in the
Federal Register, ?Review available information that pertains to the management and habitat requirements
of this species, including material received during the public comment period?? We realize that you don?t
have to accept what is submitted, but this has been taken from a scientific, peer-reviewed report, funded by
your agency. Requiring ranchers to remove or dispose of carcasses out on the range is also totally
impractical and virtually impossible to accomplish. The likelihood of finding a carcass in a timely fashion
in remote, rugged terrain is very slight. Frequently it takes several hours to return home, then to pack lime

and plastic onto another horse and go back out to the carcass could take another day, if you have the
supplies on hand, longer if you don?t. If you try to burn the carcass it takes a lot of wood and you have to
try building the fire under the animal as much as you can, since building it on the carcass is not very
effective. During fire season this would most likely not be allowed. Burying is not an option if equipment
like a backhoe cannot be used. Trying to bury a 1000 pound animal by hand with a shovel is unrealistic.
Why is no mention made of the Petition for Rulemaking provided to the Service by New Mexico and
Arizona Cattle Growers, et al? Some of the issues are covered here, but not some significant ones.
Defining ?Adaptive Management?: Adaptive management incorporates research into conservation action.
Specifically, it is the integration of design, management and monitoring to systematically test assumption
in order to adapt and learn.
A reasonable compensation program with no strings attached or expectations other than honesty that is
guaranteed to continue, not disappear, is needed. AZ Game & Fish Department has recently started a
program that helps ranchers purchase hay to use if and when they bring their livestock onto private property
in an effort to avoid wolf depredations out on the range. Right now it covers a portion of the actual costs;
receipts are submitted to show costs incurred. It is an acknowledgement by AZGFD of the costs over and
above normal expenses that ranchers endure under the wolf program. Maybe funding could be directed to
the AZGFD program, since it is all ready in place and working. Another way funding could be beneficial is
to help with fence repair costs, particularly when permittees are given the option to use a pasture on another
allotment if wolves are denning or being released particularly where young calves would be. Frequently
these allotments are ones that haven?t been used or maintained for a number of years, making fence repair a
nightmare and usually taking several days or weeks to get it up in good shape.
Human health and safety, disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income
populations and other potential or socioeconomic affects will be combined here. Naturally we do not
believe they have ever been adequately address or recognized, to the point of practically being dismissed as
inconsequential. Some of the financial issues were documented for the 5 year review, but some things are
difficult to put into measurable terms, but we?re trying to improve that. Sociologically, though, no
evaluations had been done until 2006, when psychologist, Dr. James Thal did a preliminary study of the
Psychological Impact of Wolf Reintroduction, reviewed by psychiatrist, Dr. Julia Martin. Moderate to
severe stress was evident in many individuals. About half of the interviewees were ranchers or members of
ranching families with the remainder having no agricultural connection. It verified what many all ready
knew ? feeling helpless, demoralized and depressed, worried about the inability to do anything to protect
your family and animals, fears of losing a cherished way of life and diminishing quality of life, nightmares,
etc. All of this has a negative effect on the cultural & historic aspects of these communities.
There could be a potential conflict with Federal environmental laws or requirements. Wolves and dogs
have crossed in the Mexican wolf program, the resulting hybrid puppies being euthanized. Red wolves and
coyotes have crossed, the resulting hybrid puppies being euthanized. Past Mexican wolf samples showed
coyote alleles and residents near the Mexican border talked about the crosses years ago being ?bad news?.
A biologist speaking about the Red wolf problem was concerned, saying they won?t always be there to
?clean up? the genetics. Some were worried about purity, while others considered the crossing as
?evolution?. This was a problem, is currently a problem and will continue to be a problem. Numerous
knowledgeable individuals have seen animals that were not obviously wolves or coyotes in Arizona and
New Mexico. What effect will this mongrelization have on wolves in regards to the Endangered Species
Act?
In previous documents there were graphs explaining how many people lived per square mile, but we would
like to see a map showing that people live in current and potential wolf habitat. The public believes the
areas are huge tracts of land devoid of human habitation.
Many disease and parasite problems or possibilities besides rabies and other canid related sicknesses have
been pointed out by doctors and scientists. The ability of these to affect livestock, pets and even humans
must be considered and analyzed fully.
During the last process, the alternative for terminating the program was purposefully not included,
however, this should always remain an option. Therefore, we would like to see this added into the new
EIS.
During the 3 year review Dr. Paul Paquet said ?no wolves? should be an alternative.

The scope of the economic impact analysis should focus mainly on the individual ranchers and other
private citizens affected by the program, local communities and counties. Regional or national or larger
analyses should only be used to demonstrate the similarities with other areas across North America or
around the world that also have wolves.
Cumulative effects should also be examined closely, but not only on wolf impacts. Most of these areas
have also been impacted by wilderness management, multiple Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive
(TES) species such as loach minnow, Gila and Apache trout, Mexican spotted owls, and other animal, plant
and aquatic species. These issues have never been properly addressed in any of these processes.
If you need clarification or have any questions, please contact me. I appreciate the opportunity to submit
comments for our organization.
Sincerely,
Barbara Marks
Legislative Co-Chairman

December 31, 2007
Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
RE:

Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
RIN 1018-AV40 (EIS for Mexican Gray Wolf)

Dear Mr. Millsap:
Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments to the above captioned rule. I believe
that my family who has lived in the BRWRA and has had over numerous packs on our
allotment in the forest, is offering a few comments based on experience. Our comments
are in red relating to a-g. We also at the end have offered other issues to be addressed in
the EIS.
Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges outside the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released into the BRWRA or taken into
captivity. The original EIS of 100 has created the situation to force the boundaries to be expanded
beyond the BRWRA. Keep the original boundaries and let the recovery be a natural number that is
flexible. If the new EIS sticks to 100 as a base line, than only wolves naturally born in the BRWRA
should be allowed to habitat beyond the boundaries. The natural born will expand for more prey
base as future siblings are born. It has been proven over the last 10 years that captive born released
wolves travel to travel, looking not only for prey base but habitation of humans.

(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from captivity only
into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA. Since 1998 the wolves have been released as
experimental and now, over the next 3 years as the EIS is written, more wolves will be released,
however the program has seen the flaw in prey base numbers and territory size needed for the packs
to naturally expand. The program should experimentally not release in wolf pack territories over the
next 3 years as the EIS is written and evaluate the growth of population. Recommendation is that
release sites be flexible to adjust to pack territories, climate adjustments (ie-drought, flooding, fires)
, and population growth of residents, part-time residents and recreationist. EIS should adjust to the
new forest plan revisions and road management revisions.
c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area. Take it out if it doesn’t fit, but how can you say this area will not work for a small
pack that naturally moves into the territory.
(d) Limited provisions for private individuals to ‘‘harass’’ wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or
livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public, or Tribal lands.
Nuisance wolves should be removed immediately, it is not the call of activist groups but the local
residents. Nuisance wolves create bad wolves. We must trust a person to drive a vehicle, play the
lottery and harass a wolf that threatens the economic livelihood, or recreational opportunity of a
person.
(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ‘‘take’’ of wolves in the act of
attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands. Many dogs are not only the cowboy or
employee of a rancher, the grandchild of a family member, the security of an elderly or a child’s
playmate in rural America. A dog is a dog and no created definition is necessary, yet it is the right of
a person to own and protect that dog and it is not the right of someone outside of the Recovery area
deciding it is just a “dog”, or soon we will not value human property and rights. This new EIS
should state that a person has a right to protect its property on private, state and federal lands,
whether it be a cat, bird, livestock, dog or any other legal specie.
(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ‘‘breeding pair,’’ ‘‘depredation incident,’’
and ‘‘thresholds for permanent removal.’’ What is a definition to a local person vs a person outside
of the recovery zone can be very misleading. A congress women from Virginia asked me what a
depredation is? I said killing of an animal by a predator. She said say it that way then, not the fancy
government words. Do not be creating rules and definitions that can not be lived with. The BRWRA
has so many different type of people, landscape, watersheds, endangered species and governmental
agencies with different agendas that one set definition will not work. Be flexible.
(g) The issues addressed in this scoping process include issues addressed in a petition for Rulemaking
dated March 29, 2004 provided to the Service by the Center for Biological Diversity. This Notice, and
the subsequent public notice and comment period, will provide the public an opportunity to comment
on the issues provided in the Center for Biological Diversity’s Petition for Rulemaking.

All the meetings, all the years that the residents in the BRWRA has participated at their
own expense and time, whether it be members of livestock associations, outdoor
recreationist groups, hunting clubs, home associations, governmental agencies, legislative
groups, we find the same activist preaching the same thing that was misinterpreted at
meaning meetings. Those of us who live with the wolves have tried flexible methods to
adjust to preventing wolf conflicts and have succeeded, yet have not been acknowledged
or rewarded for the efforts.
This EIS should consider :

1. the effects the wolves have on an entire watershed, including current diseases and
potential diseases.
2. the current effects of increasing population of AZ & NM as the fastest growing states
for residents and part-time residents
3. economic and social impact to the rural residents and local governments
4. the huge cost of the program documented for the government
5. the huge cost of the program not documented for the residents
6. not this programs problem to resolve the overcrowding of all the captive wolves in the
zoo
7. no more translocating problem wolves and no more translocating into natural born
packs territory
8. understand that if the FAIR leaves the program, than the program has to adjust
immediately
9. program should accept that the forest is multi-use and livestock grazing should be
supported, it is an economical tool used for weed control and fire management
10. stop the politics from managing this program
11. expansion should be evaluated for size vs management availability
12. amending the rule to protect residents from habituated animals
13. have residents become part of the program, they have managed the land and other
species over the years and it is time to trust them to manage this specie along with the
other endangered species
14. understand and adjust flexibility into the new EIS, making a take acceptable if
necessary, not until 100 is reached
15. better education material on the real facts of what is actually happening on the land,
picture of a sick wolf, pictures of dead prey base, facts that more wolves maybe present,
actual manpower cost vs number of wolves….acknowledging the program will have
faults like hybrids, more roads-more deaths, increased fire takes habitat, pairs split and
economic cost have occurred. It is okay to have a program succeed in a slow process and
it is okay to have a program discontinued if necessary.
16. EIS should address other game specie development programs, ie- bighorn sheep,
pronghorn antelope if it expands the boundary
17. EIS should address the cost to attend meetings and other methods of communication
18. TRUST needs to be included, not personal gain management
19. Definitions: Depredation should include missing calves
20. Definition: Carcass should include food killed by other predator species
Thank you for reading our comments and best of luck on the new EIS development to
improve a program in needs of repair.
Sincerely,
The Ely Family
Gary, Darcy, Cary and Wes.
39401 Upper Eagle Creek Rd
Clifton, AZ 85533
darcyely@aol.com

December 31, 2007
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Dear Mr. John Slown and other respected Fish and Wildlife Officers,
I know I don’t need to tell you that the fate of the Mexican Gray Wolf appears to have
become a political issue as much as a management issue. I attended the public scoping
meeting in Socorro and talked with you, and other groups attending that day. I see the
controversy and I see the structural dilemma. I believe we cannot allow the BRWRA
reintroduction project to fail. Since it’s likely that the project goal (100 wolves and 18
breeding pairs) would have been reached by the end of 2006 had the wolves not been
removed by wildlife agencies or killed by poachers, the rules governing territory and
dealing the project must change. It’s my understanding that the stats now show 40
mature wolves with less than 7 breeding pairs.
Here is what I support: A balance for ranches (but not poachers) and new boundaries,
less disruption for the Mexican Gray wolf.
1. Allow the wolves to expand their territory. Eliminate restricting their movements
(with exception to proximity of ranches) so that packs aren’t as easily disrupted.
They need to expand further into their historic range. For example, the San
Mateos Mountains look fine to the wolf because of their high elk population and
there is no major highway to stop them, and, it would seem they look fine to FWS
as well because it is sparsely populated by humans. If wolves are allowed to
expand AWAY from the controversial Catron County ranches, perhaps progress in
increasing population numbers of the Mexican Gray can be met (or at least
positive progress in their numbers could be made which might keep the project
alive). Since a healthy wolf has a natural fear of man, we must not discourage
packs from moving into new areas (even if they are outside boundary lines). A
healthy wolf is a well fed wolf (on elk please) with an intact pack.
2. Change the classification of the wolf to experimental, essential. Congress has
provided this classification so we must use it if it will help protect the wolf and
save it from hanging from some unforeseen beaurocratic loophole in the future.
It will make it harder for wolves to be killed under most circumstances so this
might present a hardship for some agencies, however, if other areas of
management improve, this could help with increasing numbers.
3. Expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the BRWRA vs. releases
from the captive population only in Arizona. The existing rule really limits

agencies’ options for meeting the 100 wolves self-sustaining population goal.
Genetically, the New Mexico population could be enhanced with new blood
which could enhance the existing population, and, provide agency managers with
better “biological insurance” for self-sustainability.
4. I understand how entrenched Catron County ranchers are in their stance against
the wolf, and I support their right to earn a living (this is why I also support FWS
desire to keep ranches viable), but I do not believe that their rights supercede the
rights of others to use public lands. Especially, when only about 10 cows a year
have been killed in the BRWRA (March 1998-October 2007) out of
approximately 35,000 head that roam largely unattended.
5. Regarding controversy in Catron County: does FWS know anything about the
practices of ranches NOT affected by livestock killing or carcass scavenging?
Can any common threads be identified that are keeping wolves away from their
operations (other than poaching)? Are these ranchers more government friendly
or is there better herd management within their own operations? What are they
doing differently?
I know your job is not an easy one, and I want to thank you for your time spent serving
wildlife. I want this project to succeed because I don’t want this beautiful animal to
vanish again from New Mexico’s wild landscape. If the ranchers and rural communities
of Yellowstone have been able to foster an environment that works for them and the wolf,
I have to believe that it is possible for New Mexico and the Mexican Gray Wolf too.
Please do what you can to improve upon the existing rules governing the program. I
thank you and I believe other future generations would thank you too.
Sincerely,
Phoebe Cook, 6256 Stipa St NW, Albuquerque, NM 87120

Please find attached comments from New Mexico Department of Game and Fish regarding the review of the
Mexican Wolf 10(j) scoping process. Note these comments have also been submitted via fax and will be submitted
in hard copy format.
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Matthew Wunder, Ph.D.
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31 December 2007
John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: New Mexico Department of Game and Fish Comments on the January 12,
1998 Final 10 (j) Rule under the Endangered Species Act for Establishment of a
Nonessential Experimental Population of the Mexican Gray Wolf in Arizona and New
Mexico – 31 December 2007 Comment Deadline.
Dear Mr. Slown:
On 7 August 2007, the US Fish and Wildlife Service announced intent to prepare a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and socioeconomic assessment in conjunction with a
proposed rule to amend the 1998 Final Rule authorizing the establishment of an
“experimental nonessential population of the Mexican gray wolf in New Mexico and
Arizona under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. This process included 12
public meetings to disseminate information and elicit comments from the public,
scientific community, interested governmental agencies, Tribes, and other interested
parties regarding the scope of the EIS, pertinent issues to address, and alternatives to
assess. The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, as a cooperating agency in the
reintroduction program, has worked actively in support of the recovery effort.
Despite the intensive combined efforts of the US Fish and Wildlife Service, New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service--Wildlife Services,
USDA Forest Service and the White Mountain Apache Tribe, the reintroduction program
has not achieved planned objectives. The 1998 10(j) rule establishing the nonessential
experimental population of Mexican gray wolves identifies and mandates how the
population will be managed. While many of the provisions of this rule have proven
useful and acceptable, there are substantive shortcomings that impose hardships on the
citizens of New Mexico, limit management flexibility, and result in unsustainable losses
in the wolf population. New Mexico Department of Game and Fish believes that changes
in the original 1998 10(j) rule are necessary to ensure success of this program. It is
especially important to embed flexible conservation actions into the program and to shift
from a focus on individual problem events to a focus on proactive efforts that maximize
keeping wolves on the ground in suitable habitat.
Key Points
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•

Redefine the Blue Range Recovery Area to be one component of a larger metapopulation incorporating noncontiguous areas of suitable habitat within the
nonessential Experimental Population Area. Wolves are long range dispersers
and are capable of moving among areas of potential habitat distributed throughout
southern New Mexico and the Southwest. The Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
(BRWRA) may be the single largest area of high quality contiguous wolf habitat
in the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA). However, the
wolves’ historic range incorporates large areas of variably suitable and productive
habitat. Wolf populations may have comparatively higher densities in alpine
coniferous forests that support larger populations of elk and deer than in dryer
lower elevation areas. Historically, they also survived as lone wolves, temporary
associations, and breeding packs of variable size throughout their historic range.
This area extended from western Arizona through southern New Mexico, the
plains of west and central Texas and as far south through central Mexico to points
south of Mexico City. Given this extensive range incorporating vast areas of
lowland desert, shrubland, and grasslands, the existing reliance of the
Reintroduction Program on one limited area of alpine mountain habitat is
unrealistic. Mexican wolves should be allowed to naturally disperse to and move
among suitable habitat throughout the MWEPA, with appropriate conservation
and management actions applied, and with the MWEPA extended to include all of
New Mexico south of I-40.

•

Expand the reintroduction area to include additional public land within the
MWEPA in New Mexico. Designation of the Apache Sitgreaves and Gila
National Forests as the Recovery Area limits the wolves to a politically defined
area with no underlying biological significance. To a highly mobile species like
the wolf, boundaries at the scale of the BRWRA are meaningless. To the
agencies tasked with implementing this program, the boundaries constitute a
constraint that inflicts burdensome management requirements, stimulates
unnecessary conflicts, and leads to unsustainable wolf population losses. Thus,
the area designated as allowable for occupation by the reintroduced wolf
population should be extended to a larger and more ecologically realistic area.
For clarity, it may be appropriate to change terminology from Recovery Zone to
Reintroduction Area.

•

Revise section (k)(9) to permit initial releases in parts of New Mexico. The
existing rule restricts initial releases to the “primary recovery zone.” This
limitation reduces opportunities to release captive-reared wolves, as part of the
Reintroduction Project, that can be more timely and functional parts of the wolf
population in New Mexico. Such a provision will expedite putting effectively
functioning wolves on the ground and will provide greater flexibility in the
program to address specific conservation and management needs.

•

Describe a specific wolf population objective in the rule to enhance clarity and
provide dimension to reintroduction efforts. Such an objective should be
described in terms of overall numbers, breeding pairs, packs, distribution,
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allowable densities, duration, and other meaningful biological, ecological, and
demographic features. Such a description should not focus on single numbers, but
rather on reasonable ranges of values within biologically meaningful time frames
that are consistent with the abilities of wildlife managers. New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish is especially willing to assist in efforts to provide
such a description.
•

Provide for more realistic “threshold of action” rather than the seeming
mandate for action with respect to depredation by wolves. Current provisions
regarding 3 depredation incidents have been interpreted too strictly and have
developed some unrealistic expectations about specific outcomes. The revised
rule should provide for flexibility in actions associated with depredation incidents
that is consistent with the circumstances, location, wolves involved, livestock
management practices involved, people involved, and other salient factors. Three
depredation incidents can remain the triggering threshold for responsible action,
but not a departure point for single definitive outcome. This approach will be
consistent with more focus on proactive conservation practices and less focus on
individual depredation events, thus being more efficient in use of time among
project personnel.

•

There needs to be explicit understanding in the rule that wolves should be
expected to occupy private land as is the case with any other wildlife species.
The presence of wolves should not, in and of itself, constitute a problem. Rather,
the actions of specific wolves should determine the need for management action
on the part of the Reintroduction Project.

•

The strict application of an overly broad definition of “problem wolves”
unreasonably stigmatizes pups and yearlings and sets the stage for undesirable
levels of removal through management actions. The definition of “problem
wolves” should be restructured to focus only on those individuals clearly
initiating undesirable behaviors that become routine or chronic. Wolf pups may
be, but are not necessarily, more likely to depredate on livestock as a result of
having been fed from livestock killed or scavenged. There is no evidence that
sporadic, opportunistic, infrequent feeding pups on meat from livestock
predisposes these pups to be more likely to attack/kill livestock when they mature.
A refined definition of “problem wolves” will reduce the burden of pack behavior
on these wolves and help to keep more wild born wolves on the land.

•

Describe take permit provisions so that non-injurious hazing by individuals
includes a broader range of actions available to the public (throwing objects at,
shooting in the direction of, and a more liberal definition of acceptable projectiles
for use in hazing. This is especially important to provide a greater range of
options for people who feel a need to do something to protect domestic animals
other than livestock.
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•

The definition of breeding pair should be tightened to specify that the specific
pair have actually mated and produced pups. Currently, “Breeding pair means
an adult male and an adult female wolf that have produced at least two pups
during the previous breeding season that survived until December 31 of the year
of their birth.” Under the current definition, there is the possibility that pairs
could be created through translocation or release. If a sole surviving member of a
breeding pair, with pups, joined up with another wolf dispersing, translocated, or
released then the pair could be considered a breeding pair when they have yet to
mate and produce pups. This existing definition is subject to enough
interpretation so that critical population parameters could be inaccurate.

•

Ensure adequate recognition of the importance of responsible livestock
management as a factor in wolf conservation decisions. Livestock operator
tolerance of livestock illness and injury can lead to the presence of weakened
livestock on the range. Old, weak, sick, or injured livestock are more likely than
healthy livestock to elicit attack by wolves and other predators and thus may
constitute an undesirable attraction relative to the wolf reintroduction program.
Subsequent natural death and carcass abandonment on public land may stimulate
wolves to scavenge on dead livestock, further stimulating wolves to view
livestock as prey. The Reintroduction Program cannot, without the support of the
USDA Forest Service, force livestock operators to better manage their livestock.
However, where there is evidence that obviously vulnerable livestock, carcass
abandonment, or other livestock-related materials in an area has led to
depredation/scavenging by wolves, an elevated threshold for livestock
depredations should be applied in conjunction with intensified wolf management
to discourage this behavior. This recognition that certain livestock management
practices will result in higher thresholds should provide incentives to livestock
operators to improve livestock management to avoid depredations.

•

Preliminary results from ongoing livestock depredation studies in the Blue Range
Recovery Area indicate that mountain lions are a significantly greater source of
livestock depredation than are wolves. In cases where wolves have been shown to
depredate on livestock and other predators are also active in the area, the program
with the concurrence of the Agencies of Jurisdiction, should have the flexibility to
respond to wolf depredations with site specific adaptation. Such adaptation
could include an overall predatory animal management strategy, instead of
individual focus on wolves,

•

The existing 10(j) rule refers to population targets developed in the 1982 Mexican
Wolf Recovery Plan. An updated recovery or “conservation” plan is needed to
rigorously examine what would constitute recovery for the species. A credible
plan could provide affected states and the Service with a realistic goal that would
incorporate existing information on the status of wolves in the intermountain
west, southwest, and Mexico.
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Sincerely,
s/BT
Bruce Thompson
Director
Cc:

Governor Bill Richardson (Attn: Sarah Cottrell)
All members of State Game Commission
Robert Jenks, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
Luke Shelby, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
Matt Wunder, Chief, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
Benjamin Tuggle, United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Duane Shroufe, Arizona Game and Fish Department
Jeff Green, United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services
Corbin Newman, United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
White Mountain Apache Tribe
Terry Johnson, Chairman, Adaptive Management Oversight Committee
I. Miley Gonzalez, New Mexico Department of Agriculture (Attn: Bud Starnes)
Caren Cowan, New Mexico Cattle Growers’ Association
Joe Alderete, New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau
John Horning, Forest Guardians
Michael Robinson, Center for Biological Diversity
Eva Sargent, Defenders of Wildlife
Kevin Bixby, Southwest Environmental Center
Paul Gutierrez, New Mexico Association of Counties
Posted to New Mexico Department of Game and Fish website under
“Conservation Tab”
Attached are my input comments for the Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping. Thank for this opportunity
to input the Recovery Program changes.
-Jan & Woofs

Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/31/07 – Jan Ravenwolf
This process would have had greater scope and perspective if we could have added in the
2007 count data.
Why the Huge Difference? The gray wolf reintroductions in Yellowstone and central
Idaho are tremendous successes, the Great Lakes states adapt to coexistence with
growing wolf populations, and the Red Wolf Recovery Program is doing very well, while
the Mexican Wolf “Recovery” Program keeps taking 2 steps back.
Yellowstone National Park, a huge chunk of public land teeming with wolf prey and
devoid of cattle and private landowners, has the 2 commonly agreed upon prime
prerequisites for wolf survival: adequate prey and protection from humans. Remote,

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -39-

sparsely settled central Idaho’s Frank Church—River of No Return Wilderness is
similarly endowed.
So does relative isolation from humans define the difference?
The 1.7 million acre Red Wolf Restoration Area in North Carolina encompasses 3
National Wildlife Refuges (one donated by an insurance company for this project). But
it’s spread over 5 counties, and 60% of the recovery area is privately owned. While this
Restoration ran into its share of difficulties, it’s well on its way, with approximately 120
red wolves on the ground (International Wolf, Winter 2007, page 5).
Here in the Southwest, there is adequate prey and 95% of the “Recovery” Area is
publicly owned National Forest. You’d think this would make it as amenable to wolf
restoration as NC, especially with only 5% of the land privately owned. Could the
difference be that this 5% appear so much more hostile to the wolves than the NC citizens
on their privately owned 60%? And that this 5% can wield power over the Program way
out of proportion to its 5% land ownership in the “Recovery” area?
The proposed objective is to “recover” our wolves. Yet the number of wolves shot or
otherwise removed for depredation has skyrocketed from 1 in 2004 to 15 in 2006, while
the number of wolves on the ground has declined from 55 (2003) to 46 (2004) to 38
(2005), and “back up” to 59 in 2006 (“Mexican Wolf Reintroduction: Put and Take Wolf
Recovery?”, D.R. Parsons & J.C. Ossorio,19th Annual North American Wolf Conference,
Flagstaff, AZ, 4/14-16, 2007). So while population numbers plummeted 31% from ‘03 to
’05, then crept back up a whopping 7% (4 wolves) in ’06, permanent management
removals of wolves for depredation increased by a factor of 15!!! (Ibid.) It certainly is
NOT because there are 15 times more wolves out there!!!
Adding the recent recapture of the Aspen Pack, it just looks more and more like FWS is
more committed to the mission of those 5% to tank the Program, than to its own ESA
charter of recovering endangered Mexican gray wolves!
Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/31/07 – Jan Ravenwolf – page 2
The meteoric rise in wolf removals for depredation coincides with implementation of
SOP 13. Even if SOP 13 did not spring fully formed from the forehead of Congressman
Pearce and exclusive, clandestine meetings, it still has the appearance of implementation
before full consideration by all participants in the Recovery Process. And it’s wreaking
havoc (by intent?) upon the wolves.
This has got to stop! The “Recovery” Program appears to have degenerated into a taxpayer financed, glorified canned hunt, with our genetically invaluable, carefully
reconstituted, easy-access radio-collared Mexican gray wolves as the very expensive
targets for “Wildlife Services” agents (ADC by any name still operates the same) and
poachers alike!
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The effect of this SOP is total disruption of pack/family structure. Wolves are as strongly
family-oriented as humans. The focus of the pack is the pups. SOP 13 pretty
consistently removes a wolf parent. When you reduce a family to a single parent, why
would you expect a wolf to behave any differently than a human single parent in using
whatever is available to maximize the chances for their children’s survival?
Two 55 – 85 pound Mexican wolves can succeed in taking down an elk. Unless at
winter’s end, one has about as much chance as a single 90 - 120 pound timber wolf has
against a moose. Alaskan Native Americans regularly found battered and broken,
terminally injured wolves who lost out to a moose (A. Murie: The Wolves of Mount
McKinley, 1944, University of Washington Press 1985, p.186 ).
Add in that cows are continually shoved in the faces of the wolves on public lands that
should be theirs to roam at least as freely as the cows and ranchers themselves do on our
public subsidies. Not rendering cows dead from many other causes unavailable for
consumption could be as intentional a draw as the recently-surfaced allegations of active
wolf-baiting (High Country News, December 20, 2007). Emotionally- and energeticallystressed single parents will go to a soup kitchen to keep their kids alive. Quite a
promising way to set up a wolf to go after less labor- and danger-intensive prey.
So the bottom line problems remain: (1) failure to render carcasses unavailable; and (2)
so much pack disruption that packs can’t even maintain their integrity, let alone
accumulate wild prey hunting experience, which a multigenerational complex pack
would make possible (D. Smith, “10 Years of Yellowstone Wolves 1995-2005,” Winter
2005 Yellowstone Science, page 15) to keep them off cows, even with an alpha removed.
And, in my view, (3) all members of AMOC represent human interests; no one speaks for
the wolf from the wolf’s perspective, interpreting their behavior in terms humans can
understand, rather than as just evil, to get a better handle on how to deal with these
situations.
Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/31/07 – Jan Ravenwolf – page 3
For example, wolves don’t sit around the campfire discussing the best and latest ways to
inflict suffering. A lot of it is just common sense. We know wolves can’t live on salad.
So, since they can’t dash into WalMart and pick up pre-wrapped, pre-trimmed, pre-killed
meat, their strategy for survival has to minimize their chances for injury and maximize
energy conservation while getting a family meal. Not too different from us, really.
Especially when you remember that the pre-wrapped, pre-trimmed meat at WalMart was
killed by some human. Not to mention that death by slaughterhouse can be just as
traumatic as death by predator, despite our wish to believe in humane treatment at these
facilities.
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Assuming FWS wants to pull the Program up from its Titanic nosedive into the abyss of
re-extinction in the wild, several things need to change:
(1) Upgrade the status of the wolves to “experimental essential.” This retains management flexibility, but requires consulting with other agencies about how proposed actions
would impact the wolves. With 23 illegal shootings and only 1 person charged
(“Mexican Wolf Reintroduction: Put and Take Wolf Recovery?”, D.R. Parsons & J.C.
Ossorio, 19th Annual North American Wolf Conference, Flagstaff, AZ, 4/14-16, 2007),
the disappeared Durango 3, the questionable execution of AF924, plus accusations of
active baiting leading to her demise and perhaps to snatching up the Aspens, your
argument that “experimental nonessential” status is required to promote cooperation with
ranchers is in as big a shambles as the “Recovery” program itself. It’s not working!!!
Wolf advocates have tried to work with those 5%. I and many others have been
contributing to Defender’s depredation compensation fund for as long as there‘s been one
because we want to help ranchers stay in business and stay on the land. Their pay back is
poaching, passively--perhaps even actively—baiting, disappearing the wolves, and laying
dramatic guilt trips on us with bus stop cages and PTSD for their children (see below).
(2) Actually implement the changes recommended in the 3 Year Review as FWS agreed
to at that time. If you had, we’d already have fewer carcasses and less pack disruption,
and maybe this Program would actually be achieving its proclaimed goal: Mexican Gray
Wolf Recovery.
(3) Stop disrupting packs. Only 11 pups were observed among 5 packs in 2007.
Continually plucking wolves from the wild because they cross boundaries that only exist
in human minds, plus SOP 13, are undeniable mega-disruptors of pack integrity, and of
recovery efforts. How can any rational person deny that continued implementation of
SOP 13 is killing not only wolves, but the recovery program as well? SOP 13 must be
killed itself. And no new reasons to kill wolves must be permitted.
Even if wolves could read maps, they would snort at arbitrary, biologically meaningless
boundaries. Survival trumps politics. Wolves frequently demonstrate that plans humans
devise are not, as claimed, in the best interests of the wolves. Quite often they’re right,
Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/31/07 – Jan Ravenwolf - page 4
since these plans usually turn out to be more for the convenience of humans, than
beneficial through the eyes of the wolves.
(4) The wolves need to go where their instincts indicate maximum survival
opportunities, rather than following the dictates of partially informed humans (all of us
fall into this category!). There are millions of acres of public land in the Apache and Gila
National Forests. Let there be wolves in those areas. Crossing an abstract line on an
abstract map should not end up being a terminal offense. I recall that New Mexico was
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declared a secondary release zone under wolf-hostile Governor Johnson and an
accordingly wolf-hostile Game & Fish Commission. If Governor Richardson hasn’t
reversed that ruling yet, it must be because he hasn’t been offered the opportunity.
(5) Resolve that big sticking point, livestock-wolf conflicts, in ways that keep wolves in
the wild and make progress towards the professed Program goal of restoration of wild
populations. Ranchers using public lands must make livestock carcasses unavailable for
scavenging, or allow others to do so. A trial period of pardoning wolves that scavenge on
livestock carcasses and then go on to depredate on public lands could be informative
regarding whether human-caused removals a/o deaths decline.
(6) Genetic diversity carefully teased out from the tiny founding population must be
maintained to avoid a genetic bottleneck. Inbreeding effects may be occurring already.
The Red Wolf Recovery Program successfully utilized “pup fostering” (International
Wolf, Winter 2007, pages 7, 25, 28), introducing genetically valuable pups into litters in
the field. When I mentioned this at our scoping meetings, fears were expressed that this
could disrupt packs and cause mothers to abandon their pups. Apparently this didn’t
happen to any significant degree with the red wolves. Besides, it’s hard to imagine it
could be any more disruptive than SOP 13, which the “Recovery” Program employs
without hesitation. Natural selection is the agent that increases diversity. It can only act
on populations out in the wild; by action and definition, it does not occur in captive
populations, which, despite best efforts, can stagnate and make recovery impossible.
(7) Regarding harassment, wolves have the brainpower to figure out that anything used
repetitively for more than a few weeks is phony. Randomly rotating several different
forms of harassment—fladre, those light-flashing noise-making collar-activated boxes,
recordings of territorial wolf howls, and whatever other non-lethal mechanisms ranchers
and wolf-advocates far more ingenious than I can create and try out--has a far greater
chance of working. (Umbrellas unpredictably popping open can be pretty scary!) A
single guard dog has little chance; adequate numbers of dogs and adequate training are
necessary for their effectiveness (S.H. Fritz, R.O. Stephenson, R.D. Hayes, & L. Boitani,
“Wolves and Humans,” in Wolves: Behavior, Ecology and Conservation, ed. L.D. Mech
& L. Boitani, University of Chicago Press, 2003, p. 312). Has anyone tried Anatolian
shepards? Perhaps Defenders of Wildlife might offer assistance.
Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/31/07 – Jan Ravenwolf - page 5
(8) This rule change should not contain any provisions that would limit in any way future
options for recovery of Mexican gray wolves anywhere outside the current boundaries of
the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area.
(9) I strongly believe that adding a position to AMOC for someone who speaks for the
wolves from the wolf’s perspective--a wolf behavior interpreter?--could help iron out at
least some of the difficult issues. It would be an appreciated gesture towards balance.
Would it hurt to try?
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(10) It would definitely be useful to clarify definitions so that everyone understands their
meanings. Any time communication can be maximized, misunderstandings can be
minimized.
(11) As a devoted companion animal lover, I see the predicament of wanting to save my
animals, but not wanting to be in the position of having to decide between my fur kids
and wasting the life and genes of a rare wild creature. So I would suggest doing as I
already do now, adequately containing my companion animals so that they are neither in
danger, nor presenting a danger or a nuisance to others.
(12) Fear of habituated wolves has been expressed. According to the International Wolf
Center, habituation doesn’t spontaneously appear. “…[T]he majority of these “problem
wolves” aren’t actually normally-behaving wild wolves at all; they are products of human
behavior.” (“Habituated, Hybrid and “Domestic” Wolves on the Lam,” Jess Edberg,
Information Services Director, International Wolf Center, email, 12/13/07) Even when
human contact with wolves at breeding facilities is minimized, they still hear and smell
humans, and food-bearing pick-up trucks, and have ample opportunity to associate them
with food. Repeated capture and release can’t help but accustom wolves to humans.
What could overcome the thong-tailed, curled-into-a-trembling-ball aversive training I
was told they endured before release? Maybe baiting, active or passive, is going on here
too. Did those people just watch AM973 and take videos of his visits, or did they harass
and chase him away?
(13) If this world were made just for humans, there wouldn‘t be all these other species on
it. The lesson is to learn to share, and to appreciate and celebrate diversity, not a
monoculture of humans. If the 5% of private landowners in the BRWRA refuse to share,
retirement of grazing allotments should be the next step in satisfying the recovery
requirement for protection from humans. If not, put into motion a proposal for
establishing a Desert Wolf National Wildlife Refuge, or a National Park of the
Southwest. This way, not only the wolves, but all Americans could enjoy the spectacular
ruggedness and mystical beauty and tranquility of the Southwest, and take refuge
themselves from this crazy human-generated thing we call civilization.
(14) Perhaps the Huge Difference referred to in the first paragraph above can be
explained in part by this: “Retrieving animals because they wander outside the primary
Attn; Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping 12/30/07 – Jan Ravenwolf - page 6
recovery area is inappropriate because it is inconsistent with the Service’s approach to
recover wolves in the southeast, Great Lakes states, and the northern Rockies” (p. 65 of
the 3 Year Review). And maybe it’s partly because “Neither the Great Lakes nor the
Northern Rockies recovery programs are saddled with such devastating and politically
motivated limits on wolf recovery.” (Center for Biological Diversity webpage)
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One aspect of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program has been a resounding success: it has
conclusively and overwhelmingly proved again that the 2 requirements for successful
wolf recovery are most certainly adequate prey and protection from humans. It’s beyond
unfortunate that the wheel had to re-invented yet again, this time at the expense of at least
100 genetically invaluable, wild-survival-approved, rare and magnificent living breathing
beings. Not to discount the human dollar cost, the price these wolves paid is far too high.
Regardless of the causes, failure of this program is tragic for the wolves, for all who
support their right to be complete wild wolves, and for those in the Program who want to
help the wolves recover, and with heavy hearts end up acting on the realization that they
can be more effective outside the Program. It’s baffling to be where there’s no
willingness to share with creatures of the public domain the lands the public shares with
private individuals. It’s devastating to be in a world where the right of all life to exist is
not only contested, but trashed and flung into the darkness. And it’s pure anguish that my
own species has spawned the perpetrators.
A final comment: I’ve not heard reports of wolf-based PTSD in children, nor of wolfproof bus stop cages for them, in other reintroduction areas. Children may “naturally” be
cautious of wild animals and other things they have no personal experience with, but they
are not as a rule terrified unless they pick it up from another human. I have personal
experience with parentally instilled terror and PTSD. It never goes away. Therapy helps
us learn to cope and to work around the constellation of fear based behavior patterns it
leaves with us, but the fear is always there. I imagine these parents think they’re
ultimately helping their kids by terrifying them for the short term. But they are in fact
saddling them with a fear that will haunt them all their lives, keeping them from
discovering their full potential. In reality, the statistics of childhood abuse show that
children have a far greater chance of being harmed by another human than by a wolf.
Long before non-indigenous 2-leggeds showed up, the howls and the green fire
maintained ecosystem balance. Isn’t it your ESA mandate to keep blind hate from
extinguishing them again? Thank you for this opportunity to input this cautiously
hopeful process for change, and for your patience in reading and hearing our many, many
words on this important issue.
Jan Ravenwolf
P.O Box 399
Sandia Park, NM 87047-0399
jrvnwolf@rt66.com
Please find attached comments regarding revising the final rule for the Mexican gray wolf population.
Thank you.
Tami Williams
Conservation Specialist
Wolf Haven International
(360) 264-4695 x213
cell: (360) 280-6752
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December 31, 2007
Brian Millsap
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
RE: RIN 1018-AV40 Advanced Notice of Proposed Amendment of the Rule
Establishing a Nonessetial Experimental Population of the Mexican Gray Wolf in
Arizona and New Mexico
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Wolf Haven International is a small nonprofit wolf sanctuary and conservation organization located in Washington state. We
have been a member of the Mexican Wolf SSP since 1995 and we are one of the three
U.S. pre-release facilities for the recovery program. Both the original Hawks Nest pack
and the Cienega pack were acclimated at our facility.
Wolf Haven has commented extensively in the past on Mexican wolf recovery and the
reintroduction project. Changes to the rule managing the project are long over-due and
we commend USFWS for starting the process to make those changes. We will reiterate
some of the comments we have made in the past as well as comment on specific concerns
associated with a potential rule change and issues specifically addressed in the Advanced
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR).
The two most obvious changes to be made with a new rule are the issues of allowing
wolves to disperse outside the BRWRA boundary and allowing for initial releases into
the New Mexican portion of the BRWRA. From our comments on the 5-year review:
Immediately modify the final rule to allow wolves that are not management problems to
establish territories outside the BRWRA
One of the most consistent recommendations for modifying the Final Rule – aimed at the
overall success of the program - has been to remove the restriction requiring nonproblematic wolves that linger outside the BRWRA to be captured. The technical section
of the 5-year review reiterates this point: “Thus, we recommend that the project modify
the final non-essential experimental rule to allow wolves to occur in areas within the
southwestern distinct population segment (SWDPS) of the gray wolf where they do not
conflict with livestock or humans.”
The proposed change has been discussed extensively in program literature and
documents. The technical section points out that dispersal outside the BRWRA will
increase with a larger wolf population and with more wild-born pups achieving the age
when many wolves disperse. One telling statistic suggests that if a lone (dispersing) wolf
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travels the average distance noted, and starts at the center of the BRWRA, 66% of the
time it will end up outside the BRWRA boundaries.
The administrative section reiterates two of the biggest concerns: “…it hinders the
natural dispersal and recolonization of wolves into new areas, thereby slowing recovery”
and “…presents serious logistical and staffing concerns since it necessitates the IFT to
spend numerous hours and resources removing otherwise non-problematic wolves”.
Immediately modify the final rule and develop authority to conduct releases in the Gila
National Forest.
Like the BRWRA boundary restriction, this issue has had a consensus from experts,
almost since the inception of the program, some of which the administrative portion of
the 5-Year Review outlines:
“The Gila National Forest makes up approximately 75% of the BRWRA and contains
much of the best wolf habitat due to the existence of some areas with low or no road
densities, good populations of large native ungulates(primarily elk), and no permitted
livestock. Currently, the Service is limited to releasing (translocating) only wolves that
have had previous wild experience into New Mexico. This restricts the pool of available
release candidates and limits the Service’s ability to release wolves for management
purposes, such as replacement of lost mates or genetic augmentation. The ability to
genetically augment the wild population with wolves that are genetically
underrepresented is important in order to increase the overall fitness of the population,
thereby aiding recovery of the species.”
Another issue that has been consistently commented on for this reintroduction are
concerns that livestock carcasses are being left on public land and causing wolves to
habituate to eating livestock, thus increasing the chances that they will start to depredate
on livestock. Again from our 5-year review comments:
Require livestock operators on public land to take some responsibility for carcass
management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that wolves become habituated to
feeding on livestock.
According to the Service’s numbers, while about 50% of depredations are caused by
scavengers, about 90% of scavengers become depredators. Therefore, to say that “clear
trends either way are difficult to determine”, based on the 50% figure, seems to be very
misleading. Is it possible that those 22 wolves that scavenged on livestock carcasses
would have never become depredators had they not had the chance to scavenge first?
While we accept that management of livestock herds on large grazing allotments can be
challenging, shouldn’t permittees be required to be good stewards of public land? In
reality, without a change in the law, permittees do not have an incentive to deal with
carcasses.
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We assume that the recommendations put forth by the AMOC associated with the 5-year
review and later approved by USFWS will also be taken under consideration and possibly
incorporated into the new rule. Some of our comments from the AMOC
recommendations portion of the 5-year review:
Number 10: Issue permits to private individuals to use authorized non-lethal means to
harass wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or livestock depredation, or attacking
domestic pets.
Wolf Haven supports non-lethal harassment under the specified conditions with the
addition that any incidents are reported to program officials within a specified time.
Allowing lethal take of wolves in the act of attacking a dog is an understandable desire.
It is an option, however, that as written, could easily be abused. If lethal take of wolves
is to be allowed under these circumstances, prompt reporting, a thorough investigation
and physical evidence must be required.
Number 11: Allowing take under a variety of circumstances once the wolf population
has reached 125 for at least two sequential years.
We see a range of problems with this recommendation. Using the number of individual
wolves to determine the vitality of the population rather than judging population stability
by the number breeding pairs or even the number of packs may be inappropriate. There
is a good reason that most wolf management decisions in the U.S. have been predicated
by breeding-pair numbers rather than number of individual wolves. If, for instance,
primarily alpha wolves are removed from the population due to depredations or to help
wild ungulate populations, even though the numbers of wolves could initially remain
above “management objectives”, pack cohesion and breeding success could be
significantly impacted. Future success of the population may be imperiled if breedingpair numbers are not sustained at a certain level.
b. Allowing “private individuals to take as many wolves as necessary” is a highly
subjective statement and open to a wide array of interpretations. This part of the
recommendation also does not specify on what type of land “take” will be allowed, i.e.
private or public or if “take” must be by landowners, permitees or their agents. This
section needs significant clarification before comments can be made.
c. Needless to say, “unacceptable impacts” needs to be well defined before any
significant comment can be made on this recommendation.
The leniency of management outlined in this recommendation was not allowed in the
Northern Rocky Mountain wolf population until the wolf population had almost doubled
well-specified recovery goals and of a sub-species that, while endangered in the region,
is well represented in North America. Due to the rarity of the Mexican wolf sub-species,
any loss of genetic diversity may be permanent. The limited success of this program has,
so far, not shown any room for liberal lethal control. The recommendations in this
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section seem premature considering the lack of an up-to-date Mexican Wolf Recovery
Plan that includes well-defined population recovery goals.
Number 12: Regarding financial incentives to address nuisance and depredating
wolves.
Compensation for depredation has been a key component to the success of wolf recovery
in the United States. Wolf Haven strongly encourages this investigation with particular
attention paid to the issue of dealing with carcass discovery, monitoring, removal, burial
and/or destruction as there has been a strong correlation with scavenging activities and
subsequent depredations. We are also in favor of possible compensation to landowners
and permittees with documented presence of wolves and those that employ ranching
techniques designed to deter predation. Without getting into the grazing issue, however,
we are flatly against any modification of grazing fees to buy tolerance or to compensate
for “undocumented losses” in the entire MWEPA.
In a past comment, Wolf Haven stated that we were in favor of an expansion of the
nonessential experimental zone. Given the low success of the reintroduction project as a
whole, we have come to believe that expanding the nonessential experimental zone is
inappropriate. Allowing Mexican wolves to disperse and the population to expand into
habitat deemed suitable by the wolves themselves is more appropriate for this population
than the Northern Rocky Mountains wolf population where unlimited dispersal outside
the nonessential experimental area is allowed. Unfortunately, this reintroduction project
is not endowed with a large, central protected area such as the Rockies population has in
Yellowstone National Park or the vast, relatively inaccessible wild lands of central Idaho.
The Mexican wolf population needs the ability to seek out and occupy appropriate
territory and remain fully protected while doing so.
One issue that has not been addressed enough in the management of this program is the
genetic status of Mexican gray wolves – both as an inbred population and as a rare
subspecies. It is particularly obvious that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service is not taking
recovery of this subspecies seriously. Coming from only seven founding individual
wolves, this population must be managed carefully. There are many efforts going on to
recover some genetic diversity for the Mexican gray wolf. These efforts will be rendered
useless if there is limited opportunity to release wolves bred for that purpose or they are
removed for management reasons. While the level of control practiced over the captive
population is not possible in the wild, the genetic status and lineage of wild wolves
should be carefully considered before management decisions are made. Recent genetic
analysis of the population has shown that fitness is dependent on lineage. Genetically
valuable wild wolves have been removed or lethally controlled under the auspices of SOP
13. Given the distinct and rare genetic make-up of this subspecies of gray wolf and with
the rare opportunity to change the final rule that manages the species reintroduction,
reverting their listing back to endangered at the sub-species level would be appropriate.
Some of the language in the ANPR, including the title, minimizes the distinctness of this
subspecies and the efforts made, both in captivity and by everyone associated with the
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current reintroduction project, to restore this genetically rare subspecies. While it was
probably the case that there was a gradual blending of subspecies across their historic
range as they came into contact, Mexican wolves were separated from the northern
subspecies as gray wolves were eliminated from the contiguous United States. Their fate
as a distinct subspecies was sealed when they were brought back from the edge of
extinction by McBride and the early efforts of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Team. This
subspecies is no longer simply “the gray wolf in Arizona and New Mexico”. We envision
a time when the historic scenario may happen again – when wolves exist in the U.S. from
the Canadian to the Mexican border with a gradual blending between the subspecies. At
this time, however, Mexican wolves are distinct and should be treated as such.
While we believe that this rule change is vital to the survival of this reintroduction,
reconvening the Mexican Wolf Recovery Team and producing an updated recovery plan
may be vital to the future of the species as a functioning part of the American southwest.
The ideal scenario would be to have a full Mexican Wolf Recovery Team be involved in
the drafting of a new final rule in conjunction with an updated recovery plan. However,
time is of the essence for this struggling reintroduction and the BRWRA boundary issue,
New Mexican primary releases, livestock carcass handling and the genetic issues should
be dealt with as soon as possible.
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.
For Wolf Haven International,
Tami Williams
Conservation Specialist
William Marks
Greenlee County Cattle Growers Association
PO Box 78
Blue, Arizona 85922
Brian Millsap
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.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

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -50-

Establishing a Nonessential Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of the Gray Wolf (‘‘Mexican Gray Wolf’’)
Dear Mr. Millsap,
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Mexican wolf EIS.
During the 1994-95 process biologists and wildlife managers felt there was sufficient
prey and space for 100 animals in the BRWRA despite beliefs of experienced residents
and animal professionals. Since initial wolf releases in 1998, the program has been
fraught with problems anticipated by the livestock industry and other local citizens:
habitation to residences, attacks on dogs, other pets and livestock, lack of realistic
compensation, hampered or totally altered ranch management ability, undue emotional
stress, to name a few. Additionally, wildlife experts have expressed concerns over a lack
of or dwindling native prey base. The program currently does not have sufficient
personnel or money. How will these strapped resources be able to cover a larger area if
the boundaries are expanded? The problems inside the BRWRA will only expand to the
new areas. Have these areas been evaluated through the NEPA process? What about the
prey base? During the Potential Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Areas in Arizona process
the Galiuro/Pinaleno Mountains and the Chiricahua Mountains were eliminated, partly
because of the human populations, higher road densities and less Wilderness/more
fragmentation, but they will be included now. One to two wolves have all ready traveled
almost to those areas, but they returned. However, putting wolves in areas far away from
humans, as alluded to in the document was impossible even in the so-called “low human
density” Blue Range and quickly became a ‘non-issue’ to the program, but a major one to
residents. There are numerous small but growing communities to the west of the area,
like Show Low, Pinetop-Lakeside and Heber-Overgaard, and as ranchers have been put
out of business for multiple reasons, the properties have been subdivided, from Nutrioso,
Arizona to Pie Town, New Mexico.
Would initial releases into some New Mexico counties be allowed with the county
ordinances that were passed disallowing the initial releases of wolves into those counties?
Wasn’t that why they weren’t released there in the first place? Many of the translocated
wolves were problematic elsewhere or members of packs involved in killings,
frequenting homes, etc and were removed from Arizona and then re-released into New
Mexico.
Does redefining White Sands mean, then, that it would be a further extension of the
project area, adding on to the BRWRA through the elimination of the boundary rule?
Would this designation “allow” for initial releases of wolves?
All possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored to deal with wolves engaged in
nuisance behavior or livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -51-

private, public or Tribal lands. Any means to instill even a small amount of fear of
humans in the wolves would be good. However, the chances of even seeing wolves
attacking domestic animals, let alone be able to do something about it, is rather small,
frequently happening at night or out of sight.
Being able to defend your dog would not lead to overt killing of wolves. Private
individuals and Tribes currently have the ability to kill wolves in the process of attacking
livestock on private or Tribal land, but not one person has “taken advantage of” this
ability. Most attacks are at night or otherwise out of sight, hit and run.
Another definition or clarification needed is for legally present livestock. With the
common occurrences of gates being left open or knocked down, trees falling on fences or
elk knocking them down, etc cattle could be in the wrong pasture or even on the wrong
allotment, but they are still “authorized” to be on the forest. Then there was the case of
permitted cattle that the wolves chased over on to another allotment and killed; Defenders
of Wildlife would not pay saying the cattle were in the wrong place. They were still
authorized cattle owned by a Forest Service permittee.
Although livestock carcass removal was mentioned in the 3 Year Review, a peer
reviewed report that has since come out, “Assessing factors related to wolf depredation of
cattle in fenced pastures in Montana and Idaho” by Elizabeth H. Bradley and Daniel H.
Pletscher …”found no relationship between depredations and carcass disposal methods,
calving locations, calving times, breed of cattle or the distance cattle were grazed from
the forest edge.” Their study covered 1994-2002, was published in 2005 and was funded
by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF),
Defenders of Wildlife and US Fish & Wildlife Service, with support from Mike Phillips
with TESF and Ed Bangs, USFWS, among others. More likely causes of depredations,
they felt, were forests or places with a high percentage of vegetative cover, within a wolf
den area and where there was native prey use in the same pasture or locale. One
recommendation was that if wolves denned near livestock sometime after the denning
season the den be “filled in subsequent years to encourage denning elsewhere.” That was
done in Montana in 2001; the wolves moved to Yellowstone National Park, away from
the cattle.
If the carcass removal recommendation is moved forward, this would go against your
Step #4 in the Federal Register, “Review available information that pertains to the
management and habitat requirements of this species, including material received during
the public comment period…” We realize that you don’t have to accept what is
submitted, but this has been taken from a scientific, peer-reviewed report, funded by your
agency. Requiring ranchers to remove or dispose of carcasses out on the range is also
totally impractical and virtually impossible to accomplish. The likelihood of finding a
carcass in a timely fashion in remote, rugged terrain is very slight. Frequently it takes
several hours to return home, then to pack lime and plastic onto another horse and go
back out to the carcass could take another day, if you have the supplies on hand, longer if
you don’t. If you try to burn the carcass it takes a lot of wood and you have to try
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building the fire under the animal as much as you can, since building it on the carcass is
not very effective. During fire season this would most likely not be allowed. Burying is
not an option if equipment like a backhoe cannot be used. Trying to bury a 1000 pound
animal by hand with a shovel is unrealistic.
Why is no mention made of the Petition for Rulemaking provided to the Service by New
Mexico and Arizona Cattle Growers, et al, but the one from The Center for Biological
Diversity is? Some of the issues are covered here, but not some significant ones, some of
which follow.
Defining “Adaptive Management”: Adaptive management incorporates research into
conservation action. Specifically, it is the integration of design, management and
monitoring to systematically test assumption in order to adapt and learn.
A reasonable compensation program with no strings attached or expectations other than
honesty that is guaranteed to continue, not disappear, is needed. AZ Game & Fish
Department has recently started a program that helps ranchers purchase hay to use if and
when they bring their livestock onto private property in an effort to avoid wolf
depredations out on the range. Right now it covers a portion of the actual costs; receipts
are submitted to show costs incurred. It is an acknowledgement by AZGFD of the costs
over and above normal expenses that ranchers endure under the wolf program. Maybe
funding could be directed to the AZGFD program, since it is all ready in place and
working. Another way funding could be beneficial is to help with fence repair costs,
particularly when permittees are given the option to use a pasture on another allotment if
wolves are denning or being released particularly where young calves would be.
Frequently these allotments are ones that haven’t been used or maintained for a number
of years, making fence repair a nightmare and usually taking several days or weeks to get
it up in good shape.
Impacts to other species of wildlife were never fully addressed in the beginning, so it has
become even more serious now in this phase. Wolves in Unit 27 of Arizona have had
enough impact on the elk herd that permit numbers have been lowered. Deer numbers
had all ready been decreasing since the 1980s and we expressed our concern when the
wolf program was started in earnest in the 1990s. Predator (mountain lions, coyotes,
black bears) numbers were at high levels also and continue to be significant problems to
not only ranchers. Over the past few years the incidences of these predators going into
towns and even Phoenix, Tucson & Flagstaff have increased. The drought, humans
moving into the animals habitat and lack of food have been sited as the reasons why, but
no mention that they are also being pushed out by other predators, including by the
wolves, territorially and for food.
Human health and safety, disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and
low income populations and other potential or socioeconomic affects will be combined
here. Naturally we do not believe they have ever been adequately address or recognized,
to the point of practically being dismissed as inconsequential. Some of the financial
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issues were documented for the 5 year review, but some things are difficult to put into
measurable terms, but we’re trying to improve that. Sociologically, though, no
evaluations had been done until 2006, when psychologist, Dr. James Thal did a
preliminary study of the Psychological Impact of Wolf Reintroduction, reviewed by
psychiatrist, Dr. Julia Martin. Moderate to severe stress was evident in many individuals.
About half of the interviewees were ranchers or members of ranching families with the
remainder having no agricultural connection. It verified what many all ready knew –
feeling helpless, demoralized and depressed, worried about the inability to do anything to
protect your family and animals, fears of losing a cherished way of life and diminishing
quality of life, nightmares, etc. All of this has a negative effect on the cultural & historic
aspects of these communities.
There could be a potential conflict with Federal environmental laws or requirements.
Wolves and dogs have crossed in the Mexican wolf program, the resulting hybrid puppies
being euthanized. Red wolves and coyotes have crossed, the resulting hybrid puppies
being euthanized. Past Mexican wolf samples showed coyote alleles and residents near
the Mexican border talked about the crosses years ago being “bad news”. A biologist
speaking about the Red wolf problem was concerned, saying they won’t always be there
to ‘clean up’ the genetics. Some were worried about purity, while others considered the
crossing as “evolution”. This was a problem, is currently a problem and will continue to
be a problem. Numerous knowledgeable individuals have seen animals that were not
obviously wolves or coyotes in Arizona and New Mexico. What effect will this
mongrelization have on wolves in regards to the Endangered Species Act?
In previous documents there were graphs explaining how many people lived per square
mile, but we would like to see a map showing that people live in current and potential
wolf habitat. The public believes the areas are huge tracts of land devoid of human
habitation.
Many disease and parasite problems or possibilities besides rabies and other canid related
sicknesses have been pointed out by doctors and scientists. The ability of these to affect
livestock, pets and even humans must be considered and analyzed fully.
During the last process, the alternative for terminating the program was purposefully not
included, however, this should always remain an option. Therefore, we would like to see
this added into the new EIS. During the 3 year review Dr. Paul Paquet said “no wolves”
should be an alternative.
The scope of the economic impact analysis should focus mainly on the individual
ranchers and other private citizens affected by the program, local communities and
counties. Regional or national or larger analyses should only be used to demonstrate the
similarities with other areas across North America or around the world that also have
wolves.
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Cumulative effects should also be examined closely, but not only on wolf impacts. Most
of these areas have also been impacted by wilderness management, multiple Threatened,
Endangered or Sensitive (TES) species such as loach minnow, Gila and Apache trout,
Mexican spotted owls, and other animal, plant and aquatic species. These issues have
never been properly addressed in any of these processes.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please
contact us.
Sincerely,
William Marks
President
bmarks@frontiernet.net
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Dripping Springs Ranch
P. O. 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
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113
Re: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Sent via: E-mail & Facsimile
Comments by: Jerold & Heidi Collings
160 Brushy Mountain Road
P.O. Box 30
Mule Creek, NM 88051
575.535.2505
jmilliron@starband.net.
Basis for Comments:
Large private landholdings and USFS Grazing Allotments on the Gila National
Forest, Mule Creek, NM
Privately own and operate largest known conservation breeding program of
endangered strain of Wilbur/Cruce Colonial Spanish Horses.
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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 usual, 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:
Proponents of the wolf program appear to expect the released wolves to behave as
something they are not, and perhaps cannot be again – wild! At fault is reliance
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 not now being met. Supporters of the program are not pleased
with current results. Worse, the unfortunate few humans who happen to live
within the Recovery Areas, have been subjected to what amounts to a federally
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 been somewhat
surprised and disappointed in the lack of support shown by the local populace
within the 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 some cases virtually unsaleable); and
our children left 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 eaten 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.( I know of no one who is looking to buy a
ranch for the express purpose of feeding wolves.)
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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 than a few store bought
cookies and a pat on the head. It is as though we are being publicly shamed for
not fully recognizing 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 even attempt to defend their own lives
from a wolf attack! Should it come as a surprise that local support is “thin?”

Proposed Modifications
Resolve livestock-wolf conflicts in ways that keep the wolves wild.
Some have suggested that ranchers be required to quickly remove or render
inedible all carcasses of livestock that die on grazing allotments. While this may
seem a reasonable requirement to those unfamiliar with remote, low density
ranching, it would be totally impractical for many operations. Some ranches
cover 25,000 acres or more, and are located in extremely rugged 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 crime” which
seems to 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 land.
This proposal is totally impractical on the one hand and self-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 lethal take now allowed! How
silly is that?

Conservation Alternative
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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 in those communities currently most adversely affected by wolf
reintroduction. If the wolf is to survive long term, changes need to be
implemented that will provide the most affected parties a louder voice in the
decision making process. Denying affected rural people a prominent place at the
planning table, and failure to adequately address, or in many instances even
acknowledge their concerns, has fostered feelings of distrust and alienation 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
dissimilar the behavior to that of a truly wild Canis lupus baileyi.

Altering the Program to Make it Work Better for the Wolf
The following modifications will make it better for the wolf by reducing the opportunity
for human-wolf interaction by spreading the population over a much larger area, reducing
the number of interactions, and spreading the wolf impact over a much wider area, but at
a much reduced level:
1.) Keep 100 wolf experimental population goal but expand the primary recovery
areas to include other, smaller, geographically dispersed, Primary and Secondary
Recovery Areas in Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, southern Colorado, and southern
Utah. Examples include White Sands Missile Range, Grey Ranch area of Hidalgo
County, San Mateo Mountains in New Mexico, Carson National Forest, Mesa Verde, San
Juan Mountains, Arches/Canyon Lands/Kiaparowits Plateau, Sheldon 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 located 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 secondary roads.
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3.) Wolves that establish 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 secondary roads.
4.) Increase the opportunity for wild wolves to be truly wild by reducing the
handling of wolves by humans to an absolute minimum. Eliminate tagging,
vaccinations, and collars and do not supplement feed. (Using pack animals to
deliver road kill is an especially 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 the steps set forth above.
5.) Comments 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 organizations 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
necessarily to the benefit of a specific species. Comments such as those
recommending “removal of carcasses,” “weekly riding,” and “single pasture calving,”
are merely thinly veiled attacks on public lands ranching. The primary purpose of such
“comments” is to make it extremely difficult (hopefully impossible) to continue to raise
cattle on public lands. The wolf is only being used as an efficient tool, and any benefit
that may accrue to him is incidental.

6.) The USFWS needs to do a better job of reaching out to local communities in order to
keep those residents better informed about all aspects of wolf recovery. Better lines of
communication would help allay fears and counter rumors that may, over time, prove
detrimental to the recovery program.

Altering the Program to Make it More Acceptable or Tolerable to Us
The following modifications will make it better for me by reducing the sense of
alienation and hopelessness that I experience under the current policies.
1.) Allow “take” of wolves when attacking domestic animals, including dogs and
horses, wherever those encounters may occur.
2.) Allow “take” of all wolves on deeded land.
3.) Allow private individuals to more aggressively “harass” wolves engaged in nuisance
behavior or livestock depredation on private, public or tribal lands.
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4.) Remove from consideration suggestions to remove carcasses and implementing
“single pasture calving.” It is highly unlikely that implementing either of these
suggestions will produce a positive result for the wolf, but they most assuredly create
additional hardship for the rancher. (Refer above for further explanation.)
5.) Issue hunting permits to land owners and allotment permittees, which may be
resold to hunters to eliminate problem wolves and excess wolf populations. This
is not a new concept and as worked well with other animal populations.
6.) Pay private landowners and allotment permittees a “use and acceptance fee”
based upon the number of wolves that live in or regularly visit their lands.
7.) Provide incentives for people (especially those owning property in recovery
areas) to live with wolves. Such incentives can take many forms, but at minimum,
should provide an improved program allowing claimants to receive immediate and just
compensation for loss of revenue from their livestock operations resulting directly, or
indirectly, from the presence of wolves. (The current Defenders of Wildlife program is
little more than a publicity ploy and addresses only a small fraction of actual losses.)
8.) It is recommended that the USFWS assume primary responsibility for paying for
livestock depredation, and such payments should become a budgeted item within the
Wolf Recovery Program itself. Much clearer rules need to be established as to how
depredations are reported and counted. Such rules should be developed by arriving at
consensus 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 and cattle losses, should prove to be a more equitable approach. At present, only
a small percentage of losses are recognized, and even fewer result in fair compensation.
Of special concern are “working ranch dogs” which are valuable ranch assets not easily
replaced. Such dogs can easily have more value 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 exists, at present, no program 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 raise its family Such an honor may provide an initial thrill,
but this will quickly vanish as reality sets in. One has a greater chance of 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 fault of their
own, in this most unfortunate circumstance. If one “takes” a wolf there are
consequences. If wolves“take” a ranch there should also be consequences.
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Please confirm you have our address and contact information on all appropriate
distribution lists for public communications regarding the wolf recovery program.
_______________________________
Jerold L. Collings
______________________________
Hila M. Collings
Owners/Operators:
Dripping Springs Ranch
Pine Cienega Ranch
Jackson Ranch
Dripping Springs Spanish Barbs
Dripping Springs Land & Cattle
"Bob Benne"
<pvrancher@wildbl
ue.net>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
12/31/2007 07:57
cc
AM
Subject
Wolf Reintroduction Scoping Letter
Please see the attached regarding scoping comments concerning Wolf Reintroduction.(See attached file:
Doc1.doc)

December 31, 2007

John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

Via E-mail

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’’)
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Although the text of this letter may have been received by your office before, I believe it
is so important that I am taking the liberty of duplicating it. As a citizen I absolutely
agree with these comments and encourage you to give them full consideration. Thank
your for the opportunity to offer scoping comments and issues on the above
captioned rule.
I 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. 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. 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 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 demonstrates desensitization to human encounters.
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 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.
8. 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 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. Maintenance 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 wolf
Experimental population area, including 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 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
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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 on Federal
land. (see federal land definition)
14. 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.
15. 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.
16. 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.
17. 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.
18. Analyzing the alternative of discontinuing the program, including the costs and benefits of
the program thus far.
Sincerely,

Robert Benne
POB 113
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RTanner249@aol.co
m
12/30/2007 05:30
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear Mr. Slown:
Attached are my comments regarding the reintroduction of wolves in Eastern Arizona and Western New
Mexico (The Wolf Recovery Program). I would prefer my personal contact information not be made a pert
of the public record.
Sincerely,
Ray Tanner
John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr. Slown:
It was not a good idea in the beginning to reestablish wolves and is another example of irresponsible
extreme environmentalism. Approximately 70 of 129 introduced wolves (or their offspring) have been
removed because of killing domestic animals including horses, cattle and pet dogs. The guidelines the Fish
& Wildlife Service uses does not remove a wolf until it has killed three times. On this basis these wolves
killed 210 domestic animals at an estimated economic value of $150,000 to $250,000. For that amount of
money these same wolves could have been fed in a zoo for years.
This estimate is probably quite low since it is usually hard to identify specific wolves involved in a kill
since most kills are not witnessed and the easiest prey for the wolves are the youngest animals, such as
calves, which often times aren’t found but simply have disappeared. In many cases the entire animal has
been consumed as all canines have digestive systems with high enough acid content to digest even bones.
Some would complain that ranchers are at fault because they do not remove dead livestock. What these
folks do not realize, or choose to ignore, is this area the “Blue Range” is rough country with only a few
primitive roads and you don’t just drive up to a 1200 pound dead cow, load it into the truck and drive off,
in addition most animals are found days after they have died and by then the stench is so bad the toughest
of cowboys would puke to get to close. Some of these wolf kills have been horses and pet dogs killed
within sight of the front yard of residents of “The Blue”. It is grossly unfair that a citizen of this country is
not allowed to protect his own property. Pet dogs are personal property but in wolf country a person is
prohibited from killing a wolf attacking his dog. The wolf reintroduction program in “The Blue” is clearly a
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grandchild). The issue is not about preservation of a species, wolves have done well in zoos and other
compounds where their contact with humans and domestic animals can be controlled. Let’s continue to
preserve the wolves in zoos. Bringing wolves back into areas where there is a chance they may come into
contact with humans or domesticated animals is irresponsible for one four letter word – they KILL.
Wolves are not big furry bright eyed dogs they are killers and spend most of their waking hours hunting for
the next kill.
They are more dangerous than mountain lions or even bears because they travel in packs sometimes
numbering eight or ten or more. Even a strong but unarmed man has little chance of fighting off an attack
by a wolf pack.
It is not uncommon to hear of domestic dogs attacking children. If we continue to reestablish wolves in our
rural areas it will not be uncommon to hear of attacks by wolves on children. Reestablishment of wolves in
our countryside is another example of irresponsible extreme environmentalism not unlike the same
misguided mentality that brought us the Rodeo Chedeski Fire.
Sincerely,
Ray Tanner
5727 N. 7th St. #405
Phoenix, AZ 85014
"Erin Brannon"
<ebrannon@email.a
rizona.edu>
To
Sent by:
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
byrdgrrl@gmail.co
cc
m
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
12/30/2007 03:26
PM
Erin Brannon
3073 w. Desert Glory Drive
Tucson, AZ 85745(See attached file: Wolf Comment.txt)
Mexican wolves are an integral and necessary part of a top-down trophic cascade that affects the
all of the ecosystems in the Arizona-New Mexico high country. The reintroduction of wolves has allowed
those ecosystems to return to a more secure and balanced state. Without wolves, deer and elk populations
have been artificially inflated and in some cases, like on the Kaibab Plateau in the early 1900s, populations
increase far beyond carrying capacity and severe damage to the ecosystem results. Effects like loss of seed
banks in the soil and reduced recruitment of new trees and soil erosion are damages that take decades to
fully repair. Some times the damage cannot be fully repaired, and the ecosystem capacity is reduced. Aldo
Leopold discussed this fact in his essay “Thinking Like a Mounain” when he said that a mountain “lives in
mortal fear of its deer.” The loss of wolves is not only deleterious to deer and elk. Other species as diverse
as beaver and willow flycatchers are affected by the changes in their ecosystems wrought by the loss of
wolves. The trophic cascades that wolves are involved in have been documented over and over again in the
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, which is now seeing recruitment of willow and aspen, and the return of
neotropical migrating birds and beaver to their former ranges.
Wolves also help buffer the effects of climate change in ecosystems that they inhabit. Wolf kills
help provide scavengers, especially scavengers with strong seasonal tendencies, with a necessary food
source at the end of warming-induced short winters. By providing a steady source of food, wolves are
helping to maintain the biodiversity of the communities in which they live. Communities with higher
biodiversity generally prove to be more resistant to outside pressures.
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Arizona and New Mexico. The desires of a few individuals should not be allowed to trump the health and
well-being of the ecosystems and by extension, all of us. Wolves must remain on the landscape.
John Buchser
<jbuchser@comcast
.net>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
12/30/2007 06:23
cc
PM
"Dexter Coolidge"
<dextercoolidge@yahoo.com>, "Norma
McCallan (E-mail)"
<nmccallan@mindspring.com>
Subject
Gray Wolf Comments from Northern
Group, Rio Grande Chapter, Sierra
Club
Sirs,
Please find attached comments from the Northern Group of the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club on
the Gray Wolf Scoping Comments. They were also mailed yesterday via US postal service.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments.
Thanks,
John Buchser
Chair(See attached file: wolf.doc)

Northern Group
Rio Grande Chapter
Sierra Club
1807 Second Street
#45
Santa Fe, NM 87505
Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Gray Wolf Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Millsap:
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Long-term disappointing efforts to recover Mexican gray wolf populations must change
direction, or at least the campaign must change rank. Wolves should rank at least on a par
with livestock on our public lands rather than surrendering at every turn to a few
ranchers’ interests. A vast public wants wolves restored. (Our Group comprises 2000 of
that public.)
The Apache-Gila wolf population is obviously essential to recovery and should be so
designated.
Now, whenever a wolf eats a cow, no matter what killed the cow, the wolf loses.
Ranchers are responsible for their stock: carcasses should be removed or made inedible.
There should be no restrictions on release sites within the Blue Range Recovery Area,
and no restrictions on dispersal once released.
Restoration of the lobo is a moral duty for us all and a legal duty for FWS. Please treat
the project as something that must succeed, rather than letting it sputter out because of
complaints from a few.
Yours truly,
John Buchser, Chair
"Michelle Maese"
<mamaese@cox.net>
12/30/2007 01:58
PM

To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery Program

To the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Department:
The Mexican Gray Wolf should be allowed every opportunity to recover, roam, and flourish in ANY
habitable areas, not just those within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery area, nor those designated as "safe" by
the ranching industry.
Capture & re-release is disruptive to the packs and killing should not be an option, except for in the most
extreme cases (threat to human population).
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the current listing of non-essential and experimental. Furthermore, the ranching industry should be held
accountable for the proper disposal of cattle carcasses, to deter the wolves from ever developing a taste for
beef, and thus discouraging them from attacking herds.
The public was in full support of this program 10 years ago and that support has not wavered; the Mexican
Wolf belongs in the wild. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Department needs to do the right thing here and
protect the wolves, not pander to a small special interest group. The fees that ranchers pay for grazing
rights does not entitle them to sole use of the land; it belongs to the public and to the Mexican Gray Wolf.
Sincerely,
Michelle Maese
927 E. Mohawk Drive
Phoenix, AZ 85024
(623) 594 - 2652
(See attached file: winmail.dat)
"Grand Canyon
Wolf Recovery
Project"
<paula@gcwolfreco
very.org>

To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
cc

12/30/2007 09:20
Subject
PM
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Please respond to
<paula@gcwolfreco
very.org>

Dear John,
Please see attached comments for the Mexican gray wolf NEPA scoping
process. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via
this email address or at the below phone number.
Thanks.
Paula
Kind Regards,
Paula Lewis
Coordinator, Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project PO Box 1594 Flagstaff, AZ 86002
928-202-1325
paula@gcwolfrecovery.org
(See attached file: NEPA_2007_Comments_GCWRP.doc)
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December 30th, 2007
John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Dear John Slown,
Re: Scoping Comments pursuant to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 4406544069: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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”)
The Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project is deeply concerned with the current existing
rules, and it is clear that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is not fulfilling its
mandate under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) to “recover” Mexican gray wolves.
Threatening to upset the essential role of large carnivores in regulating ecosystems,
promoting biological diversity, and maintaining ecosystem health simply cannot be
justified.
The Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project has been working to restore biodiversity and
ecological integrity to the greater Grand Canyon region through recovery of its missing
keystone species, the Mexican gray wolf. The Grand Canyon Region is one of largest and
most diverse landscapes in Arizona, encompassing 36 million acres. The area is bounded
on the west by the Grand Wash drainage, on the east by the Little Colorado River
watershed, and extends from the Mogollon Rim in central Arizona north to southern
Utah’s High Plateaus. Because of the critical ecological role wolves have in restoring and
sustaining the biological diversity of this region, many environmental advocacy groups
have joined our efforts to return the wolf to its former range. Our coalition members
include the Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, Defenders of Wildlife, the Center for
Biological Diversity, Animal Defense League of AZ, Northern AZ Audubon, Sierra
Club/Grand Canyon Chapter, the Rewilding Institute, and the Phoenix Zoo.
We support the implementation of a “Conservation Alternative” plan to ensure long-term
success of the Mexican gray wolf. Below, we outline the following recommendations for
such a plan.
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“Wolves Without Boundaries”
Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project’s main Recommendation:
Under the current rules, Mexican gray wolves must stay within the boundaries of the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA). However, it is has been generally noted by
experts in the field that wolves need large land area requirements and this need is
currently not being met. As such, wolves should be allowed to access suitable habitat
found within their historic range, which the Grand Canyon Ecoregion provides.
Currently, wolves that leave the BRWRA boundary are captured and relocated back into
the Blue Range, which disrupts packs and thwarts the expansion and natural dispersal of
the population. We recommend that USFWS eliminate all restrictions to wolf
movements and dispersal. Such restrictions have proven to be large impediments to the
USFWS recovery goals and broader conservation actions. Occupation of areas beyond
the BRWRA, notably the Grand Canyon Ecoregion, will be required to achieve full
recovery of Mexican wolves. Natural dispersal may be the most effective means of
establishing Mexican wolves in new areas and will allow for unrestricted movement for
core populations. Such movements will be essential to maintaining the genetic and
overall viability of a recovered metapopulation of Mexican wolves. It is well worth
noting that no other gray wolf recovery program has such restrictions on wolf
movements.
Implications for Flagstaff-Grand Canyon Ecoregion:
The Grand Canyon Ecoregion (GCE) has been identified
by wildlife ecologists as offering extraordinary habitat for
wolf recovery. The region contains vast expanses of
undeveloped land in national parks, monuments, and
forests, and contains ample food for wolves. Scientific
research indicates that this vast region, extending from
the Mogollon Rim all the way up to the high plateaus of
southern Utah, can sustain at least 100-200 wolves.
Future recovery planning must consider the Grand
Canyon Ecoregion in overall recovery objectives for the
critically imperiled Mexican gray wolf.
If allowed to disperse from the BRWRA, wolves would be attracted to suitable habitats
with abundant prey along the Mogollon Rim. These habitats form a connecting corridor
between the BRWRA and the Grand Canyon Ecoregion. The movement of wolves into
new parts of Arizona will likely be gradual; the first pair may be only fifty miles closer,
and their pups may establish new territories closer than that. Wolves may not need
reintroduction to eventually repopulate the southern portion of the Grand Canyon
Ecoregion, which includes the southern rim of the Grand Canyon down to the Mogollon
Rim.
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A study by Paul Sneed (“Feasibility of gray wolf reintroduction to the Grand Canyon
Ecoregion,” Endangered Species Update, 18:4, [2001]: 153-158) concludes there is great
potential for wolf recovery within the Grand Canyon Ecoregion. The study was based
upon the biophysical and socioeconomic feasibility of reestablishing a top carnivore, the
Mexican gray wolf, into the Grand Canyon Ecoregion. Vegetation cover, water
availability, prey density, road density, and human dimensions are all thoroughly
analyzed in Sneed’s study. Using this data, Sneed provides projections of wolf
populations that could exist within the area.
Sneed points out that water availability in this region is adequate and can support wolves
as well as the current populations of large carnivores and prey species already present on
the Kaibab Plateau, around Flagstaff, and along the Mogollon Rim. The availability of
water is one of several key determinants of Mexican gray wolf abundance and
distribution.
Another major element of suitability for the Mexican gray wolf to the GCE is prey
population. The primary prey species in the GCE are mule deer, elk, prong horn sheep
and big horn sheep. Based on other studies provided by the USFWS, it has been
demonstrated that two to six mule deer per kilometer would support a Mexican gray wolf
population. On the Kaibab Plateau, a high prey density of mule deer, ranging from eight
to thirteen per kilometer is present. This figure does not include the Flagstaff area, the
Coconino National Forest or Hualapai or Navajo reservations. Additionally, these
numbers only show the prey density of mule deer and not elk, prong horn, or big horn
sheep. Therefore, prey density is simply not an issue in the GCE region. The GCE can
sustain a viable wolf population of approximately 100-200 wolves.
Sneed does consider that the road density in many parts of the GCE is somewhat higher
than recommended in other studies. However, Sneed does state the following concerning
the numerous roads in the ecoregion:
“[Roads in the] Ecoregion are tertiary or unimproved roads that could be
eliminated on public lands with a vigorous road-closing program.
Furthermore, the low human density numbers might indicate that these
areas are favorable wolf recovery habitat despite the existence of relatively
high unimproved road densities.”
The Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project is working with other conservation groups to
eliminate and/or reduce roads in the Grand Canyon region and foresees that this will help
facilitate the safe dispersal of wolves to this region.
When the Mexican wolf population reaches a viable size in the wild—a feat heavily
contingent upon changes made to the current rules—wolves from Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area will likely attempt to colonize the southeastern part of the GCE. Thus, it

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -72-

is imperative to support and not stifle the dispersal of the recovering, but still endangered,
Mexican wolf into the Grand Canyon Ecoregion.
Greater Protection for Wolves:
The Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project also recommends the following:
• Reclassify Mexican gray wolves from “experimental, non-essential” to
“experimental, essential,” or “endangered” to give wolves more protection.
Keeping populations captive will not safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction
in the long-term.
• Expand the area for initial wolf releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery area. A rule change that allows new releases throughout the BRWRA
would give agency managers more management options for assuring the viability
and self-sustainability of the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves.
• A revised rule must allow less “take” of wolves. We request that “take”
provisions currently authorized by Section 17.84(k)(9)(iii), (k)(10), and (k)(11) be
eliminated from any revised rule. The primary objective of the BRWRA
reintroduction project was to establish a viable, self-sustaining population of at
least 100 Mexican gray wolves and 18 breeding pairs by 2006 in the wild. These
numbers are alarmingly lower than forecast. Currently, the wolf population within
the BRWRA is estimated to be at 59.
• Resolve livestock-wolf conflicts in ways that keep wolves in the wild and achieve
progress towards recovery objectives. A revised rule must require owners of
livestock using public lands to clean up dead carcasses. Wolves are attracted to
and scavenge upon dead livestock that die from starvation, disease, etc., which
leads to habituation and potential future killing of livestock by wolves. Wolves
that kill three head of livestock in a year have been killed or placed in captivity
for the rest of their lives.
• Keep future recovery options open. Any rule change should not include any
provisions that would limit in any way the future options for recovery of the
Mexican gray wolf anywhere outside the current boundaries of the BRWRA or
beyond such as the Grand Canyon Ecoregion.
• Revise the Recovery Plan. It appears that the current recovery plan is out of date.
The USFWS needs to revise the recovery plan before or concurrent with any rule
changes so that changes do not hinder future recovery actions.
It is rather clear that many elements of the wolf recovery program are simply not
working. An adoption of a conservation alternative will give Mexican gray wolves the
protection they need and deserve. In the end, one of the most important considerations to
be made is how to best assist the wolf into the Grand Canyon Ecoregion thereby
conserving this magnificent and ecologically essential carnivore!
Regards,
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Paula Lewis,
Coordinator
Grand Canyon Wolf Recovery Project
PO Box 1594
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
www.gcwolfrecovery.org
info@gcwolfrecovery.org
P.O. Box 86444 · Tucson, Arizona 85754
windwalker@theriver.com

December 29, 2007
Mr. Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna Road, NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Mr. Millsap,
I have followed, with interest, the progress of the wolf recovery/reintroduction program in eastcentral Arizona and in west-central New Mexico. I would consider myself an average citizen but
with a keen interest and caring regarding our current and future environment and the preservation
and continuity of the flora and fauna of this area.
I am totally confused and dismayed by what has been happening with this so-called "program". I
have read various articles and documents outlining the program – but I have yet to see a “plan”
for realistic recovery, and therefore eventual delisting, of the Mexican wolf.
I understand there was a recovery team in the beginning stages of the program but I see
absolutely no evidence of a current recovery team or effort and am at a loss to understand exactly
what the nature of the program really is. To an outside observer’s eye, it would appear that the
whole project is nothing but a fiasco – and a tragic one at that. There appears to be little evidence
of recovery, and the current program seems to be nothing more than a set-up for killing and/or
removing wolves. The wolves might as well have targets tattooed on their sides.
It is my understanding that the Mexican wolf was listed as an endangered species in 1976 under
the ESA. I do not see any evidence at all that they are being treated as such. The idea of them as
an “experimental 10(j) population” is pure balderdash. They are either endangered – or they are
not. There is either a plan for recovery or there is not (and apparently, there is not).
Currently, I see the program as a waste of taxpayer’s money and a sad commentary on a so-called
recovery and reintroduction project – because there appears to be no “plan” for which the wolves
are paying dearly with their lives. Their dilemma has affected millions of people all over this
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behavior of the local folks and authorities involved?
I understand that there are serious and potentially dangerous situations for wildlife and U.S.
Forest U.S. Fish and Wildlife (the "Service") personnel - especially when dealing with some local
residents in New Mexico. It would appear that the Service has not been dealing with them
effectively. I don’t think anyone wants something shoved down their throat so to speak, as the
program has been incorrectly perceived, but these folks have the power and punch to get exactly
what they want, when they want, and whom they want and the Service lets them. The Service
has not provided an effective role model for responsible reintroduction of a native species.

Encouraging and modeling tolerance would be a powerful tool in creating positive values in
learning to “live and let live” for the folks that have lived on that land and had their way - without
governmental interference - for so many years. Excuse me – but I am a taxpayer and the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) for the most part, is public land – and the rest of the
nation should be able to have a say in how it is used and enjoyed for multiple uses. I, for one,
believe there is a great excess and abuse of allowing the BRWRA to be primarily used for cattle
grazing as a priority over other uses. The BRWRA was originally part of historic lobo’s home
range and they deserve to share it now.
If the inhabitants in the BRWRA would open their minds to see the big picture for the long haul
and not be so focused on losing a cow here and there (to wolves, other predators, disease, natural
disasters, etc.) but rather as part of the price of doing business, perhaps they too could learn to
understand and respect the balance of the natural environment, which man is a part of, and the
creatures that have allowed us to share it with them.
Many of the articles and stories I have read reveal irrational and unsubstantiated fear of wolves.
But even more importantly there appears to be something like a "range war" going on. It sounds
like its really over territory and property rights. The idea of ordinary folks encouraged by illinformed authorities in Catron County to carry a gun – in self defense of a wolf - is absurd. In
fact, it is absolutely scary. It bodes ill for the locals making them appear as fanatical skin-head
survivalists or suffering from psychologically unstable personalities. I like to camp and hike –
but now I am concerned about ever feeling welcome or safe (from humans) in that county. I try
to give them the benefit of the doubt. Maybe they just feel threatened that their way of life is
changing and they are losing (the illusion of) control. Many people are afraid and resistant to
change. Perhaps helping them understanding that change is part of life – and that they can help
create it themselves might give them a more positive take on personal power and something to be
proud of.
I am deeply saddened to know that parents in these communities in the BRWRA are teaching
their children fear (to the point of creating psychological trauma - or "emotional abuse"), hate,
selfishness, unjustified arrogance, and intolerance of neighbors, especially of local and native the
wildlife. They do not own the planet – or even those few thousands of acres. Catron County or
the rest of New Mexico does not exist in a vacuum – they are part of the United States where we
all live and where there are checks and balances, give and take, and concessions we all have to
make when needed. We need the lobo to help restore the beauty and balance of nature. What I,
and millions of other people, see as important and want is important too.
But these folks also need to have respect for the laws of the land. If someone blatantly and
deliberately harms another – human or wildlife (i.e. a wolf), they have to accept the
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behaviors ("shoot, shovel and-shut up" and sacrificing cows so that a wolf, or pack, may be
assigned a third depredation incident and therefore, be removed permanently) and cow-toeing
(literally and figuratively) to the vigilante types without holding them responsible. These fear
mongers cannot continue to be allowed to take the law into their own hands.
Ranchers need to be a big part of the solution. For instance, removing dead livestock and using
(legal) aversive actions to keep wolves from coming close to human habitations. Strict
boundaries, and consequences enforced, need to be set for human behaviors. The wolf needs to
be allowed to do its wolf-thing without constantly walking on eggshells around cattle and other
livestock. Again, it doesn’t appear to be about money – or the cash value of a cow or even the
presence of a wolf. After all there are other predatory animals living in that county. It appears
that “territory” and a “no change” attitude motivates the ranchers. Those motivators should offer
clues to a successful approach to encouraging ranchers to understand and deal with their own
irrational feelings and actions.
It has been fairly well shown that wolves can co-exist with ranchers and cattle and other wildlife
and that they have had a positive impact on the environment – as has been shown in
Yellowstone. But again it took looking at the big picture – and time - to understand their proper
place in nature. Education, eliciting help from those folks who feel personally affected by the
presence of wolves, and especially encouraging tolerance may help turn things around.
Again, there is either a plan or there isn’t. There can no longer be the “in-between” stance. The
wolves are either protected and allowed to recover – or they aren’t. The notion that wolves have
to live inside the dotted line is totally unrealistic, especially for a predator, and continues to set
them up for failure and being killed or removed.
I look forward to seeing that a realistic, enforceable recovery/reintroduction plan is effected and
enforced. And I look forward to utilizing the great passion and strengths that I know some of the
ranchers and other folks possess to create and workable and satisfactory plan that they can – and
will – commit themselves to live with.
Sincerely,
Gina King

December 10, 2007

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
RE: Changes to Mexican wolf
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The following are my comments on the proposed changes to the Mexican wolf XXX.
First of all, I would like to comment on the scoping process that was conducted in
both Arizona and New Mexico. Having been involved with the NEPA process for
more than 20 years, I was not impressed with the public meetings that were held
and were supposedly called “scoping meetings”. I attended the meeting held in
Alpine, Arizona and found it to be nothing more than a Mexican wolf “open house”.
Most of the people that I talked to at the meeting had no idea of the purpose of this
meeting, nor did they know what the issues were as there was very little effort
involved in explaining either. I am NEPA trained and have been involved, through
my former work, with the entire process, having commented on numerous
documents and actions for the Arizona Game and Fish Department. The scoping
meetings that you conducted seemed nothing more than an attempt to say that you
held the required meetings, while the content of the meetings bordered on absurdity.
At some of the meetings that were held, there were various NGO’s with tables set up
outside of the meeting area to actually explain to the public what was going on.
Obviously, you have met the minimum requirements for this portion of the process,
but that is all you have done, the minimum.
The remainder of my comments will address the issues from the Federal Register.
(a) Current management stipulations
that require wolves that establish home
ranges outside the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed
and re-released into the BRWRA or
taken into captivity.
These stipulations should either be changed or removed and allow the establishment of
wolf home ranges outside of the BRWRA. Anyone in the field of wildlife should know
that wild populations of animals cannot be contained (successfully) within arbitrarily
established geo-political boundaries. This is even more of an issue with the establishment
of a viable population of Mexican gray wolves. The recovery of this endangered species

Sincerely,

david.goerndt

December 27, 2007
Joe Delk
PO Box 879
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Mesilla Park, NM 88047
(575) 644-3082
jdelk525@yahoo.com
Brian Milsap
c/o John Slown
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.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 Mr. Milsap,

I am compelled by principle to state that I have been opposed to the reintroduction of the
Mexican Wolf from the very beginning of the program. I do recognize that there is
federal law that mandates the program and in the spirit of cooperation I do have
comments that I believe would help minimize the socio-economic impacts on the
communities and livestock producers within the recovery area and in the long term would
have an overall beneficial effect on the wolf recovery program.
Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges
outside the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released
into the BRWRA or taken into captivity. This stipulation stemmed from the intention in
the 1998 NEP final rule that wolves would not be reestablished throughout the entire
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA), but only within the BRWRA,
which is a sub area of the MWEPA. However, analysis indicates that removals for
boundary violations due to wolves dispersing or establishing territories outside the
BRWRA are not conducive to achieving the reintroduction project objective of
“reestablishing a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican (grey)
wolves” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982, p. 23). In other words, change in this
aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would provide the Service with the authority to allow
wolves to establish territories outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.
The USFWS has not demonstrated to my satisfaction that they have either the resources
or expertise to expand the program beyond the current recovery area boundaries.
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Dr. Benjamin Tuggle, Regional Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) told us in Silver City, New Mexico on April 18, 2007 that the USFWS was
underfunded and understaffed to manage the program at its current status. The New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDG&F), Director, Bruce Thompson told us at
the New Mexico State Game Commission meeting in Gallup, N.M. in July, 2007 that the
NMDG&F did not have resources allocated in their budget to adequately address issues
stemming from problem wolves or to properly assess the impact of wolves on elk in the
Gila. Additionally, Wildlife Services had two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000)
stripped from their budget in the 2007 New Mexico Legislative Session.
So, please explain to me how the two main agencies entrusted with the responsibility of
reintroducing the Mexican Wolf into Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area and managing the
program to mitigate the impacts on livestock producers and rural communities here in
New Mexico, can justify the expansion of the program by allowing wolves to establish
themselves in areas outside existing recovery area without adequate funding and
manpower to properly manage the program.
Also, how can we ask the already over-worked, underfunded and understaffed Wildlife
Service’s people to adequately deal with wolf depredations while leaving livestock
producers in other areas of the state without their badly needed services?
Given your lack of ability to track and verify un-collared wolves, you cannot even give
an accurate count on the actual number of wolves in the BRWRA. How can you propose
to manage an even larger area?
In the original EIS, impacts on livestock were to be minimal. In actuality, there has been
tremendous impact to the individual ranching operations in the reintroduction area. We
have seen several ranches so severely impacted that they were forced out of business and
had to sub-divide their deeded land to recoup at least part of their investment. What data
has the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) accumulated to determine the actual impacts
on the ranching industry not only the loss of livestock, but added expenses and
physiological effects of having to deal with the stress of depredating wolves?
Livestock producers outside the current reintroduction area are strongly opposed to
boundary expansion fearing the carnage they have seen their fellow producers suffer
within that area. However, there is little fairness in forcing those who are attempting to
maintain livestock operations or live within the current reintroduction area to continue to
suffer losses at the same or enhanced level.
How can you justify expanding the program to benefit wolf reintroduction while it would
undoubtedly expand the impacts onto the ranching community as well? Would it not be
better to make adjustments to the scope of the program to fit the existing BRWRA rather
than to enlarge and expand the scope of the program into a larger area that you have
neither the resources nor adequate personnel to manage without reasonable and probable
expectations of conflict with people and their property?
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The program has failed within the current reintroduction area, as evidenced by the
number of wolves that have been repeatedly recaptured, lethally removed and not
survived for various other reasons in addition to the tremendous impacts on local
families, communities and governments. How can you justify expanding the boundary
without addressing these issues?
Also, until there is an effective livestock compensation/interdiction/incentive program
that addresses replacement costs and lost production administered locally, there should
not be any expansion of the recovery area.
(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from
captivity only into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA. Management experience
has demonstrated that this stipulation in the 1998 NEPA final rule sets impractical limits
on available release sites and wolves that can be released into the secondary recovery
zone, limits the Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project’s (Project) ability to address
genetic issues, and results in a misperception that the secondary recovery zone is
composed largely of ‘‘problem’’ animals that have been translocated to the secondary
zone after management removal due to livestock depredation events. In other words, a
change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would possibly provide the Service the
authority to release Mexican gray wolves from the captive breeding population into New
Mexico.
There is no “misperception” that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of
‘problem’ animals.” The FWS’s own news release on March 21, 2000 states: “An EA of
The translocation of previously released Mexican gray wolves within the BRWRA for
management purposes was completed February 10, 2000.” What are the “management
purposes” for which wolves have been translocated? While livestock depredation is most
certainly not the only “management” issue involved, nuisance behavior such as
habituation around communities, schools and homes as well as depredation on pets and
domestic animals appear to be the only other “management” purposes that have been
utilized in translocation.
Translocations or releases of known problem wolves (habituated or those with any
history of livestock predation) should not ever be allowed. They should either find space
in a captive breeding facility, zoo or euthanize these animals. If not, they will impact
decisions regarding future removals because there is nowhere to put "bad wolves". There
is also no known way to turn “bad wolves” into “good wolves.” Another alternative
would be to use these animals to research rabies vaccination programs that are much
needed within the program.
However, releasing “fresh” or inexperienced wolves may not be a solution either. The
wolves released in Arizona initially were fresh or inexperienced, yet were translocated to
New Mexico for “management purposes.” What were the management purposes? Are
management agencies habituating these animals to humans by continued feeding of road
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killed animals, carnivore logs (horse meat from Mexican processing plants) or by
trapping and handling in human settings then transporting them in camper shelled
vehicles that cannot help but permeate human sent (see video Adobe Ranch
http://wolfcrossing.org/category/wolf-videos/)?
The affect of these management
techniques must be analyzed in the overall context of wolf behavior.
I remember when the Durango pair was released directly into the Gila Wilderness on or
about April 20, 2007. The female was within days of whelping yet it took only two days
for the pair to travel forty or fifty miles to territory they were already familiar with
(Adobe Ranch) and the rest is history. How many taxpayer dollars were spent as a result
of this ill-advised decision? The USFWS certainly demonstrated their lack of judgment
with the Durango fiasco. How can we trust the agency learned anything from this
experience?
Only when the USFWS demonstrates that they can adequately manage the program under
the current rules should we consider allowing them any latitude to broaden the scope of
the program with regard to release sites.
(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as
the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area. However, the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area is
not of sufficient size nor does it have sufficient prey density to function as an independent
recovery area.
The issue here is obvious and I agree if there is no prey base and the area is not sufficient
in size, there should not be any releases even considered. The size of WSMR would
never contain the wolves nor is there enough of a prey base to keep them within
the boundaries of WSMR.
This same logic needs to be applied throughout the entire recovery area.
d) Limited provisions for private individuals to ‘‘harass’’ wolves engaged in nuisance
behavior or livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private,
public, or Tribal lands. Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule allow for
‘‘opportunistic, noninjurious harassment’’ of wolves by private individuals; that is,
individuals are not allowed to harass wolves in such a manner as to even potentially
result in bodily injury or death of a Mexican gray wolf. Management experience in the
BRWRA, as well as the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS gray wolf recovery program,
suggests that a variety of harassment methods could provide an effective deterrent to
problem Mexican gray wolf behavior, as well as increasing public acceptance of
Mexican gray wolf recovery. All possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored.
I firmly believe that if the wolf reintroduction program is to ever see any measure of
success, owners of property within any area where wolves are present should have the
right to protect their property without fear of reprisal.
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There should be an allowance in the rule for property owners or their agents to take
(including kill or injure) any wolf engaged in the act of stalking, killing, wounding or
biting livestock or pets either on private property or on federally administered lands
allotted for grazing anywhere within the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area
including the designated wolf recovery areas.
The 10(J) rule should be amended to authorize harassment of 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 they feel
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.
The amendment should also include the harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by
the USFWS or other federal, Tribal or state agencies when wolves exhibit 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.
The USFWS must cease all management practices which habituate these animals to
humans! Habituation of the wolves to humans is the single most deterring factor in the
acceptance of the program by the impacted community.
Mitigation of the false and 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, and depredations.
Another misconception that is prevalent in the USFWS and the environmental
organizations is that wolves have never been documented killing anyone in North
America. This is a false hood that is misleading the public and needs to be stopped.
Wolves have been documented all over the world killing people and eating them
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_fatal_wolf_attacks). North America has its own
documented cases. The recent killing of Kenton Carnegie and in many old news reports
(see http://www.aws.vcn.com/wolf_attacks_on_humans.html), these falsehood statements
need to be stopped.
The practice of utilizing helicopters and planes to dispense with depredating wolves must
NOT be eliminated. This country is too large and rugged to lose this ability to
address or capture problem wolves. Elimination of these tools would hamper any ability
to a quick and effective technique to wolf removals. In actuality it would probably
increase the number of depredations that wolves are already doing.
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Implementation of 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 needs to be established.
Takings implications and 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.
In addition to losses for livestock, compensation should be given for losses of pets.
The current methodology for determining a depredation needs to be changed to the more
reasonable Minnesota version, which allows missing calves to be confirmed as wolf kills
under certain circumstances.
There is great need for the rules to distinguish the difference between “killing” and
“eating”. Only a percentage of actual wolf kills are consumed by wolves. I know of no
available data on what that percentage might be but there is considerable evidence
available in the Gila of many livestock and elk that were killed by wolves in either a
“spree killing” or “joy killing” activity and were never consumed. To lead the public to
believe that wolves only kill what they need for sustenance is misleading at best.
And finally we believe that more intensive and widespread data should be collected on
wolf diet using scat studies throughout the recovery area rather than one point and time
that leads to incorrect conclusions that wolves’ diets mostly consist of elk (75%) as noted
on a pie chart in the scoping and educational posters. This study is out of date and far too
small to legitimately make this claim. There is also reason to believe that this data was
collected in areas where livestock were not present during the analysis. Any NEPA
analysis should provide for better information collection in a new rule.
(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ‘‘take’’ of
wolves in the act of attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands. However,
domestic dog injuries and mortalities have occurred within the BRWRA due to
interactions between wolves and dogs, primarily near people’s homes. Lack of take
authority in instances where take may have been warranted has resulted in substantial
negative impacts on some local residents and visitors to the BRWRA.
An allowance in the rule to add a provision in the NEP to include domestic dogs in the
“take” provisions of the rules is absolutely necessary. Livestock owners or their agents
would be allowed to take (including kill or injure) any wolf engaged in the act of
stalking, killing, wounding, or biting livestock or domestic dogs on federally
administered lands (see change in definitions below) anywhere within the Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Area, including within the designated wolf recovery areas.
(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ‘‘breeding pair,’’
‘‘depredation incident,’’ and ‘‘thresholds for permanent removal.’’ In addition, there is
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a need to identify other possible impediments to establishing wolves, such as the livestock
carcass management and disposal issue identified in the 3-year review of the project
(Paquet et al. 2001, p. 69). The authors of this report recommended that the Service
‘‘require livestock operators on public land to take some responsibility for
carcass management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that wolves become habituated to
feeding on livestock.’’ In other words, if a new final rule is promulgated that
incorporates this recommendation from the 3-year review, it may result in redefining
‘‘nuisance wolves’’ and ‘‘problem wolves’’ so as to exclude animals that scavenge on the
carcasses of livestock that died of non-wolf causes.
The need for definition changes in the new rule and management plans as well as any
SOPs, such as:
BREEDING PAIR: considered 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). We would also like to include any pets; dogs, cats, riding horses, etc. to
this definition.
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.
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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 (LAWFULLY) PRESENT LIVESTOCK: should be defined as
livestock occurring within the boundaries of a recognized grazing allotment where the
owner has beneficial use water rights on federal land.
This would also include any occasion whereby livestock owned by one person may be
unintentionally present on his neighbors’ allotment. This is a common occurrence within
any ranching community and should not ever be considered as illegally present livestock.
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 goal posts associated with management of problem
behavior.
Full investigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased
cost to livestock operations needs to be conducted. If this is to be considered, then the
removal of carcass’s killed by wolves and the associated costs also need to be
determined. Ed Bangs with USFWS has been widely quoted as saying “The idea that
wolves eat a dead cow, think beef tastes great, and then start attacking cattle is
mythology as eating carrion and killing prey is two totally different wolf behaviors.
Wolves often scavenge all they can. Normal range practice out here makes it nearly
impossible to find and bury [or blow up for human safety concerns as they do for G.
bears issues and livestock carcasses along trails] every carcass so livestock carcass
disposal is within 'normal' and traditional livestock husbandry practices, feeding on
livestock carcasses is a very different thing than attacking livestock- one doesn't
necessarily lead to the other. (See additional studies at http://wolfcrossing.org/wolfstudies-scat-prey-habituation-disease-more-to-come/ )
Issues Related to Evaluation of the Environmental Impacts
We are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and
adverse effects that might be caused by amendment of the 1998 NEP final rule that
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established the current NEP of Mexican gray wolf. You may wish to consider the
following issues when providing comments:
(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive
areas;
The effects of wolves on watersheds spread of disease on domestic and wild animal
populations needs to be addressed. Many diseases need to be taken into consideration.
Rabies is currently the utmost concern. Given the incidence of grey fox rabies in Catron
County, we would like to know the vaccination status of the released wolves. It is our
understanding that there are no licensed vaccines approved for use in wolves, so it is not
legal to vaccinate wolves with rabies vaccine in New Mexico.
There are several zoonotic diseases of concern, especially those that are shed in feces and
urine. Some of these zoonotics would be sarcocystosis, echinococcus, ascariasis,
cysticercosis and neospora caninum. These are parasites passed in feces that can cause
disease in both humans and livestock. Neospora causes abortion in cattle and wolves have
been shown to be an intermediate host to this parasite. Other viral and bacterial diseases
of concern would be distemper, adenovirus, brucellosis and leptospira. Leptospirosis and
brucellosis are both a concern for humans and livestock. Some of these parasites and
diseases can be transmitted to pets then on to their owners. How does USFWS intend to
address these concerns?
How has the introduction of the wolf impacted the migration of elk within the recovery
area? Has it improved riparian areas as documented in Yellowstone?
(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;
A full disclosure of 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. We ask that a specific economic analysis on
ranches that are being harmed be conducted and that individual rancher and at the most
the county level economic impact be evaluated. That the cumulative impacts wolf
reintroduction and recovery is analyzed using local, county developed information on
jobs, poverty and economics.
An analysis that is national or regional in scope fails to depict the real impacts of wolf
reintroduction.
Livestock production in the release and recovery area cannot be negatively affected by
this program.
(c) Impacts on human health and safety;
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Improvement of wolf monitoring to insure that residents in the release and recovery areas
are informed when wolves are in close proximity is badly needed. There is a definite need
to facilitate documentation of predation on livestock also.
The 10(J) rule should clearly document through appropriate mapping that people reside in
current and potential wolf habitat. The general public has been feed misinformation on
this account and a misconception has resulted that people do not inhabit wolf release and
recovery areas.
An analysis of wolf occupancy of lands where domestic livestock are present, homes
where children reside, and where domestic animals may contract a parasite or disease and
spread it to humans or where wolves may directly deposit infectious material near
residences needs to be conducted.
(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;
An analysis of problems associated with epizootic disease carried by wolves and
potentially carried in wolf feces needs to be done. The potential effects of these diseases
on people, domestic animals including pets and working dogs, and other wildlife should
be evaluated in the new EIS.
How has the reintroduction of wolves negatively impacted family ranches, putting them
out of business and forcing them to subdivide their private property affecting the air, soil,
and water in wolf recovery area?
(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;
Other than the obvious impact of wolves depredating on livestock, how are wolves
impacting elk herds and what impacts are those herds having on agricultural lands within
and outside the boundary areas? NMDGF is currently working on a model to determine
some of these impacts. The data collected for this model is only one year worth of data
and by no means gives us enough information on elk/wolf interactions. Data should also
be collected from impacted ranchers and outfitters in the impacted areas. This is an
integral part of wolf management and must be addressed in the EIS.
Again, I am very concerned with the impact the wolf reintroduction program is having on
Wildlife Services. Their limited resources and funding is already affecting individuals
across the state. The fact that they are not being fully funded to participate in the wolf
program is causing hardship in other counties that are not in wolf country due to the fact
that WS is pulling resources and staff to deal with wolf depredations when needed. There
is a desperate need to fully fund WS for this wolf program.
Again, how is the subdivision of ranches, the loss of county taxes generated from the loss
of livestock from these ranches affecting agriculture lands in the wolf recovery areas?
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(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened
species;
I believe that to release any habituated animal into the wild with any expectation that that
animal will adapt into an ecosystem, without impacting that ecosystem in a negative
manner, will only undermine the true intent of the program and cause a disruption in the
natural order of things.
(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income
populations;
This program is having a disproportionately high and adverse impact on minority’s and
low income populations within the Mexican wolf recovery area. Research has showed
that Catron County is one of the poorest in the nation. Any hardship, including wolves
depredating on livestock affects the ability for many of producers to make a living. How
many ranchers have been put out of business due to the reintroduction of Mexican
wolves? This needs to be determined, and any denial that this is actually occurring needs
to be brought to the forefront of these serious issues. Is it not required in NEPA that
these determinations be made?
(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects;
Livestock kills as a result of wolf management rather than grazing cycles must be
properly analyzed. Currently the IFT and other managers use subjective and speculative
information to validate increased depredation problems. An example is the claim made
in the scoping information education posters that a year round grazing causes more
livestock depredation. Where is your scientific proof of this statement? Please provide us
with documentation backing up that statement.
We would like to stress that the USFWS needs to commit to maintain the 10(J) status of
the Mexican wolf program and add common sense approaches to managing problem
wolves that are causing an economic burden on our producers in the MWEPA. SOP 13
needs to be kept and improved upon to help mitigate problem wolves. Arbitrarily
assigning a strike to one wolf in a pack is not solving matters, but only making them
worse. If a pack of wolves is involved in a depredation they are already becoming
habituated. To arbitrarily pick one of them as the culprit does nothing to help the
program. Given the overpopulation problems you are having in breeding facilities there is
no excuse in trying to keep problem wolves on the ground. You have an adequate supply
of them to release that are not habituated livestock killers.
Improved lethal and non-lethal control techniques needs to be established to help
facilitate an improved program for wolf recovery.
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We would also request that a study be incorporated to social study the impact the
Mexican wolf recovery program has had to the children in the MWEPA. Given the recent
psychological testimonies of local children, lock downs of public schools and the current
erecting of bus cages to protect and give children a sense of protection from habituated
wolves, we think that this needs to be added to this process.
(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental
laws or requirements.
Has the USFWS consulted with any of the Native American Tribes within the MWEPA?
It is our understanding that the tribes (Navajo’s) have not had any interaction with
USFWS. Where is the consultation that is required by NEPA? Consultation with the
tribes need to take place including but not limited to; Navajo Nation (including Alamo,
Ramah, and Tohajiilee), Laguna Pueblo, Acoma Pueblo, Mescalero Apaches, Isleta
Pueblo, Zuni Pueblo, and I would include these because of their close proximity to
MWEPA; Sandia Pueblo, San Felipe Pueblo, Santa Ana Pueblo, Zia Pueblo, Jemez,
Cochiti Pueblo, Santo Domingo Pueblo, and Tesuque Pueblo.
The NMDGF is currently trying to manage their own little wolf program in NM. They
need to coordinate with the USFWS and quit doubling efforts and ideas that have already
been given before as well as during the scoping process (see NMDGF Concept
Statement). Many of these concepts are unacceptable to our producers and should not
even be given any consideration.

Finally, on April 18, 2007 in Silver City, New Mexico, Dr. Tuggle admitted that the
USFWS is understaffed and underfunded to properly manage the wolf reintroduction
program and when asked what recovery should look like, he admitted that he did not
know what recovery would look like only that it was his job to reintroduce wolves in the
southwest.
I submit that this is unacceptable. An issue which must be included in the consideration
of the rule change is whether or not the program is even feasible here in the southwest
given what we have learned to date. We are ten years into the program and somewhere
between $15,000,000 and $20,000,000 with only a fraction of the planned 100 wolves on
the ground. We are experiencing severe habituation of wolves causing extreme conflict
with people and communities resulting in great consternation between the agencies and
the impacted communities.
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the alternatives analysis is the
“heart” of the document. According to the courts, an agency must consider alternatives,
even if they are not within the agency’s jurisdiction or are not authorized by enabling
legislation. Thus, as required by such case law, one legal and reasonable option to this
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process should be the termination of the program. This must be a viable alternative to be
considered in the EIS.
Thank you for your time and the opportunity to provide input into the scoping process.
We look forward to your timely responses to our questions and suggestions.
Respectfully,

Joe Delk
cc:
Senator Pete V. Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Steve Pearce
Congresswoman Heather Wilson
Congressman Tom Udall
Governor Bill Richardson
Mr. Millsap,
Previous email contained an incomplete version - please find correct version attached.
Thank you,
David L. Goerndt
Home: (928) 333-5736
Cell: (928) 245-3575
P.O. Box 1514
Eagar, AZ 85925
dgoerndt@wmonline.com
(See attached file: Mex Wolf Nepa Comments DLG.doc)
P.O. Box 1514 • Eagar, Arizona 85925 • (928) 333-5736
December 29, 2007

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
RE: Possible Changes to Mexican the Wolf Recovery Program
Dear Mr. Brian Millsap,
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The following are my comments and concerns for proposed changes to the Mexican
Wolf Recovery Program.
First of all, I would like to comment on the scoping process that was conducted in
both Arizona and New Mexico November through December 2007. Having been
involved with the NEPA process for over 20 years, I was not impressed with the
public meetings that were held and were supposedly called “scoping meetings”. I
attended the meeting held in Alpine, Arizona and found it to be nothing more than a
Mexican wolf “open house”. Many of the people that I talked to at the meeting had
no idea of the purpose of this meeting, nor did they know what the issues were as
there was very little effort involved in explaining either during the meeting and
absolute no effort to clarify the issues prior to the commencement of these 12
"scoping" meetings. I am NEPA trained and have been involved, through my past
career, with the entire Federally mandated process having commented on and
written numerous documents on proposed actions for the Arizona Game and Fish
Department. The scoping meetings that you conducted seemed nothing more than
an attempt to say that you held the required meetings, while the content of the
meetings bordered on absurdity. At some of the meetings that were held, there were
various NGO’s with tables set up outside of the meeting area to actually explain to
the public what was going on and how to provide comments. Obviously, you have
met the minimum requirements for this portion of the process, but that is all you
have done - the minimum. Obviously, this is part of the "adaptive management"
function adopted for this project. Adaptive management seems to be nothing more
than a position whereby the agencies involved never make a decision and never take
responsibility for their mistakes or place blame on those involved in the project for
which they have no control over or support for.
As a retired Wildlife Manager for the Arizona Game and Fish Department stationed
in Springerville, AZ, I had been intimately involved in the on-the-ground portion of
the reintroduction effort since 1991. I have been involved in commenting on the
original scoping documents, assisting in the release the first pair of wolves into the
recovery area, hazing wolves, dealing with private landowners on wolf issues, and
(after retirement) volunteering with the Interagency Field Team.
The remainder of my comments will address the issues from the Federal Register.
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges
outside the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released
into the BRWRA or taken into captivity.
These stipulations should either be changed or removed to allow the establishment of
Mexican wolf home ranges outside of the BRWRA. Anyone in the field of wildlife
knows that wild populations of animals cannot be successfully contained within
arbitrarily established geo-political boundaries. This is even more of an issue with the
establishment of a viable population of top predators, such as Mexican wolves. The
recovery of this endangered species will not be successful if you are relying on these
animals to stay within your arbitrary boundaries. These animals are not the same as
Apache Trout (also a 10j species) which stay within the limits of an aquatic habitat and
wolves should not be treated as such. This is a critical issue that should have been
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changed/expanded several years ago - not waiting nearly 10 years down the road when
the population had been artificially restrained due to this arbitrary boundary.
(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from
captivity only into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA.
Again, these stipulations need to be changed. There should be no "primary" nor
"secondary" recovery areas. There should be only one recovery area. Since the FWS
caved in to the politics of not initially releasing wolves into New Mexico in the rush to
start this project (yes, I am aware that the reintroduction was first conceived in the 1980's
but you did not adequately asses the reintroduction to give it the highest chance for
success) you are now in the situation of not being able to put enough animals on the
ground to successfully achieve the genetic diversity or numbers needed for a successful
recovery. The notice in the Federal Register states that the current situation "results in a
misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely of ‘‘problem’’
animals that have been translocated to the secondary zone after management removal due
to livestock depredation events." I do not agree that this may be a misperception, as there
is truth to it - a wolf or pack that is doing well (not depredating or being a nuisance) is
not going to be selected for translocation as this would disrupt the pack dynamics and
potentially set the pack up to depredate in now unfamiliar surroundings. Consequently,
the only wolves that are translocated into New Mexico are those animals that have in fact
depredated and/or been a nuisance (or even "perceived" to be a nuisance by those who do
not want wolves "on them"). Therefore, the statement from the Federal Register is very
disingenuous.
(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the
White Sands Wolf Recovery Area.
Why is this even an issue? Do you actually waste your time on such absurdities? Having
lived in that part of New Mexico and having worked in a biological capacity on the
Armendaris Ranch (which borders the White Sands Missile Range) I am completely
familiar with the status of the prey base (i.e. large prey animals) in this region. Unless
you want the wolves to start utilizing introduced species (e.g. oryx) as a substitute for
indigenous prey species, the prey base is not adequate for the reestablishment of wolves
in this area. This would cause the wolves to utilize the most abundant prey items which
are domestic livestock and would exacerbate the situation that you are currently in with
wolf/cattle conflict.
(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ‘‘breeding pair,’’ ‘‘depredation
incident,’’ and ‘‘thresholds for permanent removal".
I cannot believe that you people have not come up with definitions for "breeding
pair", "depredation incident", and "thresholds for removal" after nearly 10 years
of wolves being on the ground! This should have been accomplished BEFORE you
released the first wolf. Attempting to do this at this time makes the general public
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think that you are a bunch of buffoons and thereby losing any credibility that you
may have had. Obviously, this section is another example of the "adaptive
management strategy". Let me help you, a "breeding pair" would be, by definition,
a male and female wolf that have bred and produced pups (whether the pups
survive or not is irrelevant - if the pups were killed by a vehicle, illegally poached, or
succumbed to disease, etc.). A "depredation incident" would be time related, that is,
a wolf killing livestock during a certain time period (a 24-hour period may be too
long) no matter how many animals it kills during that time frame. For example, if
wolf #XXX killed three calves on January 29, 2007, this would be considered one
depredation incident. Perhaps if the Adaptive Management Oversight Committee
would spend more time on the big issues instead figuring out 10 years later what
obvious definitions will be and debating such menial things as whether or not it is
appropriate to state that a Mexican wolf is approximately the same size as a
German shepherd (which is for comparison purposes only - or suppose you could
say a Mexican wolf is larger than a bread box?) as it might imply to people that
wolves are breeding with dogs, which they have, or that wolves are dogs - they are
however, in the very same family as dogs but have been genetically certified as pure
"Mexican gray wolves - you could have already clarified these definitions. Or
replacing all of the "Wolf Country" informational signs in the BRWRA because
some people resent the literal interpretation of these signs that the country belongs
to the wolves (suppose they have never seen the signs you are in Bear Country per
AGFD and USFS or Beef Country?).
As for the issue of requiring ranchers to remove livestock carcasses from Federal
Lands. Why do you need to create a new law when all you have to do is get the U.S.
Forest Service to enforce the laws that they already have? Have you ever heard of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR's)? Is there not a USFS representative on
AMOC? They already have a CFR pertaining to removal of private property (this
includes such things as abandoned cars, trash, and yes, even livestock) from USFS
administered lands. As livestock are private property, this rule applies - it just
needs to be enforced (as it is for the rest of the population of the United States who
recreate/hunt on these lands) for livestock operators as well. As a former Law
Enforcement Officer, I do not think that you need to come up with a new law,
especially one that I doubt you will enforce. Another avenue, and this is not
impossible, is to write "carcass removal" into the permittee's Annual Operating
Instructions (AOI). Once again, this would require adequate enforcement and
oversight, two areas where the USFS has a dismal track record.
In conclusion, I applaud you for finally opening up these issues for review.
However, I really cannot understand why they have not been broached previously
or even before the release of wolves. This has been the most haphazardly run
reintroduction effort that I have ever been involved in or aware of. AMOC has been
the most ineffectual group for a recovery effort that I have ever encountered. If
you, or the other agencies, are really committed to recovering Mexican wolves (in
which I have my doubts), then you should disband AMOC and replace them with a
real recovery team and an actual recovery plan to try to salvage this debacle.
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David L. Goerndt

Mr. Sloan:
I attended the scoping meeting in Albuquerque, Nov 30, 2007. I want to thank you for
the format of the meeting. I felt it was run professionally, with a great opportunity for
information gathering from many different angles. By giving the attendees a format with
which to provide input individually, I believe you will see ownership of the solution
within a greater population. I feel this is an ideal method with which to revise the
controversial 10(j) law.
It is obvious to all that there is a greatly polarized, adversarial relationship surrounding
the wolf recovery project. What I would suggest below are possible ways to decrease the
antipathy and show support for some of the concerns of the public. Please excuse my
lack of knowledge of terms.
Simplify the Law: I gathered at the meeting that there is a formidable layering of
regulations within the law which hobbles quick and clean efforts to manage. This effects
response time and ability to work with ranchers having a problem. So, I would suggest
thinning the bureaucracy and allowing problems to be dealt with simply, according to a
pre-set formula, by employees of different agencies. Yes, they would have to file reports,
but they wouldn’t have to jump through hoops to respond to and take care of a situation.
Protection/Aversion: I believe the public should be better educated about wolf
behavior, which would include information on how to cause and maintain fear of humans
and how to protect oneself. The public needs to be able to use stronger methods to
defend themselves. One should be able to hit a wolf with a rock or object, or carry some
sort of nonlethal weapon- sling-shot, pellet gun, etc. This would give residents a sense of
support and legalize what they might already be doing. I would suggest that the public
should be encouraged to carry a pepper spray, this in itself may cause a sense of safety.
Restructuring Incremental Goals: I also picked up from the meeting that goals at this
time are not clear and are cumbersome to work toward. I feel that a program with
increments, and clear goals at each level should be formulated. Each incremental level
would work toward moving into the next level once that goal is met. If all parties knew
exactly what was expected of them at every step of the process, knowing how each stage
would move along toward each definable goal, people could be able to deal with what is
expected of them. If an increment isn’t met, or isn’t working, the project would revert to
an earlier level, and a preset system would kick in to get the project back on track.
Support for Ranchers: Hopefully, with a new federal administration, more money will
be freed up for environmental issues. In that case, I’d like to see an ability to study how
much a rancher within the study area might lose to wolf predation, and a method to pay
them that 10-15% off the top, so they may feel supported and could be encouraged to use
it to help the recovery project and also protect their livelihood.
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I learned at this meeting that part of the frustration of the ranchers is having to attend
meetings, saying the same things and being told the same things. No wonder they would
want to sell their land to ranchette developers, which is the very thing the project doesn’t
need. If every step of the process was defined, and everyone knew the goal, I think you’d
find the simplification would help the public buy in.
Widen the Recovery Area: As far as the Mexican Wolf reintroduction, I am so sorry
that we are dealing with such a small area. The problems are almost pre-given due to the
limits. I read a few months ago about an idea to open wolf recovery to its original range
over Arizona and New Mexico.
I initially thought that would be impossible, but after this meeting, I’m thinking it would
be a good thing to aim for. If packs were introduced to BLM and other public lands,
small groups could have their individual territories and become sustainable over a wide
area. Yes, there would be interface and losses-- both to the wolves and the ranchers.
And yes, packs would be split and would have to reform, but that is not an unnatural
activity anyway.
I understand there is widespread distribution of wolves in the Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Michigan area. There are complaints in that area as there are here, but it seems that there
would be an understanding of their existence in some ways, as the population has been
there for some time.
Redefinition of Terms/Goals: Considering some other situations, I see problems in
definitions. I don’t know if the 10(j) law applies to other species, but there is obviously a
problem with the present grizzly situation. Residents believe it is time for grizzly
hunting, but they are told it isn’t clear whether the population is sustainable as yet. If the
population has and is still increasing, perhaps this could be considered as acceptable
sustainability. Also, there is concern about the wolves in the WI, MN, MI area becoming
hybridized. I would believe that this needs to be considered. If the population becomes
settled, can the good work of many biologists working toward genetic purity be turned
away from, as the wolves may choose to mate other close breeds.
I would just like to say that I support the wolf recovery efforts. I believe we should try to
rectify what damage we humans have done to this world. There will probably never be a
fully peaceful coexistence regarding the wolf in that we are working with predators and
the ancient and ongoing myths that surround them. But, though many parties would like
to deny it, we are working toward a natural state, and the human culture is now part of it.
Thank you for your consideration,
Betty Gendron
12120 Apache NE
Albuquerque, NM 87112
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"Levi and Missy
Klump"
<klumpranch@hughe
s.net>
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
cc
12/31/2007 02:28
PM
Subject
Scoping Comments

To

Dear Mr. Slown,
Please consider the attached letter to be my comments for the wolf scoping period.
Thank You,
Levi Klump(See attached file: wolf scoping.doc)
Levi Klump
726 Horse Camp Drive
Animas NM 88020
John Slown
State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
12-05-07
Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and SocioEconomic 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 Mr. Slown,
It is becoming clear that people who live in wolf inhabited areas, especially those who have been subjected
to habituated Mexican wolves have become fearful for their safety and the safety of their children. Even
though it is said that the threat of wolves to human safety is low it has become a big issue to those who
have experienced wolf presence. One of the major changes that should be considered in the Scoping
process is to add Human Safety provisions in any new rule. For instance, wolves exhibiting fearless
behavior or those becoming habituated to humans and posing a non-immediate but demonstrable threat to
human safety should be harassed or humanely dispatched by the USFWS, other federal land management
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provisions for a federal take permit, for local county law enforcement personnel, to allow them to lethally
take a wolf to enable immediate protection of human safety. Wolves that are a “demonstrable but nonimmediate threat to human life or safety” should be removed by FWS, other federal land management
agencies, state or tribal conservation agencies, or designated agents of any of these agencies. This should
include provisions, including a federal take permit, for county agency, law enforcement personnel, to
enable them to non lethally take a wolf to curtail the necessity for a human safety related lethal removal in
the future. These provisions can be found in the Minnesota wolf plan
Livestock depredations should be counted as individual kills, one per cow or calf. The 24 hour regulation
should be done away with. Any wolf involved or suspected to have been involved in the depredation
should receive a strike. The regulation governing the number of strikes assigned to a wolf should stay the
same. To increase the strikes to more than 3 per year is unfair and creates an undue burden on livestock
producers.
Removal of carcasses is an undue burden to most livestock producers. It is punitive and serves no scientific
purpose and should not be considered a valid scoping issue.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Levi Klump
726 Horse Camp Drive
Animas, NM 88020
klumpranch@hughes.net
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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 Catron County Commission’s Scoping Comments Regarding the
Mexican Gray Wolf Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Rule
Change
Dear Sir:
The Catron County Commission 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 comments are based on several major areas of
concern, which include but are not limited to the following:
 Impacts on the safety, health and welfare of our families and particularly our
children. Catron County has investigated and confirmed direct wolf-human conflicts and
habituated wolf sightings near children and families (see exhibit D). These have caused
significant safety concerns for parents, schools, and community leaders.
 Impacts on Economic stability, particularly in the livestock industry which represents
the county’s largest business sector. For example, Catron County livestock producers
have lost cattle, horses, etc. valued at $500,000 dollars (see exhibit C).
 Fiscal impacts on the Federal government. The Mexican Wolf program has cost
Federal agencies at least $14 million dollars to date. An expansion of direct release areas
and a generally broader geographical management area could drive that cost up
exponentially.
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 Fiscal impacts on Catron County government. As a protection measure to citizens, we
have been forced to implement our own wolf management program, the cost for which has
consumed a significant percentage of our total General Fund budget.
 Ecological impacts on Forest indicator species. It is suspected that Mexican wolf packs
have impacted elk and deer populations in our area; study of actual ungulate population
numbers is imperative. As these ungulates are major indicator species of forest health;
initial indications of a lowering of population may constitute an indication that the natural
system is out of balance. Additionally, adequate numbers of wild ungulates provides an
important mechanism for keeping fine fire fuels in check, reducing the potential for
catastrophic fire ignition.
 Impacts on intergovernmental relations. The failure of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) to coordinate scoping and rule change activities with the Catron County
Government worsens already strained relations created by the agency’s failure to establish
true management coordination. Given that the Catron County government and its residents
have extensive direct experience with and are clearly impacted on a daily basis by both
wild and habituated Mexican wolves, failure to utilize them as cooperators renders the
intergovernmental adaptive management program meaningless. The burden of this
failure is borne by the people and animals (wolves, livestock, pets, ungulate wildlife) of
Catron County and adjacent areas.
 Conflicts with or failure to address Catron County plans and ordinances. On April
18, 2007, Catron County adopted Amended Ordinance 001-2007 (attached) that governs
Mexican Wolf Management within our boundaries. This ordinance, in our view, is not
respected or reflected in current federal Mexican wolf management plans or rules.
In addition, we adopted Catron County Ordinance 002-93: An Ordinance Revising The
Catron County Environmental Planning & Review Process & Repealing Ordinance No.
006-92, which requires cooperation and consultation with Catron County Government and
calls for mitigation of adverse impacts. This ordinance, in our view, is not being fully
complied with.
Finally, the Catron County Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 1992, clearly outlines quality
of life, endangered species, and wildife issues that FWS must consider in its own plan and
program development. These are not reflected in the current NEP final rule or the
action/mitigation measures of its accompanying Environmental Impact Statement.
 Impacts on social stability. The mere presence of Mexican wolves (a non-essential
experimental population), the harassment of people, pets and livestock by Mexican
wolves, and the confirmed cases of injury to pets and livestock has severely impacted the
social stability of Catron County communities, neighborhoods, and residents. Recent
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studies (J. Thal, PhD, J Martin, MD - see Exhibit B), point to the following adverse
effects: Insomnia, bed wetting, nightmares, chronic fear, clinical depression, borderline
personality disorder, Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). Program expansion through
changes to the NEP final rule would, in the view of the Catron County Government,
increase these impacts.
 Impacts on civil rights. According to an Initial Assessment Report (IAR) prepared by
Catron County in 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service failed to follow due process:
“The USFWS and the Mexican Wolf Adaptive Management Oversight Committee’s early
notice public policy was not honored by the USFWS or the interagency field team. Those
interviewed stated that agency staff often identify wolf locations that are old, inaccurate,
or both.”
The issue of agency due process compliance continues to be a problem expressed by those
negatively effect by wolves; the issues include early notice, destruction of personal
property, and not following AMOC rules. Because of these reoccurring problems, as part
of the EIS, FWS should conduct a Civil Rights Impact Analysis, pursuant to US
Department of Interior civil rights impact directive, utilizing the USDA, US Forest
Service Civil Rights Impact Analysis methodology.
 Impacts on Environmental Justice. The above-referenced IAR (2007) notes a failure of
FWS to comply with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice requirements,
inasmuch as FWS has not assessed the effects of this federal program on protected classes
(ranching operations owned or operated by women and minorities).
 Impacts on Property Rights. A summary of these impacts is outlined in Exhibit C, and
includes loss of livestock, domestic pets, and other personal property, loss of real
property, and failure to provide fair compensation.
 Impacts on Custom and Culture. The custom and culture of Catron County has been
severely damaged by the Mexican Wolf program. Expansion of the program through
changes to the NEP final rule would increase the negative impact. These impacts include
but are not limited to: loss or curtailment of ranching operations, family activities and
gatherings on private property, hunting opportunities, wildlife viewing (particularly deer
and elk), and outdoor activities (hiking, dispersed camping, etc.).
To address these areas of concern, we strongly urge you to consider and act on the following:
1. Each of these issue areas reflect significant and direct adverse impacts as a result of the
NEP rule, proposed rule changes, and implementation of agency actions. The
consequential costs of identified impacts expose AMOC members and lead agencies such
as FWS to legal and insurance liabilities. Therefore, we strongly recommend that these
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costs be included in the Environmental Impact Statement and Socioeconomic Assessment
for the proposed NEP Final Rule change. Further, we urge, pursuant to 40 CFR Parts
1500-1508 and Catron County Ordinance 006-92, that you work with us to identify and
implement mitigation measures. Further, our IAR (see exhibit C) has identified
mitigation issues that we ask you to include and analyze in the EIS, pursuant to 40 CFR
Part 1506.
2. Due to the social costs of the Program, it is imperative that the Environmental Impact
Statement be conducted at a scale and rigor that provides full disclosure to the public
about the rate and magnitude of social, economic, cultural and distributional impacts.
Refer to Exhibit A, section A, which highlights the socioeconomic factors that should be
analyzed, along with the Environmental Justice, Takings Implications Assessment and
Fair Compensation factors that should be addressed.
3. The Catron County Commission position is that the biological, economic and social
carrying capacities to support Mexican wolf populations have been far exceeded.
Therefore, future wolf releases should not occur in Catron County, and existing
populations should be removed to allow communities and natural ecological systems (e.g.
prey species populations in wilderness areas) to come back into balance, beginning with
problem and/or habituated wolves.
4. The EIS that accompanied the current NEP final rule failed to conduct adequate impact
assessments on the human environment or involve the County, pursuant to 40 CFR
1506.2 as a cooperating local government agency.
The purpose of involving other government entities (Catron County) is to reduce
duplication of effort and gain “local” expertise for a more comprehensive assessment and
full disclosure of environmental affects. Therefore, we formally request that you address
these shortcomings by involving Catron County in the preparation of the EIS as a
cooperating agency, pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.2. Further, we request your compliance
with the process outlined in the August 7, 2007 Federal Register Notice (Volume 72,
Number 1511, pp. 44065-44069) and commence coordination with Catron County as an
affected local government partner.
The remainder of our comments and supporting exhibits, which are hereby incorporated as part
of the above comments, are attached. These attachments more specifically address the issues
related to the proposed rule changes that affect Catron County and its residents.
On behalf of the Catron County Commission, we urge your consideration and prompt attention
to these comments for the relief of our rural communities, businesses and families.
Sincerely,
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Ed Wehrheim, Chairman
Catron County Commission

Dear Mr. Slown:
Please find attached the Mesilla Valley Audubon Society's comments on the reevaluation of the 10j rule concerning
the restoration of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area population of Mexican Gray Wolf.
If you have any questions please contact me at 575-526-9380 or btafanel@zianet.com
Sincerely,
Robert Tafanelli
3881 Westveiw Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88007(See attached file: MVAS wolf reintroduction
comments.doc)

PO Box 1645
Las Cruces, NM 88004

31 December 2007

John Slown
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr. Slown:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Mexican Wolf Restoration Program. These
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comments are submitted on behalf of the Mesilla Valley Audubon Society (MVAS) in Las
Cruces, NM.
Mesilla Valley Audubon Society and its 325 members have long been strong advocates of
healthy habitats for birds and its proper management. Since wolves are such an essential part of
healthy bird habitat we submit the following comments.
The Mexican Wolf Restoration Program launched in the late 1990's was a great idea to help reestablish balance in that ecosystem. However, the progress of the program over the past 10 years
has been less than satisfactory. The first few years proceeded on schedule but after the 5 year
review by the Mexican Wolf Adaptive Management Committee (AMOC) and their
recommendations, the program went into decline. Some of these recommendations were
obviously counter-productive to the goal of re-establishing the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
(BRWRA) population of the Mexican Gray Wolf in that environment.
In order to get this program back on track we believe that it is necessary that the USFWS make
serious modifications to the 10j rule now in place by including a “Conservation Alternative” as
set forth by The Rewilding Institute. The Mesilla Valley Audubon Society feels that this
Conservation Alternative must include at least the following provisions or exceptions.
1. Reclassification of the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves as either endangered in
their own right, and thus fully protected under the ESA separately and distinctly from Canis
lupus, or as "experimental, essential" under Section 10(j) of the ESA.
2. A primary overriding goal of achieving the current, but partial, recovery objective of
establishing a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves within the
current geographic scope of the BRWRA (exclusive of the FAIR and any other permissive
expansions), with no upper limit on the future number of Mexican wolves within the BRWRA or
any larger geographic area.
3. No restrictions on the movements, dispersal, or establishment of territories by Mexican
wolves outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.
4. If reclassified as "experimental, essential," an absolute limitation on taking of Mexican
wolves from all causes (legal, illegal, and agency management actions)-except for the immediate
defense of humans-such that the BRWRA population increases annually by at least 15%
numerically and by at least 2 breeding pairs (per the existing Federal Register definition of
breeding pairs) based on the official end-of-year population count until the 100+ wolf objective
has been met. Provisions should be included to allow and require the USFWS to immediately
reduce authorized take for all subsequent years following years when this conservation goal has
not been met.
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5. A provision for maximizing the genetic integrity of the BRWRA population.
6. A provision defining livestock carcasses as attractants, and requiring their removal or
rendering inedible as a prior condition for any removal or translocation of a Mexican wolf to
resolve livestock-wolf conflicts in the vicinity of livestock carcasses.
7. A provision calling on the Forest Service to execute its ESA § 7(a)(1) duties for the Mexican
gray wolf by adopting and implementing conservation programs or policies that serve to better
avoid wolf-livestock conflicts, and thus promote the conservation and recovery of the BRWRA
population.
8. No provisions that would preclude or impede any conceivable proposal or action to achieve
future recovery goals/objectives in any geographic area outside the current boundaries of the
BRWRA. This specifically includes a prohibition on any expansion of the existing geographic
scope of the experimental population area.
9. A requirement for the USFWS to complete recovery planning for the Mexican gray wolf as
expeditiously as possible if such a plan has not been approved and implemented prior to
promulgation of a revised "experimental, essential" population rule or reclassification of the
BRWRA population as endangered with full ESA protection.
10. A provision that would allow future recovery objectives to override any provisions in a
revised rule authorizing the take of Mexican wolves (other than for the immediate defense of
humans) both within and outside the BRWRA, but within the experimental population area. This
would require the granting of discretionary authority to the USFWS to reduce (but not increase)
authorized take prescribed in a revised rule to accomplish future recovery objectives.
The Mesilla Valley Audubon Society again thanks you for this opportunity to comment on this
most important decision concerning the future of the Mexican Gray Wolf.
Sincerely,
Robert Tafanelli
Conservation Chair
Mesilla Valley Audubon Society
3881 Westview Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88007
David Griffin
Wildlife Biologist
Mesilla Valley Audubon Society (Board Member)
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Alan Krueger
President
Mesilla Valley Audubon Society

December 21, 2007
Attn; Brian Millsap, New Mexico State Administrator, U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Re; Mexican Wolf
Mr. Millsap;
Around ten years have passed since the Mexican Wolf reintroduction program put
real Wolves back into their traditional habitat. Despite all the hand wringing and
doom saying from the cattle industry, the sky has not fallen. However, neither has
the Mexican Wolf fully been reintroduced. I am not alone when I express my
dissatisfaction with the reintroduction program to date.
I understand that the cattle industry is opposed to the return of the Mexican Wolf.
Their attitude is perplexing. The majority of the livestock grown in SW New
Mexico is done on public land, and it is my understanding that managing land for
resource and wildlife health means more than simply managing for cattle. Surely,
they must realize that theirs is but one interest on our public lands.
I will refrain from pointing out resource damage inflicted by widespread cattle
grazing. I won’t go into the conflict the cattle industry continues to have with
wildlife in general, be it the Elk population, or the Mexican Wolf. I won’t delve
into the issue of disinformation, misinformation, and hysteria circulated by certain
people who oppose returning public land to a healthy and diverse biological area. I
will point out that the method presently being employed to reintroduce the
Mexican Wolf has NOT lead to the establishment of a healthy, self-maintaining
Wolf population.
Going back a decade, the majority of New Mexicans supported the full return of
the Mexican Wolf. Today, the majority of New Mexicans continue to support the
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return of our Wolf on our Public land. Therefore, it is of critical importance to
allow the Mexican Wolf to expand its population into habitat beyond the artificial
boundaries of the so-called Wolf Recovery Area. Wolves naturally seek new
habitat, new territory, and continue to form new packs. It is vital for the long term
survival of the Wolf that they be given the latitude to behave like Wolves.
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Widespread cattle grazing has many documented deleterious effects on
surface water, stream banks, forage, and grasslands. The industry supporting
this impact acts as if it has no responsibility toward the land, or towards
wildlife, or the greater public interest. The Gila, and the Blue Range, are not
the private holdings for a spoiled and subsidized industry, they are one of a
very few large areas left where contiguous habitat can support large
predators, and where the Wolf should be, and must be allowed to thrive.
The practice of protecting the cattle industry at all costs has led to an
incomplete, and unsatisfactory recovery. Killing/removing any Wolf that
eats livestock three times is as preposterous as killing/removing any cow that
tramples beaver dams three times. The cattle industry must be prepared to
accept losses to predation, as it must accept losses from disease, starvation,
calving complications, accident, or cows going feral. Stop the trapping,
removal, or legalized killing of Wolves.
The legalized hunting/trapping of Wolves sets a dangerous precedent for
poaching Wolves, and by extension, any endangered species. It is placing a
huge obstacle in the path of Mexican Wolf recovery to use killing, trapping,
and removal against this endangered species.
In conclusion, several facts bear repeating: First, the Wolf must be allowed
to expand its range beyond the artificial boundaries of the Wolf Recovery
Area. Second, the persecution of the Wolf must stop. No more killing or
relocations of the Mexican Wolf. Finally, Fish and Wildlife must work
toward the establishment of a healthy, vibrant Mexican Wolf population.
Sincerely;
Michael Kadisak, Chairman, Jemez Mountain Conservation.
Attached are my scoping comments on the 199810j Final Rule
Thanks,
Oscar Simpson
3320 12th ST NW
ALB. NM 87107
505-345-0117

Oscar Simpson
3320 12th ST NW
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505-345-0117(See attached file: 12 31 07 OAS SCOPING COMMENTS.doc)

December 31, 2007
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Attn: Wolf Program,
New Mexico Ecological Service Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Comments sent via e-mail
In reference to the scoping process or development of a proposed rule amending the
1998 10j Final Rule, I am submitting scoping comments pursuant to Federal
Register Vol. 72, No. 151, pages 44065-44069; Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; 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”.
As a sportsmen and conservationists, I support and submit the following comments.
Oscar Simpson
3320 12th ST NW
Alb. NM 87107
505-345-0117
E-mail: oscarsimpson3@yahoo.com

The Rewilding Institute
POB 13768, Albuquerque, NM 87192 * TRI@rewilding.org /
www.rewilding.org
December, 2007
John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
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Re: Scoping Comments pursuant to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 4406544069: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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 Mr. Slown:
The Rewilding Institute (TRI) welcomes the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the
above referenced proposal to revise the ESA section 10(j) rule that established and governs the
management of the nonessential experimental population of Mexican wolves in the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area. TRI is a conservation think tank dedicated to the restoration and

conservation of biological diversity, ecological processes, and biological evolution at
effective landscape and continental scales. We recognize the essential role of large
carnivores in regulating ecosystems, promoting biological diversity, and maintaining
ecosystem health; we support Mexican wolf restoration at ecologically effective
population densities and distributions.
These comments have been endorsed by prominent scientists and conservation
organizations listed below.
Introduction
The Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus baileyi), a recognized subspecies of the gray wolf
(Canis lupus) (Young and Goldman 1944; Garcia-Moreno et al. 1996; Nowak 1995), was
first listed as an endangered subspecies under provisions of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq., in 1976. See 41 Fed. Reg. 17736. In 1978, pursuant to
Section 4 of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1533, the gray wolf species was listed as endangered
in North America south of Canada, except in Minnesota where it was listed as threatened.
See 43 Fed. Reg. 9607. The 1978 listing rule remains in effect today; and, in it, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) “offer[s] the firmest assurance that it will continue to
recognize valid biological subspecies for purposes of its research and conservation
programs.” As firm evidence of this commitment, the USFWS developed and approved a
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan in 1982; and, in 1998, pursuant to Section 10(j) of the ESA,
16 U.S.C. §1539(j), authorized the establishment of an “experimental, non-essential”
(ENE) population of the “Mexican gray wolf” in Arizona and New Mexico. See 63 Fed.
Reg. 1752. Establishment of a population of Mexican gray wolves in the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) was initiated in 1998 and continues to this day.
We take issue with the taxonomic nomenclature used in the title of the document
currently under review (72 Fed. Reg. 44065). The current population of wolves extant in
Arizona and New Mexico is a population of the Mexican gray wolf subspecies of the
gray wolf. See 63 Fed. Reg. 1752. Thus, the title of this document should be changed to
the “Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Gray Wolf in Arizona and New Mexico.” The USFWS
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cannot arbitrarily change the taxonomic basis of the current final rule (63 Fed. Reg. 1752)
that is under consideration for amendment.
Authorized “Take” of Mexican Wolves under the Existing Rule
Due to the ENE status of the Mexican gray wolf, USFWS has altered the “take”
prohibitions found in Section 9 of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1), as they apply to this
subspecies. These modifications to the take prohibitions are set forth in the Section 10(j)
rule, 50 C.F.R. § 17.84(k) for the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves. This rule
has very few absolute provisions that provide immediate, non-discretionary authorization
for taking (i.e., killing, harming, harassing, or permanently removing) Mexican wolves
from the established ENE population in the BRWRA. Specifically, these are:
Section (k)(3)(i): Unavoidable and unintentional take pursuant to an otherwise legal
activity anywhere within the experimental population area.
Section (k)(3)(ii): Opportunistic, noninjurious harassment of Mexican wolves within 500
yards of people, buildings, facilities, pets, and livestock anywhere within the
experimental population area.
Section (k)(3)(iii): Unavoidable or unintentional take resulting from an action authorized
by a federal agency anywhere within the experimental population area, provided such
agencies are otherwise in compliance with sections 7(a)(1&4) of the ESA.
Section (k)(3)(v and vi): Take by livestock owners or their agents of any wolf actually
“engaged in the act of killing, wounding, or biting livestock” on private and tribal
reservation land.
Section (k)(3)(viii): Take of Mexican wolves by livestock guarding dogs when used in
the traditional manner to protect livestock anywhere within the experimental population
area.
Section (k)(3)(x): Take of any suspected wolf hybrid or feral dog by the USFWS or its
authorized agent anywhere within the experimental population area.
Section (k)(3)(xii): Take of Mexican wolves in self defense or defense of the lives of
other humans anywhere.
Section (k)(9)(iii); Section (k)(10); Section (k)(11): Take by the USFWS or its
authorized agent of Mexican wolves found outside the BRWRA.
We are aware of only one Mexican wolf that has been lethally taken by a private person
in a manner interpreted to be legal under these non-discretionary take provisions; he was
killed in alleged self defense and reported as required by the rule. Ten additional wolves
have been killed by vehicle strikes but not reported. Had they been reported, these
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takings would have been legal under the rule. Thus, these provisions have caused only
11 wolves to be removed from the wild BRWRA population by non-governmental
persons in the nearly 10-year history of its existence. Many additional Mexican wolves
have died or have been seriously injured as a result of authorized agency capture or lethal
take efforts under 50 C.F.R. § 17.84(k)(3)(iii), (k)(9)(iii), (k)(10), and (k)(11). The
adverse effects of wolf removals by the agencies are addressed below.
We request that take provisions currently authorized by Section 17.84(k)(9)(iii), (k)(10),
and (k)(11) be eliminated from any revised rule for reasons set forth later in these
comments. Furthermore, we request that any revised rule not directly authorize take in
excess of that allowed by the other sections listed above.
The current rule authorizes the USFWS to prescribe additional circumstances for taking
Mexican wolves within a USFWS-approved “management plan, special management
measure, or permit.” 50 C.F.R. § 17.84(k)(3)(ix). This discretionary authority to
prescribe additional take was included in the rule to give the USFWS and its cooperators
added “management flexibility” to mitigate conflicts that might occur following the
return of Mexican wolves to the BRWRA. A number of such approved measures termed
“Standard Operating Procedures” (SOPs) are currently in effect.
ESA § 10(j)(2)(A) authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to release experimental
populations of endangered and threatened species only “if the Secretary determines that
such release will further the conservation of such species.” The ESA further defines
“conservation” as “the use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring
any endangered species … to a point at which the measures provided pursuant to this Act
are no longer necessary,” or in other words, to a point at which the species has been
recovered and thus removed from the ESA list of endangered and threatened species. 16
U.S.C. § 1532(3). Importantly, the ESA’s definition of “species” includes any
subspecies. Id., at § 1532(16).
Section 17.84(k)(2) of the current rule presents a “finding” that the reintroduction
authorized by the rule will “further the conservation of the Mexican wolf subspecies and
the gray wolf species.” This finding followed a determination that the provisions of the
rule were sufficiently protective to ensure progress toward eventual recovery of the
Mexican wolf.
Page 2-16 of the Final EIS clarifies that the USFWS will use the “greatest degree of
management flexibility” granted through discretionary rule provisions to mitigate
potential impacts of the BRWRA Mexican wolf reintroduction project to achieve “the
least impact on private activity consistent with wolf recovery” (emphasis added).
Thus, the ESA and the documents authorizing the establishment of an ENE population of
Mexican gray wolves within the BRWRA clearly require that authorized take of Mexican
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wolves from the BRWRA population shall not preclude progress toward recovery of the
subspecies.
BRWRA Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project Objective
The primary objective of the BRWRA reintroduction project is to establish a viable, selfsustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves in the wild. This objective is
set forth in the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and is consistent with the
1982 Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery Plan, 1998 Record of Decision and Final Rule. At
page 2-5, the EIS further establishes the chronological objective of achieving the 100wolf population level by “about the year 2005.” Because the reintroduction project
commenced one year later than planned, this goal becomes effectively “about the year
2006.” The population growth model in the EIS also predicted that a population of 102
wolves (achieved at the end of 2006) would include 18 breeding pairs. The established
timeline has run its course, and we now have the opportunity to assess progress toward
the established reintroduction objective using actual results. There are three key
components to the reintroduction objective—numerical (100+ wolves); viability; and
self-sustainability.
Analysis of Progress Toward Recovery under Existing Rule
Numerical Population Objective. In its 2006 Annual Report (the most recent program
assessment), the USFWS estimated the wild population at 59 wolves with 7 breeding
pairs. The chart below compares actual versus predicted growth for the BRWRA
Mexican wolf population.
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According to project data, the population has grown by only an estimated 4 wolves in the
past three years and is currently 41% short of the minimum objective of “at least 100
wolves.” The actual number of breeding pairs lags the expected number by 11 breeding
pairs (7 vs. 18).
To date in 2007, 23 Mexican wolves have gone missing, been killed, or been removed
from the wild population. Fifteen of these removals were ordered by USFWS and
conducted by the Interagency Field Team; the removal of the four remaining members of
the Aspen pack was ordered by the USFWS on November 28. Thirteen pups have been
observed among five packs. When next the official count is made in January 2008, a
population decline in both wolf numbers and breeding pairs appears likely.
According to the existing rule a “breeding pair” is defined as “an adult male and an adult
female wolf that have produced at least two pups during the previous breeding season
that survived until December 31 of the year of their birth.” Data presented in monthly
project reports suggest that the number of breeding pairs at the end of 2007 will likely be
somewhere in the range of 4 to 7. The management objective for 2007 as stated in the
2006 Annual Report is to increase the population by 10% (~6 wolves) or increase the
number of breeding pairs by one breeding pair (from 7 to 8). Monthly project updates
through September give us reason to speculate that neither of these objectives will be
met.
Clearly, the USFWS has failed to meet the numerical objective of at least 100 wolves by
about the end of 2006, and there is no evidence to suggest that the current population is
on a growth trajectory to reach that goal in the foreseeable future.
Population Viability. Since numerical population objectives for full recovery of the
Mexican gray wolf have not been established for lack of a revised recovery plan, this
analysis will be limited to the genetic viability of the existing wild population in the
BRWRA. All Mexican wolves derive from one or more of three certified pure lineages
of Mexican wolves—McBride, Ghost Ranch, and Aragon—each of which is individually
inbred. A recent analysis by Fredrickson et al. (2007) concludes that cross-lineage
wolves (those with ancestry from two or more lineages) exhibited superior fitness
compared to single-lineage Mexican wolves, especially McBride wolves which they
describe as having “low fitness” in the wild. Of wolves with known ancestry in the
BRWRA population, more are of pure McBride lineage than of any other lineage.
Fredrickson et al. (2007) found that “in the wild population, 52% more pups were
observed among packs producing cross-lineage pups than those producing pure McBride
lineage pups.”
Each of the three lineages has “substantial numbers” of unique alleles (gene forms) which
create “large heterotic effects” (improved fitness in offspring of cross-linage matings).
According to Fredrickson and colleagues, proper genetic management of the wild
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BRWRA population of Mexican wolves through carefully planned mixing of genes from
the three lineages can result in a “genetic rescue” of the wild population.
A genetically rescued population of Mexican wolves would have increased reproductive
success and survival, greater overall genetic diversity, and an increased capability to
evolve and adapt to their natural environment through the process of natural selection.
Such increased evolutionary potential is termed “genetic restoration” and Fredrickson et
al. conclude that Mexican wolves have the genetic potential to “establish vigorous wild
populations.”
The USFWS and its cooperators have promulgated no formal management procedures or
guidelines for improving or maximizing the genetic integrity and viability of the
BRWRA population of Mexican wolves. In fact, management actions to date have been
antithetical to genetic fitness. SOP 13, which sets criteria for removing wolves that
engage in livestock depredation, does not consider the genetic value or reproductive
status of wolves targeted for lethal control or permanent removal. The most egregious
example of this “tunnel vision” management was the killing of Saddle Pack alpha male
AM574 who was a genetically irreplaceable McBride x Aragon lineage Mexican wolf
considered to be the sixth most genetically valuable Mexican wolf in the combined wild
and captive population of over 350 wolves (see e-mail memorandum from Colleen
Buchanan to Susan MacMullin dated 4/06/2004 at 2:06 PM).
This is not the only incident where genetic considerations were ignored. In fact, in late
October, 2007, the USFWS ordered the removal of two more genetically valuable wolves
from the Aspen pack (a bi-lineage alpha male and a tri-lineage adult female), leaving the
bi-lineage alpha female to raise her litter of genetically valuable pups. And now the
remaining Aspen Pack wolves have been ordered to be removed.
We are aware of no example of a management decision to allow a genetically important
Mexican wolf to remain in the wild when current procedures otherwise call for its lethal
control or permanent removal. Even if genetically important pups are left in the wild, the
removal of one or more of their parents, adult pack members, or yearling pack members
will diminish their probability of survival.
Population Self-Sustainability. A “self-sustainable” population is a population that
perpetuates its continued existence through successful reproduction and survival such that
new recruits to the population equal or exceed losses from various sources of mortality or
permanent removal by wolf managers. This objective applies to the BRWRA population
of Mexican wolves after it reaches the 100+ wolf population objective. Until then,
recruitment to the population must exceed mortality plus permanent removals to achieve
incremental population growth.
The population growth model used in the EIS to predict a plausible population growth
scenario and establish a reasonable timeline for achieving the 100+ wolf objective
included an assumption that releases of new wolves would no longer be necessary after
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the year 2002. The EIS predicted that about 66 wolves would be released from 1998
through 2002 and that natural reproduction and survival in the wild would continue to
grow the population until the objective was met. In actual practice, 99 captive Mexican
wolves have been released from 1998 through 2006.
Parsons and Ossorio (2007) conducted an analysis of project data through 2006 entitled:
Mexican Wolf Reintroduction: Put and Take Wolf Recovery? The purpose of this
analysis was to examine the effect of management control on population growth and the
extent to which continued wolf releases might be masking these effects. We presented
our results at the 2007 North American Wolf Conference (oral presentation) and at the
2007 annual meeting of the American Society of Mammalogists (poster presentation).
As part of this analysis, we followed the known fates of wolves released after 2002 and
the fates of their known wild-born offspring and excluded these wolves from the
population. The chart below shows how the wild population might have fared absent
these continued releases.

We showed that, absent continued releases, the population would have peaked at an
estimated 50 wolves at the end of 2003 and declined to an estimated 45 wolves at the end
of 2006. We concluded that the agency-reported population increase of an estimated 17
wolves over the past 4 years was mostly “release subsidized,” and that mortality plus
permanent removals had exceeded natural recruitment. Permanent removal of Mexican
wolves by agency managers has the same effect on the wild population as mortalities
from all causes (legal or illegal), including lethal control of wolves by the managing
agencies.
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The following chart shows the sources of mortality of wild Mexican wolves over the past
4 years.

Management removals accounted for 52% of all documented mortality and permanent
removals over the past 4 years; and illegal killing accounted for an additional 21%.
Agency managers have little or no control over the other causes; and all causes except
management removals have declined or remained low over the past 4 years (see chart
below). Management removals have increased dramatically over the past two years,
coinciding with implementation of SOP 13.
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In 2006, nearly 90% of all management removals and lethal control were in response to
livestock depredation and were carried out under the terms of SOP 13. Parsons and
Ossorio (2007) concluded that the wild population of Mexican wolves was “take
limited,” due primarily to excessive permanent removals and lethal control by the
agencies. Most of this take is pursuant to SOP 13. It is important to note that SOP 13 is
a discretionary management measure, which is allowed but not mandated by the existing
rule.
We conclude that the wild BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves is not selfsustainable under current implementation of the existing rule.
Rule Revision Recommendations. The USFWS has demonstrated that it cannot be
trusted with the level of discretionary management authority granted by the current rule.
Having failed to meet all three components of the established reintroduction objective—a
viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves in the BRWRA by
about the year 2006—the USFWS has clearly failed to achieve the “conservation”
mandate of ESA § 10(j)(2)(A). By logical extension, the USFWS is now in ongoing
violation of the ESA.
To bring the USFWS back into compliance with federal law, any revision to the rule must
contain absolute requirements for demonstrated forward progress toward meeting the
reintroduction objective. We consider a minimum standard for such progress to be an
average population increase of at least 15% per year and an annual increase of at least
two breeding pairs. This is well within the reproductive capacity of Mexican gray
wolves, especially if properly managed, and would cause the reintroduction objective to
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be reached in four more years. (Note: This could also be accomplished under provisions
of the existing rule.)
Any revision to the rule must contain absolute requirements for achieving a high standard
of genetic viability in the reintroduced population. This standard should be established
by recognized experts on Mexican wolf genetics in consultation with the Mexican Wolf
Species Survival Plan committee of the Association of Zoos and Aquariums. This body
actively manages the genetic and demographic integrity of the captive population of
Mexican wolves and makes recommendations for release candidates.
Any revision to the rule must contain absolute thresholds for self-sustainability of the
wild population through natural reproduction and survival in the wild that cannot be
overridden by discretionary management measures (such as is currently the case with
SOP 13) or masked by supplemental releases.
Three-Year Review Recommendations
In 2001, a mandatory 3-year review of the project was conducted by a panel of nonagency wolf experts led by internationally recognized wolf ecologist Dr. Paul Paquet
(Paquet et al. 2001). Crucial findings from the technical component of the 3-year review
include the following:
•
•
•

•

•
•

Frequent recaptures and re-releases may be interfering with pack formation and
establishment and maintenance of home ranges.
Survival and recruitment rates are far too low to ensure population growth and
persistence. Without dramatic improvement in these vital rates, the population
will fall short of predictions for upcoming years—a prediction that has come true..
Livestock are omnipresent in the BRWRA and interactions with wolves are
unavoidable. Livestock producers using public lands can make a substantive
contribution to reducing conflicts with wolves through improved husbandry and
better management of carcasses.
The small size of the primary recovery zone and the restriction of wolves to the
small BRWRA are hindering recovery of a self-sustaining and viable population
of Mexican wolves. Dispersal of wolves outside the recovery area boundaries is
required if the regional population is to be viable.
Individual wolves have shown some indication of dispersing outside the recovery
area. This is to be expected and required if the regional population is to be viable.
Adaptive management is the appropriate operational paradigm. Many wildlife
restoration projects are unsuccessful because of a failure to accommodate new
information. (In other words, the failure to appropriately apply an adaptive
management process.)

Rule Revision Recommendations. Based on the findings of the three-year review we
make the following requests:
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Revise the rule to include authority to conduct initial releases of captive wolves anywhere
within the BRWRA. This authority will be critical to managing the future genetic and
demographic integrity of the wild population.
Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. Such restrictions are potential
impediments to yet to be defined recovery goals and necessary conservation actions.
Occupation of areas beyond the BRWRA will be required to achieve full recovery of
Mexican wolves. Natural dispersal may be the most effective means of establishing
Mexican wolves in new areas and will be critical for wolf movements among core
populations. Such movements will be essential to the maintenance of viability within a
recovered metapopulation of Mexican wolves. No other gray wolf recovery program has
such restrictions on wolf movements.
Require livestock operators on public land to remove, bury, or render inedible carcasses
of dead livestock to reduce the likelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on
livestock. It cannot be disputed that wolves are attracted to, and will feed on, dead
livestock. This often places wolves in close proximity of living stock. It also cannot be
disputed that some wolves that have first scavenged dead livestock have subsequently
preyed upon livestock. Given that the BRWRA population of Mexican wolves has failed
to attain the reintroduction objective, it is imperative that all measures to reduce potential
conflicts between wolf recovery and livestock production (the greatest cause of wolf
removals) be considered in a revised rule.
Five-Year Review Recommendations
On December 31, 2005 the Mexican Wolf Adaptive Management Oversight Committee
(AMOC) issued the internally-conducted 5-Year Review of the BRWRA Reintroduction
Project. This review presented 37 recommendations for modifying the BRWRA
reintroduction project, all of which were accepted by the USFWS as part of a formal
decision to continue the project with modifications. The 5-Year Review document states
that “all actions undertaken pursuant to these Recommendations and the Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) referenced therein shall be in full compliance with the …
Endangered Species Act, as amended.” Recommendations 4 through 14 relate
specifically to a revision of the existing ESA § 10(j) rule for the BRWRA population of
Mexican gray wolves.
4. AMOC recommends that any amended or new Mexican Wolf Nonessential
Experimental Population Rule drafted in conjunction with Recommendations (1) and (2),
above, not include White Sands Missile Range as a Mexican Wolf Recovery Area (i.e. its
designation in the current Final Rule) or as a Reintroduction Zone.
We agree that White Sands Missile Range is not suitable as a “reintroduction” zone. We
disagree that it should be specifically excluded as a Mexican wolf “recovery” zone. We
believe and recommend that there be no recovery boundaries or exclusions and that
Mexican wolves be allowed to colonize areas of their own choosing. White Sands
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Missile Range may be an important “stepping stone” habitat for wolves dispersing to
other suitable habitats. One major advantage of White Sands Missile Range is that
wolves would be highly protected there.
5. AMOC will determine, on biological/ecological grounds, and conclude in a written
report to the USFWS Region 2 Director no later than June 30, 2006, whether (and, if so,
the extent to which) the current MWEPA outer boundaries should be expanded within
Arizona-New Mexico to enable the Arizona-New Mexico Mexican wolf population to exist
within a metapopulation context consistent with Leonard et al. 2005 and Carroll et al. in
press. AMOC may convene, if necessary, a technical advisory group of individuals with
appropriate expertise to assist with this assessment. Note:
a. The AMOC assessment will also consider other relevant issues, such as:
likelihood of expansion area occupancy by wolves dispersing from northerly
states or from Mexico; the merits of extending nonessential experimental
population status beyond the current boundaries; and estimated costs associated
with managing wolves in an expanded area.
b. The technical advisory group, if convened, shall be chaired by an AMOC
representative and shall include no more than 15 other members, each with
appropriate scientific expertise.
c. AMOC will advocate that the MWEPA recommendation constructed under
Recommendations (1) and (2), above, allow wolves to disperse from the BRWRZ
(see Recommendation [7], below) throughout the MWEPA, subject to
management consistent with current Blue Range Reintroduction Project SOPs.
d. Any recommendation to amend the existing Final Rule or to create a new Final
Rule would ultimately, if acted on by USFWS, be in full compliance with all
applicable APA, ESA, FACA, and NEPA requirements.
We believe that the priority decision AMOC and USFWS should be addressing is
whether or not to rescind the requirement that wolves establishing territories wholly
outside the recovery area boundary must be removed, rather than whether or not to
expand the experimental population area boundary. Management under current SOPs has
not only failed to achieve the BRWRA reintroduction objective, but has also failed to
conserve Mexican wolves as required by the ESA. Results to date support our request
that restrictions to wolf dispersal from, and occupancy of habitats outside, the BRWRA
should be removed and that the reintroduced population should be reclassified as either a
fully protected endangered species in its own right or as “experimental, essential” in
order to make adequate progress toward recovery as mandated by the ESA. An
expansion of the experimental population area is not necessary to enable an expanded
Mexican wolf metapopulation throughout its historic range. What appears to be clearly
needed is the removal of restrictions to wolf movements and occupancy of areas outside
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the BRWRA and increased protection of the reintroduced population—actions clearly
supported by information presented in the technical component of the 5-Year Review.
6. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendation (5), above, that the
MWEPA population (management) objective be to establish and maintain a total of at
least 100 wolves.
Note: The Reintroduction Project’s population (management) objective is not a recovery
goal for delisting the Mexican wolf from the list of threatened and endangered species;
an updated recovery goal covering the Blue Range has not yet been determined by a
Recovery Team. A population (management) objective of at least 100 wolves is, however,
consistent with the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1982), Final Environmental
Impact Statement (USFWS 1996), and Record of Decision for Mexican wolf
reintroduction within the BRWRA of the MWEPA (USFWS 1997).
This recommendation is completely outside the management purview of the AMOC and
we request that this recommendation be eliminated and its content not be considered
within the context of the rule revision process and related National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) process. The objective of at least 100 wolves has been clearly established
and approved in other project documents. The objective applies to the currently defined
Mexican Wolf Blue Range Recovery Area, not the experimental population area
(MWEPA), and not to any future expanded experimental population area. This
recommendation has the potential to preclude or obfuscate future recovery
recommendations and decisions which are the purview of a Recovery Team and the
USFWS, not the AMOC.
7. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendation (5), above, combining the
current BRWRA Primary and Secondary Recovery Zones, the Fort Apache Indian
Reservation, and/or any other appropriate contiguous areas of suitable wolf habitat into
a single expanded Blue Range Wolf Reintroduction Zone (BRWRZ) and allowing initial
releases and translocations throughout the BRWRZ in accordance with appropriately
amended AMOC SOPs 5.0: Initial Wolf Releases and 6.0: Wolf Translocations.
We agree that initial releases and translocations should be allowed anywhere within the
BRWRA, and we support similar measures on the Fort Apache Indian Reservation and on
any other Tribal or private lands whose owners elect to participate in Mexican wolf
recovery. However, we cannot agree to an expansion of the geographic scope of the
BRWRA without a concomitant increase in the numerical objective, which as stated
above is outside the purview of the AMOC. The AMOC’s job is to find a way to
establish a viable, self-sustaining population of Mexican gray wolves within the currently
defined BRWRA. This was determined to be a feasible objective in the EIS and related
decision documents, and no evidence has been presented that this has now been
determined to be an impossible task. A related point of clarification is that, while
Mexican wolf reintroduction and recovery efforts on the Fort Apache Reservation are an
important contribution to the eventual full recovery of the Mexican gray wolf, success
there, or anywhere else outside the defined BRWRA, should not “count” toward the 100+
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objective for the BRWRA. Just as the White Mountain Apache Tribe elected to
participate, they could subsequently elect to end their participation anytime they choose.
8. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendation (5), above, prohibiting
initial releases outside the new BRWRZ, except as necessary to allow latitude for any
new Tribal “Statement of Relationship” based agreements with USFWS within the
MWEPA that might allow initial releases on Tribal Trust Lands.
The AMOC should limit its involvement to the current reintroduction project, and it is
not the appropriate administrative body to issue prohibitions on releases outside the
BRWRA or an expanded BRWRZ. Recovery planning is the appropriate process for
determining the need and scope of future reintroductions, and the recovery planning
process is outside the purview of the AMOC. We request that this recommendation from
the Five-Year Review not be considered in the rule revision process.
9. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendation (5), above, that wolves
occurring within the MWEPA (but outside the re-defined BRWRZ) that must be relocated
to address nuisance or livestock depredation issues (per AMOC SOP 13.0: Control of
Mexican Wolves), may be translocated anywhere within the MWEPA except into the
BRWRZ. Conversely, AMOC will also propose, within the context of Recommendation
(5), above, that wolves occurring within the BRWRZ that must be relocated to address
nuisance or livestock depredation issues (per SOP 13.0) may only be translocated to
other areas within the BRWRZ. Regardless, all translocations must be carried out in
accordance with AMOC SOP 6.0: Wolf Translocations.
The logic behind this recommendation is not evident from its content. It is antithetical to
the adaptive management process and specifically to enhancing genetic vigor through
relocations based on genetic characteristics and pack composition. It reaches a decision
without any discussion or justification. We request that it be eliminated and not
considered in this rule revision process.
10. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendations (5) and (6), above, that
States and Tribes be authorized to issue permits, in accordance with an appropriately
revised AMOC SOP 13.0: Control of Mexican Wolves, to private individuals and/or their
delegated representative(s) to use authorized non-lethal means (e.g. cracker shells,
rubber bullets) to harass wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or livestock depredation,
or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public, or Tribal Trust lands, and to take
(i.e. permanent removal by authorized lethal means) wolves in the act of attacking
domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands.
TRI can support the issuance of permits for the non-lethal and non-injurious harassment
of Mexican wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or attacking livestock or pets. We
cannot support, nor does the 5-year technical review and subsequent project data support,
the issuance of permits to kill Mexican wolves in the act of attacking dogs. We believe
this is another glaring example of the disregard of the adaptive management process. The
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technical component of the 5-year review and the Parsons-Ossorio “put and take”
analysis clearly show that more wolves need to survive in order to make progress toward
the reintroduction population goal. As demonstrated above, but for continued new
releases, the BRWRA population would be declining; and, incredibly, the AMOC is
recommending measures that will further reduce the survival of wolves. An additional
problem with allowing the take of wolves attacking dogs is the creation of an opportunity
for “baiting” wolves into a fight with dogs for the purpose of legally shooting them. This
would greatly frustrate law enforcement investigations to determine the legality of wolf
killings by private individuals.
11. AMOC will propose, within the context of Recommendations (5) and (6), above, that,
when the MWEPA population (management) objective estimate on December 31 for two
sequential years is 125 wolves or more, in each immediately subsequent year the States
of Arizona and New Mexico and any Tribal AMOC Cooperators may:
a. Take (i.e. permanently remove by any authorized means) as many wolves as
necessary, above a MWEPA baseline of 125 wolves, to resolve documented wolf
nuisance and livestock depredation incidents, consistent with AMOC SOP 13.0:
Control of Mexican Wolves;
b. Issue State or Tribal permits to private individuals to take (i.e. permanently
remove by any authorized means) as many wolves as necessary, above a
MWEPA minimum baseline of 125 wolves, to resolve documented wolf nuisance
and livestock depredation incidents, consistent with AMOC SOP 13.0: Control
of Mexican Wolves;
c. Take (i.e. permanently remove by any authorized means) as many wolves as
necessary, above a minimum baseline of 125 wolves, to resolve local
unacceptable impacts on native ungulate populations.
Note: Unacceptable impacts” will be defined in AMOC’s recommended Mexican
Wolf Nonessential Experimental Population Rule (see Recommendations [1] and
[2], above).
We strongly disagree with Recommendation #11, in which the AMOC recommends what
would amount to a cap of 125 wolves in the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area
(MWEPA). The MWEPA is substantially larger than the BRWRA, which has an
established objective of “at least” 100 wolves, with no stated cap. And AMOC is
exploring the idea of expanding the MWEPA boundaries to some unspecified extent.
Theoretical analyses based on the estimated prey biomass of the existing BRWRA
suggest that it, alone, could support 213-468 wolves. See 5-Year Review, at TC-18.
Expanding a reintroduction goal that can and should be met within the BRWRA to the
much larger MWEPA is inappropriate and not supported by the ESA or any authorized
project document. Recommendations regarding population size fall clearly within the
purview of the Recovery Team, not AMOC. Furthermore, a population of 125 Mexican
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wolves would most likely have an effective population (Ne) size of <50 wolves.
Conservation biologists would agree that an effective population this small would have a
high probability of extinction (i.e., not be viable over the long term) and would not be an
appropriate recovery goal. Allowing this magnitude of take above and beyond the
population cap effectively sets the recovery threshold at 125 individuals for some yet-tobe-defined geographic area that may be substantially larger that the current MWEPA.
We emphatically reiterate that this type of unilateral, de facto recovery planning is
inappropriate for the AMOC.
In light of the gross inappropriateness of Recommendation #11 on policy, procedural, and
scientific grounds, we formally request that the USFWS reject this recommendation from
the AMOC and that it receive no consideration in the rule revision process.
12. AMOC will develop, no later than June 30, 2006, a report describing a proposed
Federally, State, and/or Tribally-funded incentives program to address known and
potential economic impacts of wolf nuisance and livestock depredation behavior on
private, public, and Tribal Trust lands. AMOC may convene, if necessary, a technical
advisory group of individuals with appropriate expertise to assist with this task. The
conservation incentives discussion will consider all relevant livestock depredation issues,
including: livestock depredation prevention; livestock depredation response; carcass
discovery, monitoring, removal, burial, and/or destruction; and possible adjustment of
the Federal grazing (AUM) fee (and any Tribal grazing subsidies) within the MWEPA to
provide de facto compensation for documented and likely undocumented losses of
livestock. The AMOC report shall also include a thorough evaluation of the effectiveness
and procedural efficiency of the Defenders of Wildlife wolf depredation compensation
fund, and provide recommendations for appropriate improvements.
Mexican Wolf Blue Range Reintroduction Project 5-Year Review December 31, 2005
ARC-6
Note:
a. The technical advisory group, if convened, shall be chaired by an AMOC
representative and include a maximum of 15 other members, each with appropriate
expertise.
b. AMOC as a body will not advocate regulatory changes to address carcass removal or
disposal issues (but see Recommendation [12], above, regarding a process by which
AMOC will explore possible mechanisms to address this issue).
AMOC’s unwillingness to advocate regulatory changes to address carcass removal or
disposal is yet another example of failure to use the discretion delegated to it to
adaptively manage to promote recovery of the subspecies and should not preclude such
consideration in this rule revision process. Addressing the issue of carcass management
has the potential to increase survival of Mexican wolves in the BRWRA.
13. AMOC will convene a stakeholders group to assist AMOC in evaluating, and
reporting in writing no later than December 31, 2006, social (human and socioeconomic)
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implications (including estimated annual livestock depredation losses) for any boundary
expansions recommended per Recommendation (5), above.
Note: The stakeholders advisory group will be Co-Chaired by an AMOC representative
and an AMWG Cooperator (County) representative, and include a maximum of 50 other
members, representing, insofar as is possible, the full spectrum of stakeholders. This
group will comply with FACA, if necessary.
TRI requests that this recommendation be eliminated. We believe that stakeholder
groups can be effective when tasks are explicitly and narrowly defined and program goals
are universally accepted by participating stakeholders. However, we have observed that
stakeholder processes used within the context of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program
have not worked well, resulting in no meaningful progress and unacceptable delays in
implementing important management actions or policy changes. We believe that this is
due in large part to the strong, and mostly irreconcilable, clash of values that exists
among stakeholder participants. Additionally, we believe this recommendation is
inappropriate because the task it proposes to delegate to a stakeholder group will be
undertaken as part of the NEPA review of the proposed rule revision.
14. No later than December 15, 2006, AMOC will complete a detailed plan for another
Reintroduction Project Review.
Note: The Reintroduction Project Review will be conducted in 2009-2010 and completed
no later than December 31, 2010.
This recommendation should be eliminated. A properly conducted, science-informed
adaptive management process with a robust monitoring component should eliminate the
need for additional formal project reviews (Borman et al. 1999). Existing annual reports
should provide pertinent and adequate information for guiding the adaptive management
process. The three- and five-year reviews conducted to date have been excessively
lengthy in terms of time, excessively costly in terms of financial and staff resources, and
generally unproductive in terms of adopted recommendations that will serve to improve
the success of the program. No such additional project reviews beyond the annual reports
should be required in a revised rule.
The Five-Year Review Recommendations Violate NEPA
Throughout all of the 5-year review recommendations we note a pre-decisional
assumption that a revised rule will continue the previous designation of the BRWRA
Mexican gray wolf population as a “nonessential experimental” population. We have
demonstrated that this designation has not contributed to the conservation of the Mexican
wolf by failing to achieve established objectives. This a priori declaration is a violation
of NEPA which requires the evaluation of a full range of reasonable alternatives prior to
a final decision. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14; see also Van Abbema v. Fornell, 807 F.2d
633, 638 (7th Cir.1886) (holding that because alternatives analysis is not subordinate to
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desires of the project proponent, reasonable alternatives should be identified by reference
to a project’s general purpose, not the proponent’s narrow objective).
The Recovery Plan Problem
ESA§ 4(f)(1) mandates that the Secretary “shall develop and implement…‘recovery
plans’ for the conservation and survival of endangered species….” The Mexican Wolf
Recovery Plan was approved and adopted in 1982. USFWS policy requires that recovery
plans be reviewed every five years and updated or revised if they are out of date or not in
compliance with the ESA. The Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1982) has never
been updated or revised, despite the fact that it fails to comport with the ESA in two
important ways. First, the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan does not contain “objective,
measurable criteria which, when met, would result in a determination…that the species
be removed from the list.” 16 U.S.C. § 1533(f)(2)(B)(ii). Second, the Recovery Plan
does not contain a detailed scheme for fully recovering Mexican wolves throughout all or
a significant portion of their historic range, i.e., an actual plan for delisting the
subspecies. See id., at §§ 1532(6) and (20).
The current Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, which has been in effect in its original form
for 25 years, is in critical need of revision. Recovery teams include a body of scientific
experts who review and consider the best available scientific information and make
science-based recommendations to the FWS as to recovery requirements for the species.
The USFWS initiated a recovery plan revision process in October 2003, but suspended
that effort in January 2005. The original reasons offered by USFWS, if ever supportive
of the hiatus, lost all logic and effect in December 2005, when the USFWS determined
that it would not appeal the judiciary’s rejection of the USFWS proposed distinct
population segments in the 2003 downlisting rule for the gray wolf. The FWS has shown
no intent to reinitiate the recovery planning process for the critically endangered Mexican
wolf.
The current rule for the BRWRA ENE population of Mexican wolves has been effect for
nearly 10 years and the process to revise it will likely take at least 2 additional years. We
must assume that a revised rule would have a similar life span of a decade or more. We
also must assume that a revised recovery plan will be approved very early in the
existence of a revised rule for the BRWRA Mexican wolf population. No changes to the
existing rule that would constrain future recovery options or decisions, including its
geographic scope outside the currently defined BRWRA, should be made. Above, we
identify recommendations from the 5-Year Review that would have such constraining or
adverse effects on future recovery planning. Rule changes that would not be appropriate
prior to a revised and approved recovery plan would include:
•

Any changes to the existing experimental population area boundary, unless the
change is to eliminate or reduce the size of the experimental population area.
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•
•
•

Any designated or de facto numerical cap or any take authorizations which could
have the effect of a numerical cap on the number of wolves in the wild
population.
Any exclusion of geographic areas from potential occupation by wolves.
Any non-discretionary provisions for taking Mexican wolves in that portion of the
experimental population area that lies outside the boundaries of the BRWRA,
except for the protection of human life.

Given that adequate protection and discretionary authority exits under provisions of the
existing rule to accomplish the established objective of 100+ wolves for the currently
authorized BRWRA Mexican gray wolf reintroduction project, we question the wisdom
of going forward with this rule revision process prior to the completion and approval of a
revised recovery plan for Mexican gray wolf recovery. If the same time and staff effort
were redirected to recovery planning, a recovery plan could be developed and approved
in the same or less time than will be expended on this rule revision process. If a rule
revision is then deemed necessary, it could address the specific recommendations of the
new recovery plan.
We request that this rule revision process not be completed until a new recovery plan has
been approved, and that recovery planning be immediately reinitiated.
One potentially negative effect of delaying a comprehensive rule revision is a further
delay of “direct release” options for genetic enhancement of Mexican wolves in the New
Mexico portion of the BRWRA. Therefore, TRI supports a limited rule revision that can
be expedited to allow such direct releases for population genetics management purposes
until a recovery plan and comprehensive revised rule are approved.
The Forest Service Problem
The Gila and Apache National Forests comprise 95% of the BRWRA. The failure of the
BRWRA reintroduction project to meet the objective of establishing a viable, selfsustaining population of at least 100 Mexican wolves by about the end of 2006 has been
caused primarily by conflicts between wolf population restoration and livestock
production on the same public lands. It is not the conflict itself that is the problem, but
rather it is the management and policy responses by the USFWS- and the lack thereof
from the Forest Service- that have resulted in unsustainable levels of lethal control and
permanent removals of Mexican wolves.
Mexican wolves have borne the burden of conflict resolution through being killed or
permanently removed. To date, 58 Mexican wolves have been permanently removed
from the BRWRA for conflicts with cattle. Indeed, more wolves have been removed for
such conflicts than for any other reason.
Cattle grazing in and around the BRWRA is ubiquitous, making wolf-livestock conflicts
to some extent inevitable. Still, the Forest Service has done nothing to reduce such
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conflicts, but is instead engaged in a policy of willful blindness to wolves. Not
withstanding its affirmative legal obligations, the Forest Service has implemented no
conservation programs or policies to reduce wolf-livestock conflicts, it has neglected to
impose any requirements of proactivity or sound animal husbandry on its grazing
permittees, it refuses to consider wolves in any of its environmental analyses, and it has
been nothing short of apathetic in its charge to increase survival and persistence of
Mexican wolves in the wild population.
Specifically, the Forest Service has interpreted the Mexican wolf’s ENE 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. Rather, in its now signature scapegoating and egregious over
application of ESA § 10(j), the Forest Service routinely dismisses its legal obligation to
consider wolves by simply quoting the wolf’s ENE status.
As the USFWS is well aware, this ENE status lowers protections for Mexican wolves in
three very important ways: it precludes a designation of critical habitat; it exempts
defense of property from the ESA § 9 prohibitions in certain, highly detailed
circumstances; and it turns an otherwise searching ESA § 7(a)(2) consultation process
into a rubberstamped intra-agency “conference,” from which a finding of substantive
jeopardy is literally impossible. What the USFWS also knows- or should know- is that
the Mexican wolf’s ENE status has no bearing on the Forest Service’s duties to robustly
consider potentially significant impacts to wolves in its NEPA analyses for grazing
decisions; nor does the ENE status relieve the Forest Service of its ESA § 7(a)(1) duty to
utilize all of its resources in furtherance of the conservation of this subspecies.
In an attempt to justify its total dismissal of wolves, the Forest Service often cites to the
definition for “disturbance causing land use activity” in the current Section 10(j) rule. Of
course, this definition applies specifically to activities within a 1-mile radius of release
pens, active dens, and rendezvous sites. The definition excludes legally permitted
livestock grazing, use of water sources by livestock, and livestock drives if no reasonable
alternative route or timing exists. The Forest Service has interpreted this very limited
exclusion from this definition to be an admission by the USFWS that livestock grazing
has no adverse impact on Mexican wolf reintroduction anywhere within the BRWRA.
Much to our dismay, we have seen unofficial writings by USFWS personnel agreeing
with this misguided interpretation.
The Forest Service fields assertions that it is violating ESA § 7(a)(1) by way of cursory
reference to its participation on the Mexican Wolf Adaptive Management Oversight
Committee. Simply having membership on a decision making body whose decisions are
precluding recovery of the Mexican gray wolf cannot substitute for a federal agency’s
affirmative obligation under the ESA to “utilize their authorities in furtherance of the
purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species
and threatened species listed pursuant to…this Act.” Just like it does not somehow
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relieve the Forest Service’s NEPA duties, Section 10(j) of the ESA does not override
Section 7(a)(1).
When we met with Forest Service regional officials to discuss why they were not doing
more to conserve the Mexican wolf, their response was that USFWS has not asked them
to. This is a pathetic example of bureaucratic avoidance of responsibility by both
agencies.
Reclassifying the Mexican gray wolf subspecies to either endangered in its own right, and
thus fully protected under the ESA apart from Canis lupus, or as “experimental,
essential” 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.
Furthermore, we are confident that essentially “uplisting” this population would also at
least tempt the Forest Service to adequately consider the Mexican wolf in its NEPA
analyses, and may likewise spark a shift within Forest Service policies to prioritize
endangered species protection and conservation over forage production for domestic
livestock.
We believe such reclassification is necessary for conserving and recovering Mexican
gray wolves in the BRWRA as is required by the ESA.
The Wild BRWRA Population is “Essential”
While the details of a revised recovery plan are not available, it is clearly understood by
the USFWS and the scientific and conservation community from basic conservation
biology principles and from partially finished recovery planning efforts that recovery of
the Mexican gray wolf will require the establishment of at least three or more viable, selfsustaining “core” populations, which are interconnected with habitats that provide safe
passage for wolves to move freely among the core populations. By “recovery” we mean
the restoration of Mexican wolves to all or a significant portion of their historic range, as
well as the removal of any and all threats to the wolf’s continued existence, such that the
wild population no longer meets the definition of a threatened or endangered species
under the ESA.
An analysis of five potential reintroduction areas presented in the final EIS found the
BRWRA to be the most suitable site capable of meeting the objective of establishing a
viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves within the
probable historic range of the subspecies. Subsequent analyses by independent scientists
published in peer-reviewed journals have identified the BRWRA as one of the most
important areas available for Mexican wolf restoration. A recent analysis of areas
suitable for wolf recovery in the western United States by Carroll et al. (2006) confirms
the high importance of the BRWRA to recovery of the Mexican wolf in the Southwest.
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Given that the BRWRA is arguably the best place to initiate Mexican wolf recovery in
the Southwest and that restoration of a viable, self-sustaining population of Mexican
wolves in the BRWRA is arguably a critically essential component to any future recovery
plan for the Mexican gray wolf, the USFWS can no longer justify an ENE classification
for the BRWRA population.
In 1998 the USFWS justified the determination that the BRWRA population of Mexican
gray wolves is nonessential to the continued existence of the subspecies on the basis that
the genetic integrity of the subspecies is being protected in the captive population. In
promulgating the existing rule, the USFWS concluded that “even if the entire
experimental population died, this would not appreciably reduce the prospects for future
survival of the subspecies in the wild. That is, the captive population could produce more
surplus wolves and future reintroductions still would be feasible if the reasons for the
initial failure are understood.” While such a conclusion may have been justified in 1998
and for a short time thereafter, it cannot be justified in perpetuity or as a safe harbor for
mismanaging and excessively removing wolves in the wild. The USFWS also asserted
that “Releasing captive-raised Mexican wolves furthers the objective of the Mexican Wolf
Recovery Plan”; and that “This reintroduction will establish a wild population of at least
100 Mexican wolves and reduce the potential effects of keeping them in captivity in
perpetuity. If captive Mexican wolves are not reintroduced to the wild within a
reasonable period of time, genetic, physical, or behavioral changes resulting from
prolonged captivity could diminish their prospects for recovery” (underlining added).
Thus, the USFWS admits that the establishment of a population of at least 100+ Mexican
gray wolves in the BRWRA within a reasonable period is necessary to further recovery
objectives, that the captive population cannot be relied upon as an extinction safeguard
indefinitely, and that future reintroductions would be feasible if the reasons for the initial
failure are understood. After two formal program reviews, ongoing annual progress
reviews, and the analysis by Parsons and Ossorio (2007; attached as a part of these
comments), the reasons for failure of the BRWRA reintroduction to reach the 100+ wolf
objective by about the end of 2006 are clearly understood and have been elucidated above
within these comments.
A recently published review of research by Frankham (2007) entitled Genetic Adaptation
to Captivity in Species Conservation Programs raises new concerns about genetic
deterioration in captive populations. The process of evolution causes animals to adapt to
their environment. Frankham, citing several peer-reviewed studies, states that
“Characteristics selected for under captive conditions are overwhelmingly
disadvantageous in the natural environment,” and that these adverse evolutionary changes
“jeopardize the ability of captive populations to reproduce and survive when returned to
the wild.” He advises that “genetic adaptation to captivity should be minimized for
populations likely to be used for reintroduction,” and that the most effective way to
minimize genetic adaptation to captivity is to “minimize the number of generations in
captivity” and return the species to the wild “as rapidly as possible.” Mexican wolves
have been bred in captivity for approximately 30-45 years (10-15 generations) or possibly
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longer (records of the establishment of the Aragon Lineage are not available), depending
upon the lineage. This research reconfirms the USFWS’s cautionary concern in the
current rule about prolonged captivity cited above.
Endangered species recovery takes place in the wild, not in captivity. There is absolutely
no legal or biological basis for asserting that a captive breeding program alone satisfies
the mandate of the ESA. Clearly, the existing BRWRA population or any future wild
population of Mexican gray wolves can no longer be considered “nonessential” to the
continued existence of the subspecies until full recovery under the ESA has been
achieved. If there ever is a case to be made for the first ever designated “essential”
experimental population under Section 10(j) of the ESA, this is it.
A “Conservation Alternative”
We request that the USFWS include and fully evaluate, as required by NEPA, a
“Conservation Alternative” to the existing rule for the BRWRA population of Mexican
gray wolves. The primary objectives of this alternative are to “conserve” Mexican gray
wolves in the legal sense as this term is defined in the Endangered Species Act, to
achieve the stated objective of the BRWRA reintroduction project of establishing a
viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 wolves within the area currently
delineated as the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area in no more than four years, and to
foster eventual full recovery of Mexican wolves within a significant portion of their
historic range. This alternative shall include the following requirements or prohibitions:
•

•

•
•

•

Reclassification of the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves as either
endangered in their own right, and thus fully protected under the ESA separately
and distinctly from Canis lupus, or as “experimental, essential” under Section
10(j) of the ESA.
A primary overriding goal of achieving the current, but partial, recovery objective
of establishing a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray
wolves within the current geographic scope of the BRWRA (exclusive of the
FAIR and any other permissive expansions), with no upper limit on the future
number of Mexican wolves within the BRWRA or any larger geographic area.
No restrictions on the movements, dispersal, or establishment of territories by
Mexican wolves outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.
If reclassified as “experimental, essential,” an absolute limitation on taking of
Mexican wolves from all causes (legal, illegal, and agency management
actions)—except for the immediate defense of humans—such that the BRWRA
population increases annually by at least 15% numerically and by at least 2
breeding pairs (per the existing Federal Register definition of breeding pairs)
based on the official end-of-year population count until the 100+ wolf objective
has been met. Provisions should be included to allow and require the USFWS to
immediately reduce authorized take for all subsequent years following years when
this conservation goal has not been met.
A provision for maximizing the genetic integrity of the BRWRA population.
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•

•

•

•

•

A provision exempting wolves that have fed on any carcass (or portion of a
carcass) of livestock that died of a non-wolf cause from being killed or removed
for livestock protection purposes; and a prohibition on the taking of wolves in the
vicinity of attractants, including livestock carcasses, unless such attractants are
specifically being used in an authorized take operation.
A provision calling on the Forest Service to execute its ESA § 7(a)(1) duties for
the Mexican gray wolf by adopting and implementing conservation programs or
policies that serve to better avoid wolf-livestock conflicts, and thus promote the
conservation and recovery of the BRWRA population.
No provisions that would preclude or impede any conceivable proposal or action
to achieve future recovery goals/objectives in any geographic area outside the
current boundaries of the BRWRA. This specifically includes a prohibition on
any expansion of the existing geographic scope of the experimental population
area.
A requirement for the USFWS to complete recovery planning for the Mexican
gray wolf as expeditiously as possible if such a plan has not been approved and
implemented prior to promulgation of a revised “experimental, essential”
population rule or reclassification of the BRWRA population as endangered with
full ESA protection.
A provision that would allow future recovery objectives to override any
provisions in a revised rule authorizing the take of Mexican wolves (other than for
the immediate defense of humans) both within and outside the BRWRA, but
within the experimental population area. This would require the granting of
discretionary authority to the USFWS to reduce (but not increase) authorized take
prescribed in a revised rule to accomplish future recovery objectives.

All relevant analyses, comments, requests, and recommendations presented within this
entire document are hereby incorporated into this proposal for a Conservation
Alternative.
This alternative would bring the USFWS into compliance with the conservation and
recovery requirements of the ESA and expedite successful completion of the BRWRA
Mexican gray wolf reintroduction project in about 4 additional years (if implemented
expeditiously). It would cause the USFWS to return to its true mission of recovering the
Mexican gray wolf as required by the ESA, and to abandon a failed practice of
unsustainable wolf control.
Definitions in the Current Rule
Should the USFWS propose to issue a revised Section 10(j) rule, we offer the following
comments on definitions within the current rule. Our lack of comment on an existing
definition indicates our concurrence with (or ambivalence to) that definition and a
recommendation that it be carried forward to a revised rule.
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Breeding pair. We specifically request that this definition be retained unchanged in any
subsequent rule.
Disturbance causing land use activity. We request elimination of this definition. The
Forest Service has used this definition inappropriately to avoid its legal responsibility for
conserving Mexican wolves through grazing-related management actions and policy
decisions. The revised rule should grant USFWS full management discretion in
consultation with the U.S. Forest Service to close areas and restrict activities around
release pens, dens, and rendezvous sites as may be necessary to conserve Mexican
wolves and ensure their release success, reproductive success, and survival in the wild.
Impact on game populations in ways which may inhibit further wolf recovery. This
definition, and the rule provision it relates to, should be eliminated from any revised rule.
Given the failure of the current program to reach the wolf population objective being
caused by excessive management-related taking of wolves, this provision is inappropriate
so long as the Mexican wolf remains listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA.
If appropriate at all, such a provision belongs in state management plans following the
delisting of the Mexican wolf.
Primary Recovery Zone. In a revised rule that allows wolf releases anywhere within the
BRWRA, there will be no need to subdivide the area into zones with different rules.
Thus, this definition should be eliminated.
Problem Wolves. We believe this definition does not belong in the formal rule. Such
determinations should be made through the adaptive management process consistent with
current circumstances and consistent with progress toward achieving the reintroduction
objective.
Secondary Recovery Zone. In a revised rule that allows wolf releases anywhere within
the BRWRA, there will be no need to subdivide the area into zones with different rules.
Thus, this definition should be eliminated.
Comments on Provisions of the Existing Rule (50 C.F.R. § 17.84(k))
Below we offer comments on specific sections of the existing rule. The omission of a
section implies our concurrence with (or ambivalence to) that section as presently
written. These comments apply specifically to the scenario of an alternative that
addresses a rule revision under the current Section10(j) classification of “experimental,
non-essential,” which as noted elsewhere in these comments we believe is no longer
justified or appropriate for the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves.
§ 17.84(k)(1): We oppose the continuation of a non-essential experimental classification
for this population of Mexican gray wolves. Justification for this opposition is presented
within these official comments.

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -133-

§ 17.84(k)(3)(iii): We request that this provision be deleted. Agencies should assume
their full responsibilities under the ESA regardless of the classification of the BRWRA
population of Mexican wolves.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(vii): We request that this provision be deleted, as it authorizes additional
taking of wolves prior to achievement of the reintroduction objective. Current levels of
take are already precluding progress toward the objective.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(ix): We request that all but the first sentence of this provision be deleted.
The following provision should be added: Take authorized under this provision shall not
preclude an annual increase in the BRWRA Mexican gray wolf population of at least
15% in numbers and at least two additional breeding pairs until the reintroduction
objective of a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 wolves has been met
within the currently defined boundaries of the BRWRA. Thereafter, take authorized by
this provision shall not preclude any objective established within a revised and approved
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan or any other recovery plan by any name that establishes
objectives for recovering gray wolves in a geographic region that includes the BRWRA
and/or the MWEPA.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(8): We request this provision be reworded as follows: On public
lands, the Service and cooperating agencies may restrict human access and any or all land
uses as necessary to protect Mexican gray wolves within a 1-mile radius of release pens,
dens, and rendezvous sites for whatever duration of time is determined to be necessary to
assure the wolves’ protection.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(10): We request that this provision be deleted in its entirety.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(11): We request that this provision be deleted in its entirety. If
retained, we request this provision be modified such that it does not preclude any
objective established by a future recovery plan.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(12): We request this provision be modified such that it does not
preclude any objective established by a future recovery plan.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(13): We request this provision be deleted. There is no further need
for mandated reviews of the BRWRA reintroduction project. Annual assessments, as are
currently conducted, combined with a legitimate science-based adaptive management
process should lead to management decisions that foster progress toward the
reintroduction objective.
§ 17.84(k)(3)(xiii)(14): We request this provision be deleted. The USFWS should
establish a classification that is appropriate for protecting and conserving Mexican gray
wolves in the BRWRA population. We believe that classification should be either
endangered in their own right, and thus fully protected under the ESA separately and
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distinctly from Canis lupus, or as an “experimental, essential” population under Section
10(j).
The Rewilding Institute appreciates this opportunity to participate in this most important
program to recover the critically endangered Mexican gray wolf.

Sincerely,
David R. Parsons
Carnivore Conservation Biologist
These comments are endorsed by:
Dr. Paul Paquet
Faculty of Environmental Design
University of Calgary
Principal author of: Mexican Wolf Recovery: Three-Year Program Review and
Assessment
Dr. Michael Soulé
Professor Emeritus
Department of Environmental Studies
University of California, Santa Cruz
Dr. Philip Hedrick
Ullman Professor of Conservation Biology
Arizona State University
Dr. Richard Fredrickson
Missoula, MT
Dr. Joseph A. Cook
Professor of Biology and Curator of Mammals
University of New Mexico
Dr. Lu Carbyn
Adjunct Professor
Faculty of Agricultural, Life and Environmental Sciences
Department of Renewable Resources, University of Alberta
and
Research Scientist Emeritus
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Department of Environment, Government of Canada
Canadian Wildlife Service
Dr. Brian Miller
Executive Director
Wind River Ranch Foundation
New Mexico
Dr. Barbara L. Dugelby
Latin America Program Director
Round River Conservation Studies
Dr. David S. Maehr
Professor (Conservation Biology)
Department of Forestry
University of Kentucky

Dr. Thomas Rooney
Assistant Professor
Department of Biological Sciences
Wright State University
Dr. Tony Povilitis
Dr. C. Dustin Becker
Life Net
Boseman, MT
Dr. Paul Beier
Conservation Biology & Wildlife Ecology
Northern Arizona University
Mexican Wolf SSP Management Group
Dr. Susan Lyndaker Lindsey
Executive Director/CEO
Wild Canid Survival and Research Center
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April 24-26, 2007
David R. Parsons and Jean C. Ossorio
1. Hawk’s Nest Release Photo
Releases of captive reared Mexican wolves into Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
began in 1998 and have continued through 2006.
The Blue Range reintroduction objective is to establish a population of at least
100 wolves

2. Chart of EIS Predictions.

Predictions were made in the EIS that by the ninth year following initial releases
(end of 2006) there would be:
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102 wolves
18 breeding pairs
A “Breeding Pair” is an adult male and an adult female wolf that have produced at
least two pups during the previous breeding season that survived until December
31 of the their birth year.
Year

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Predicted Releases
Predicted Population Growth
Predicted Breeding Pairs

15
7
1

15
14
2

15
23
4

15
35
6

6
45
8

0
55
10

0
68
12

0
83
15

0
102
18

Actual Releases
Actual Population Growth
Actual Breeding Pairs

13
4
0

21
15
0

16
22
1

15
26
3

9
42
5

8
55
3

10
46
6

3
38
5

4
59
6

Pop. With No Releases After
2002

4

15

22

26

42

50

36

29

45

3. Chart Comparing Predicted and Actual Population Status.

Actual population status at end of 2006:
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59 wolves
6 breeding pairs - using strict interpretation of breeding pairs
Note: One of these breeding pairs has been eliminated by a lethal control
action in 2007.
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4. Chart Showing Actual and Predicted Releases.

The EIS predicted that about 66 wolves would need to be released from 1998
through 2002 to reach a point where the wild population would be capable of
increasing with no further supplementation.
Actual releases have totaled 99 wolves (we count wild-conceived, captive-born
wolves as new releases) and have occurred every year of the project, to date.
Data on population and breeding pair trends do not support a conclusion that the
population will steadily increase to 100 wolves without further supplementation.
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5. Chart Showing Population Trend had Releases Ended in 2002.

Under actual conditions with releases continuing through 2006, the population
increased steadily to an estimated 55 wolves at the end of 2003, declined in 2004
and 2005 to a mean estimate of 38 wolves, then increased in 2006 to an estimated
59 wolves. The estimated population has grown by only 4 wolves over the past 3
years.
Since today’s population is not significantly different from the population at the
end of 2003, we thought it would be an informative exercise to construct a
hypothetical population trend as if new releases ceased after 2002, as was initially
expected. This allows the analysis of 4 years of actual project performance under
a no-release scenario with a starting population very similar to the predicted
population at the end of 2002 (42 vs. 45). By the end of 2002, 74 wolves had
been released (vs. 66 predicted).
We tracked the fates of individual new-release wolves and their wild-born
offspring from 2003-2006. Since the fates of only “known” wolves can be
determined, our data represent a minimum estimate of the number of wolves in
the current population deriving from new releases over the past 4 years.
Had no releases occurred after 2002, the current estimated population would be
no more than 45 wolves. We made no attempt to estimate the number of breeding
pairs.
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The difference of 14 wolves comprises 8 post-2002 new releases and 6 wild-born
offspring of these wolves.
6. Release Photo
What can we conclude about the “put” side of our “put and take” assertion?
7. Bullet Chart with “Put” results.
>Actual releases (99) exceed predicted releases (66) by 150%.
>Wolves released after 2002 and their offspring comprise 24% of the 2006
population.
>Absent continued releases, the population would have increased by no more than
3 wolves (42 to 45) since the end of 2002.
>The release of 25 new wolves during 2003-2006 accounted for 82% (14 of 17
wolves) of the population increase over this 4-year period.
>The population increase since 2002 is heavily “release subsidized”
8. Photo of Dead Wolf
Now let’s evaluate the “take” side of the equation. We have limited this analysis
to the years 2003-2006 to reflect contemporary data and trends.
Mexican Wolf Mortality + Removal
Year
Cause of Death/Removal:
Illegally Shot
Hit by Vehicle
Natural
Management Removals*
Unknown
Total

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

% Total

7
4
0
2
1

1
1
1
1
1

3
0
0
7
1

0
1
1
17
3

11
6
2
27
6

21.0%
11.5%
4.0%
52.0%
11.5%

14

5

11

22

52

100.0%

* Includes: Lethal control, management removals, and capture-related mortalities.
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9. Bar Chart of Mortality and Removal Factors

Note: Our total for management removals is substantially lower than the number
reported by the FWS in Table 6 on their website (27 vs. 61). We report only
permanent removals not reflected in the end of year counts. If a removed wolf is
later returned to the wild, we did not count it as a removal. Our analysis is limited
to wolves with known fates. We have not accounted for missing wolves that fall
in the category of “lost to follow-up”, because their fates cannot be known.
Management-related removals account for 52% of all known mortalities and
permanent removals over the last four years.
Illegally shot wolves account for an additional 21%
Thus, nearly 3/4ths of all known-fate failures for the past 4 years were caused by
either management removals or illegal killing. The “good news” in these data is
that these are causes that the managing agencies have the capability to address
and reduce. Little can be done to reduce vehicular, natural, and unknown
mortalities.
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10. Mortality + Removal Trend Chart

Of particular concern to us are the trends of mortality and permanent removal
causes over the past four years.
While illegal shootings, vehicle strikes, and natural mortalities have declined or
remained low for the past four years, management related take has soared.
Quote from Five Year Review: “As the Reintroduction Project moves forward, we
expect removal rates for causes other than boundaries to stabilize or decrease.” This
expectation could be true if the majority of management removals were of wolves that
crossed the boundary.
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11. Removal Cause Trend Chart

A breakdown of the specific causes of permanent removals reveals good news and
bad news. The good news is that removals for boundary infractions and nuisance
behavior have resulted in the permanent removal of only three wolves in the past
four years, and one of these was returned to the wild in 2007.
But the bad news is that removals for livestock depredations are rising steeply,
accounting for the permanent removal of 24 wolves from 2003-2006—nearly
90% of all removals.
Of note here is that the AMOC began implementing SOP 13 in 2005. This
procedure requires the removal of all wolves that accumulate 3 livestock
depredations in the span of a year.
Year
Cause of Management Removals:
Livestock Depredation
Boundary
Nuisance
Total

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

% Total

2
0
0

1
0
0

6
0
1

15
1
1

24
1
2

88.9%
3.7%
7.4%

2

1

7

17

27

100.0%
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12. Bullet Slide of “Take” Results:
• Recruitment during 2003-2006 = 88-93 wild-born pups + 25 new-release wolves
= 113-118.
• Known off-take = 25 mortalities + 27 permanent management removals.
• Net result = population increase of 17 wolves—an average increase of 4 wolves
per year.
• Management-related, agency-authorized “take” accounted for over half of
documented mortalities and permanent removals during this period.
• Population growth is “take limited”.
The information we have presented should be used to guide AMOC through the adaptive
management process in new directions that will result in steady population growth and
reintroduction project success.
13. Chart of Population Growth Scenarios.

Quote from the 2006 Annual Report: “The IFT management objective for 2007 is a 10%
increase in the minimum wolf population counts and/or the addition of at least one
breeding pair, while minimizing negative impacts of wolves.”
We looked at two future growth scenarios (10% and 15% annually) to determine the
remaining time required to meet the reintroduction project objective. Ignoring the
“and/or” caveat, under the IFT’s modest 10% objective for 2007, if carried forward to
succeeding years, it would take 6 more years to achieve the 100-wolf population
objective. A 15% annual increase would reach the objective in 4 years.
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14. Closing Recommendations
>We recommend that the AMOC adopt an objective, henceforth, of at least a 15% annual
population increase, obtained substantially through wild reproduction, until the 100-wolf
objective has been met, which would occur in no more than four years.
>The need for new releases should be phased out by the end of 2007, except for special
circumstances, such as genetic augmentation.
>The most fruitful avenues for exploring policy and procedural changes should relate to
the causes of management-related take, especially livestock depredation, and illegal
killing. Twenty-three Mexican wolves have been shot and only one person has been
apprehended and charged.
>Seemingly endless process promoted by the AMOC must be replaced by swift and
decisive actions that cause more wolves to survive, persist, and thrive in the BRWRA.
>The currently conceptual livestock-wolf conflict interdiction program needs to be
implemented yesterday. The primary emphasis of this program should be the
preservation of wolves in the wild.
>State and Federal agencies represented on the AMOC should fully embrace and support
a program for voluntary grazing allotment retirement within the BRWRA.
>The U.S. Forest Service must recognize and embrace its ESA mandate to carry out
programs “for the conservation of” endangered Mexican wolves. The Gila National
Forest’s recent proposal to increase the allotted AUMs on the T Bar Allotment (a
depredation hotspot) by 148% is wrongheaded policy. The USFS must actively explore
ways through policy changes and grazing permit conditions to reduce livestock-wolf
conflicts.
>The NEPA process for revising the existing rule should include an alternative that
considers reclassification of the reintroduced population as either “essential
experimental” under section 10(j) or “endangered” with the full protection of the ESA.
This is fully supported by the evidence that the current “non-essential, experimental”
designation has not sufficiently led to the ESA requirement for “conservation” of the
species.
>SOP 13 must be revised to achieve new population growth objectives and to bring it
into compliance with the “conservation” requirement of section 10(j) of the ESA. In its
present form SOP 13 could preclude recovery of Mexican wolves indefinitely, because it
contains no threshold provisions based on population numbers or trends (i.e., measures of
progress toward recovery) which would trigger a reduction or cessation of agencyauthorized taking of Mexican wolves.
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>State and Federal agencies represented on the AMOC should support and advocate for
road closures within the BRWRA in the ongoing travel management planning process
being undertaken by the U.S. Forest Service.
>Law enforcement activities should be thoroughly reviewed for ways to increase
apprehensions and convictions of wolf killers.
------END-----Letter to Urge Officials to Give Mexican Wolves a Fighting Chance in their historic
range
Dear USF&WL Service Personal,
I am a Wildlife Science Graduate Student at NMSU as well as a concerned citizen and I
am writing to express my views of a particularly important issue, the reintroductions of
Mexican gray wolves into their primary habitats across Arizona, New Mexico and Texas.
Stepping up to the task of reintroducing these animals in a consistent yet flexible manner
requires responsive action on all of the parties involved. Yet, the primary vehicle for their
success, the USF&WL Service, has idled primarily due to human dimensions and
economic problems attached to these animals. The 'Lobo' as I always like to refer to this
species, has its natural place and right to live in the southwest. It has a great many
charismatic characteristics. Unfortunately, it has received a great many obstacles which
have hindered its survivorship. Although it is a biologically adaptive, durable animal, and
thrives in its current relocation sites, the deficit in its overall population numbers greatly
hinders the sustainability of its ecologically viable set population mark of at least one
hundred animals with 18 breeding pairs in BRWRA. Currently, these circumstances
unfortunately, resemble to me anyways, the population trends associated with the
endangered Florida Panther and Southern Red Wolf which have faired so poorly the past
half century that it’s highly likely these species will never be taken off the federal ESA
list. Therefore it is essential that agency actions are responsive and not idle when it comes
to resolving livestock-wolf conflicts, thus enabling a program that allows this population
to expand beyond its marginal subsection of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery area. This
would require the USF&WL Service, in coordination with other public and private
entities, to find responsible biologists to restore the ecological balance of this species.
This would then require a reclassification of this species from "experimental,
nonessential" to "experimental, essential" as well as perhaps a more practical
"endangered" status. If the wolves are not allowed to expand their territory, at least over
into New Mexico’s Gila and Apache National Forests, then they will have a high likely
hood of a population debacle. Such a potential catastrophe would be prevented with the
aid of professional, responsible decision making biologists that determine new relocation
sites beyond the BRWRA, throughout their historic range. For example, the marginal
areas set legal boundaries on the wolves that they cannot read or associate with and
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places population strains on this species survival severe enough to place it into constant
jeopardy.
Please up list the Mexican gray wolf to "Experimental Essential" status by installing
more sound recovery framework and flexible, responsive management mandates using
the resources available to various parties interested in the successful recovery of the
Mexican gray wolf.
Sincerely,
Mr. Marcus Hopkins
717 Standley Drive
Las Cruces, NM 88001
To whom this may concern,
The attached comments and supporting information regarding Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping is
submitted on behalf of Mr. Jim Chilton, Chairman, Federal Lands Committee, Arizona Cattle Growers'
Association, 1401 N. 24th St., Suite 4, Phoenix, Arizona 85008. Please acknowledge receipt. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Dennis Parker,
Attorney at Law, representing
Mr. Jim Chilton
(See attached file: Jim Chilton -- Mex. wolf scoping comments, Dec. 31, 1007.doc)(See attached file:
Mexican Wollf, McBride letter, etc., DC_250
A2150.pdf)

Jim Chilton, Chairman
Federal Lands Committee
Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association
1401 N. 24th St., 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
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Re: Comments on Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Socio-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 Wolf”)
Dear Mr. Millsap,
On behalf of our membership, the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association (ACGA),
I thank you 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
alternatives to this proposed action – including the analysis of termination of this
program as 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. Wash. 2007); Hells Canyon Preserve Council v. U.S. Forest Service, 2003 U.S.
Dist. LEXIS 26581 (D.Ore. 2003); Sierra Club v. Marsh, 872 F.2d 497 (1st Cir. 1989)).
Here, the Fish & Wildlife Service is required by NEPA to evaluate termination of
the introduction 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 not Mexican 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 by the Service for introduction purpose are not “Mexican wolves” but are, in fact,
wolf/dog hybrids. (See: McBride letter to Parsons, attached). Moreover, genetic
analyses, performed 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).
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 provide 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.
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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 “Mexican 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
explanation of the peer review process utilized by the Service to verify the conclusions
reached. By necessity, the latter also includes provision of the names and affiliations of
the persons who performed peer review of any of those genetic studies for the Service.
Second, expansion of the introduction zone for captive-bred, alleged “Mexican
gray wolves” south of Interstate 10, as the Service proposes, will have substantial
international implications, both socio-economically and environmentally, on the citizens
and environment of northern Mexico. In particular, the citizens of both Chihuahua and
Sonora stand to be particularly impacted by this proposal in substantial ways. Moreover,
true, 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 at Scoping in order to remain in
compliance with NEPA’s intent.
Accordingly, and at the least, to be in compliance with NEPA, the Service must
solicit input regarding this proposal from the various livestock growers, Ganadero
Unions, 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
process to ensure that the purposes of NEPA are actually being served here.
Third, 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
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 a 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.
Sincerely,
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Jim Chilton, Chairman,
Federal Lands Committee,
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

Mr. Johnny D. Helms, dragnet@theriver.com
7551 W. Bopp Rd. •Tucson, AZ 85735

December 31, 2007

Mr. Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna Road, NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
RE: NEPA Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Millsap,
I did not learn of the NEPA meeting in Tucson until the evening of Friday December 7th as it was only
advertised in the Tucson Weekly, which comes out on Thursdays, so I did not get a copy until Friday
evening.
I just wanted to make a few comments to be considered for the NEPA scoping on the Mexican wolf project.
Issues related to:
(a) It is totally unrealistic to set boundary limits and hence violations to the wolf for "crossing the line".
When an endangered species is trying to recover they do what they have to do - not what we arbitrarily
decide they should do. Trying to "tell" them they have to stay within the BRWRA is ludicrous.
I am quite aware that one of the so-called "problem areas" (and really, the problem is with the ranchers not the wolves) is in Catron County New Mexico. I am also aware that a large portion of this is US Forest
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share of the "use" of that area! Especially since it is also known that this area has historically and
traditionally been part of the home range for the Mexican wolf.
(b) When a reintroduced species settles in any territory they inherently will seek out other wolves to breed
with and hence multiply in a healthy and productive manner by expanding their gene pool. Being bottled in
a small and unrealistic area does not allow for proper sustainability.
(c) Including the White Sands area in the recovery zone is thoughtful - however it appears to be only
a "token" assignment. I love that area myself - and know there is very little to no game available - unless
you count lizards and scorpions and an occasional rabbit. I was under the impression that you guys wanted
the wolves to keep the elk, etc. in check. Get real.
(d) And (e) as seems to be the case, the harassment tactics have not been correctly or effectively instilled in
the local mindset. Their idea seems to be "kill" all intruders. I have not heard much positive news about
locals even wanting to make the effort of scaring off or deterring predators (I would include cougars, bears
and coyotes in this category) by using non-lethal methods. In fact I have seen just the opposite. I would
not want my dog to be attacked by any of the above and would certainly make a loud noise or commotion
to scare off the offenders. This could include firing a gun off in the air but certainly not taking aim at their
heart. If a human's life was threatened then of course, self-defense is the appropriate action to take. But it
sounds like if a wolf even crosses the road in front of them or looks in their direction they consider it a
threat and go in for the kill. Not acceptable. I think we all know that most dogs bark at all intruders and
sometimes those intruders interpret this as aggressive action or a threat. They will respond accordingly and
this can evolve into a tragic confrontation. I wouldn't want my pets harmed either - but again effective
harassment or deterring action can intervene and halt the conflict.
Cows are another issue entirely. Continued diligence and good monitoring of the livestock needs to
be better attended to by their owners. That is their responsibility. If a predator is observed in the area the
owner will prudently take extra care to monitor its presence and scare it off. This includes a wolf. I also do
not believe that project personnel should provide ranchers radio-telemetry equipment, as it seems to have
been used to the detriment of wolves survival.
We do need to take more care in not acclimating the wolves to human contact. I know that most animals even those supposedly afraid of humans - will soon learn to associate humans with "food". Like when the
wolves are in captivity there needs to be much less human contact. I remember learning about some of the
techniques used when the condors were being kept in captivity before their release - and it sounds like they
had a very effective program in limiting human contact. In addition, wolves should not be constantly
caught and released – as for boundary issues and depredations, as this only increases the acclimation of
wolves to humans even further.
(f) Ranchers have had long time use of this US Forest Service land and they should have more adequate
knowledge of where their livestock congregates and do a better job monitoring them. After all - it is their
job. Dead livestock belong to them and they need to remove the carcasses on a regular basis. In this way
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opportunistic and wolves are no exception. Neither are wild dogs for that matter - and they are certainly
more of a threat to humans than a wolf! I know - I have been accosted by a wild dog pack.
It seems to be a well-substantiated fact that the reintroduction of the gray wolf in the Yellowstone area
is showing a positive effect. Of course, they now have ten good years in the program - and those wolves
weren't set up for target practice like our Mexican gray wolves seem to be. I realize it is difficult for some
folks - who are dogmatically resistant to any change - to understand the big picture but I think getting
them (including the Feds) to look at the long-range goal would be most beneficial. I - and others - am not
blind to the amount of politicking that goes on with endangered species or other environmental
issues. Further I do not perceive much of a recovery team involvement in the process. Who are they and
what are they doing? What exactly IS the goal of the recovery program!? I would think you either have a
program - or you do not. The wolf is either endangered - or it is not. You cannot have it both ways. The
Mexican wolf needs to be allowed to do its wolf-thing and be protected in the interim until it is successfully
“recovered”. I - and millions of other interested citizens of the United States - are watching this program
and monitoring its progress very closely - which so far seems not very successful. Our opinion and
backing counts too.
Thank you for your time,
Johnny D. Helms

December 31, 2007
Mr. John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
submitted via e-mail to:
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
john_slown@fws.gov
Dear Mr. Slown:
Please accept my scoping comments regarding potential revisions to the rule by which
USFWS established a recovery and reintroduction program for the Mexican gray wolf as
a nonessential, experimental population.
The Mexican gray wolf, despite being the most endangered subspecies of wolf in the
world, faces needless obstacles on its road to recovery. Over thirty wolves have been
killed illegally due to human intolerance. Two shootings have been resolved, and one
was not prosecuted. Recently three wolves disappeared into the “black hole” surrounding
a certain Catron County ranch where baiting of wolves has reportedly been admitted. Yet
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instead of insisting on prompt and effective law enforcement, USFWS and AMOC have
progressively catered to wolf opponents who openly declare their willingness to break the
law, for example by providing them with the means to track wolves without
accountability and by implementing ever harsher management protocols, including
SOP13.
Numerous wolves have been recaptured due to their inability to recognize artificial
boundaries, and for actual or potential depredation on livestock. Reintroduced wolves
have suffered injuries and disintegration of pack structure during these captures and
translocations. Eleven wolves have been intentionally killed by the very agency charged
with their protection, and by my count fifteen have died as a result of capture. USFWS
has removed wolves from the wild with no regard for the value of their genetics, despite
the recommendations of credible wolf biologists.
This situation is appalling. Wolf recovery should formally enjoy at least an equal priority
to livestock grazing on public lands.
So, these are the rule changes which I request:
1. Reclassify this population of Mexican gray wolves as endangered with the
full protection afforded by the Endangered Species Act. The current
experimental nonessential classification is a verbal contortion made solely as a
concession to livestock interests. Full ESA protection would preclude the
draconian management practices which have left us with less wolves in the wild
at the end of 2007 than twelve months ago, and well behind recovery plan
expectations. I believe it would also compel the US Forest Service to finally act
assertively in protecting the wolves.
2. Remove the boundary. Allow wolves to disperse and establish territories
outside the boundaries of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. Mexican gray
wolves should be afforded the same flexibility given other endangered species
and should not be harassed, captured or killed for straying from the recovery area.
Do not limit future expansion of the population area – let the wolves go where
there is suitable habitat.
3. Allow direct releases into New Mexico. Scientists have been advising this since
the 3-year review! According to the Five-Year review, “The Gila National Forest
makes up 75% of the BRWRA and contains much of the best wolf habitat”. It
makes no sense that only wolves previously removed from the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forest may currently be released into the Gila.
4. Establish a goal of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves within the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area, with no upper limit on the future number of wolves in the
area and beyond, to achieve the recovery objective of establishing a viable and
self-sustaining population.
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5. Establish a provision to protect the genetic integrity of the BRWRA
population, ie: stop killing and capturing genetically valuable, bi- or trilineage wolves.
6. Require the removal or rendering inedible of livestock carcasses, to limit the
livestock-wolf conflicts. I do not believe there is a lack of legal authority to do
so, just a lack of will on the part of USFWS to identify the appropriate legal
mechanism. I also believe that the Forest Service has the authority to cancel or
modify grazing permits at its discretion and should be doing so when permittees
refuse to take responsibility for carcass attractive nuisance.
No wolf that has scavenged on livestock carcasses should be removed from the
wild for predation on livestock.
Such a requirement was strongly recommended in the 3-year review (Paquet
Report.) It was been sidestepped in the 5-Year review despite the finding that
91% of wolves known to scavenge on livestock were involved in depredations,
again bowing to livestock interests.
7. Re-establish Recovery Planning. Expeditiously complete recovery planning for
the Mexican gray wolf and revise the 1982 Recovery Plan.
8. Provide for aggressive enforcement of illegal take of wolves. As an incentive
to cooperation by wolf opponents who resort to breaking the law, for every wolf
found illegally killed, at least one wolf should be released into the wild.
I am not sure if the matter of financial incentives falls under proposed rule changes.
Since the matter has been discussed at public meetings, I am including this request:
Any proposed financial incentives to livestock producers should be
conservatively and realistically selected to maximize the success of the
reintroduction program. Describing the desired return on incentives as “an
increased level of tolerance” is unacceptably vague.
I would most happily contribute both my taxes and private contributions to one
type of incentive – fair compensation for permanent retirement of grazing
allotments in the BRWRA. I am unwilling contribute additional taxes to pay
permittees to implement effective husbandry practices which any good, nonsubsidized businessperson would implement anyway.
If a private fund is established for an incentive program, it must have appropriate
oversight and documentation requirements. It must reward for the increased
presence and success of wolves, not for alleged or actual livestock losses.
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I am also taking this opportunity to comment on several of the thirty-seven
recommendations made by AMOC to USFWS in 2005 as one of the components of the 5year review:
Recommendation # 5: The idea of expanding the outer boundaries of the
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA) also causes me
concern. Since resources seem to be lacking to effectively manage within the
existing boundaries and since the growth of the wolf population under
management practices to date has not achieved projections, it is difficult to see
how boundary expansion will further recovery goals. Moreover, it is difficult to
support expanding the increased lethality and heavy-handed management
demonstrated thus far to any existing wolves now outside the MWEPA, which
are currently presumed by USFWS to be of wild origin and have the full
protection of the Endangered Species Act.
Recommendation # 13 proposes yet another socioeconomic stakeholder group
that “representing…the full spectrum of stakeholders”, presumably again
including intransigent opponents of wolf recovery and reintroduction. It is about
time that USFWS recognize it can only accomplish its mandate of wolf recovery
by working cooperatively on implementation of agreed-upon goals with players
who agree with those goals, not on re-hashing the merit of the goals ad infinitum
with opponents of those goals.
Recommendation #10: Allowing the killing of endangered species in favor
of domestic dogs on private or Tribal lands is unacceptable. Aside from the
fact that there are not even criteria for de-listing the Mexican gray wolf, such a
provision invites abuses. We have already seen with the 1998 shooting of M156
by a camper how stories change to justify a wolf shooting. Also, recently the
elephant in the room subject of wolf-baiting has finally been reported on.
Anyone who would use a newly born calf to bait a wolf would not be above
using domestic pets to do the same.
Allowing non-lethal harassment of wolves on public lands in favor of
domestic pets is unacceptable. Domestic pets on public lands should be under
the owner’s strict control at all times. (As should livestock, but that seems to be
a lost cause for the time being.)
Since these recommendations were made, USFWS has given permits to the Arizona and New
Mexico Game and Fish agencies to allow sub-permitted individuals to harass wolves with
paintball guns. As I understand it, this would be allowed opportunistically, within 500 feet of
people, buildings, facilities, pets, livestock or other domestic animals. Given that people, pets
and livestock can be present anywhere within the MWEPA, this means there is NOWHERE that
wolves can roam within the BRWRA where they would not be at risk of being harassed under
these permits. Until such time that there is
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Recommendation #11: There is no biological / ecological rationale for the
threshold of 125 wolves in the Five-Year Review documents. When members of
the public questioned the basis for this number at the January 2006 MWAMWG
meeting, no rationale was provided. The number appears to have been pulled out
of thin air. Moreover, allowing permanent removal of wolves about 125
population as a means of managing wolf nuisance and depredation behavior is
likely to ensure that the population will never grow above this number.
Therefore, AMOC seems to be recommending a de facto population recovery
goal of 125 wolves in the absence of a reconstituted working Recovery Team.
The original 1998 recovery goal was two viable populations of wolves within
their historic ranges. Proposing 125 wolves within the MWEPA (expanded or
not) does not meet this requirement.
In addition,
1) I believe that it is premature and inappropriate to recommend issuing lethal take
permits to individuals and to recommend handing over control decisions including
lethal take to states and tribes. We do not even have a recovery goal yet, and you are
proposing actions which are appropriate only when the species is minimally, downlisted or ideally, de-listed.
2) The inappropriateness of these recommendations is compounded when viewed in
light of the decline in population estimates in the past two years from 55+ at end of
2003 to 35-49 at end of 2005; the increased permissiveness of lethal take by SOP
13.0; and the low number of confirmed breeding pairs, ie: 3 as of the December 2005
update, and currently 4 with the removal of the Hon-Dah pack.
3) Under no circumstances should any of the 4 prerequisite conditions of Section (3)(vii)
of the Final Rule be weakened or eliminated. A permit can be issued to ranchers to
take wolves on public lands that are actually engaged in the act of killing, wounding
or biting livestock.
Before such a permit is issued, the following conditions must be met—
a. livestock must be legally present on the grazing allotment;
b. six or more ``breeding pairs'' of Mexican wolves must be present in the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area;
c. previous loss or injury of livestock on the grazing allotment, caused by
wolves, must be documented by the Service or our authorized agent;
d. and agency efforts to resolve the problem must be completed.
4) 4) The Final Rule (3)(ii) already allows people to harass wolves in an opportunistic,
noninjurious manner under a wide range of circumstances. There should be no
changes to the rule for the purpose of facilitating some generalized harassment permit
that would make it more permissive of harassment. This is especially important
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given the lack of clear definition of "wolf nuisance" in any relevant document, and
the potential to injure wolves or disrupt their denning and pup-rearing behavior.
5) Various sections of the rule already permit harassment, injury or killing of wolves
engaged in harming livestock, provided that evidence livestock freshly wounded or
killed by wolves is present. I understand that this can well be seen as closing the
barn door after the horse has escaped. I would like to point out, however, that it
would be inconsistent to recommend increases in financial compensation, even for
undocumented wolf depredation, while on the other hand making the take rule more
permissive. Sort of lose-lose for the wolves and the taxpayers, don’t you think?
6) The Final Rule (3)(ix) requires that lethal methods of take may be used only
when reasonable attempts to capture wolves alive fail and when the Service
determines that immediate removal of a particular wolf or wolves from the wild
is necessary. No changes to the rule should make it more permissive of take by
either individuals or state and tribal entities.
7) Killing members of an endangered species in favor of domestic dogs is unacceptable
on principle. But even if one disagrees on principle, there is the practical issue of
open-ended potential for abuse. The current population could be eradicated by
willingly losing 35 to 49 dogs.
8) The Mexican wolf is hated like no other predator. The idea of giving harassment or
take permits to individual livestock permittees, who are members of a group that
clearly demonstrates this unreasonable hatred, is just astonishing.
9) The New Mexico and Arizona Game and Fish Departments have a financial conflict
of interest between managing for wolf success and placating permittees so that
hunters can access their property. Perhaps some managers, and certainly some
Commissioners, also view wolves as a threat to hunt opportunity. Under the best of
circumstances, a fully recovered wolf population, their potential wolf control actions
would warrant concern. The current circumstances are a non-viable wolf population
level and no agreement on a future recovery criterion. There is also no end in sight to
vanishing habitat and drought, putting pressure on hunt management decision-makers
which is not necessarily in the wolves’ favor. Therefore, turning over wolf control to
states and tribes should be shelved until the Mexican wolf is recovered.
Thank you.
Halina Szyposzynski
1401 E. Colter Street
Phoenix, AZ 85014
halina@amerion.com
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BAR T BAR RANCH, INC.
P.O. Box 190
Winslow, AZ 86047
12/31/2007

Mr. John Slown
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Dear Mr. Slown:
We are ranchers on the Mogollon Rim Ranger District of the Coconino National Forest,
which would be directly affected by the expansion of the recovery area. We have
comments which directly pertain to the potentially affected ranching community, area
residents, and affected wildlife. In addition, we have comments relative to the existing
recovery area and some of the issues presented in the initial public meetings. Finally, we
have a few general comments relative to the overall program.
We are in opposition to expansion of the recovery area boundaries, for the following
reasons:
1. In our area we, along with the USFS, the Arizona State Land Department, the
Arizona Game & Fish Department, the NRCS, the Arizona Antelope Foundation,
the Arizona Wildlife Federation, and others, have cooperatively been working on
a plan to help the Anderson Mesa Pronghorn Antelope population recover to
healthy levels. An enormous amount of time and money have been spent on this
endeavor. To introduce another predator at a time like this could nullify our
efforts and seriously damage the precariously fragile herd.
In addition to the pronghorn herd, the deer population has not done well in recent
years, and it is doubtful that it would benefit by the introduction of wolves.
2. Our area is not remote and unpopulated. The Coconino National Forest is in the
process of working on its “Travel Management Rule” recommendations. It has
been determined that recreation alone on the CNF has increased by 70% in very
recent years, while on other forests recreation has only modestly increased, stayed
the same, or actually decreased. We not only are inundated with visitors from
southern counties, but we have numerous subdivisions with part and full time
residents scattered throughout the Forest. This scenario does not lend itself to the
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introduction of wolves, for the benefit of the wolves or the numerous visitors and
residents we have.
3. The health of the ranching industry in this area is already as precarious as the
antelope and deer populations. It is extremely difficult financially to make a
living due to cattle numbers having been voluntarily reduced as a result of the
long drought, labor issues, increasing costs, etc. To add one more factor which
would jeopardize the financial health of the industry could be the deciding factor
eliminating numerous affected Forest Permittees.
4. In addition to having a negative economic impact on the ranching community,
there would be a negative psychological and sociological impact to the ranching
community, as well as, potentially on numerous local residents.
5. If the current program is understaffed, how could they possibly staff a larger area?
6. We believe there needs to be a different set of criteria for determining wolf
predation. The reason Defenders of Wildlife has spent such a small amount of
money reimbursing the ranchers for damages over the years, is because the
criteria to prove a kill is so difficult. Missing calves should be considered
adequate evidence.
7. We agree that pet owners should be allowed to protect their animals. This will
not lead to overt killing of wolves, or that would be happening with the ranchers
now. Most attacks are at night or out of sight.
8. Requiring ranchers to remove the livestock carcasses is not practical. That would
be one more financial burden which should not be theirs’.
9. We do not believe that the ranchers should carry an undo financial burden in the
existing program. Nor do we feel the suggested changes to livestock operations
will be feasible. For our ranch, as an example, confining calving to a smaller,
specific area, would be impractical as we have ~1,200 calves born each spring.
We would be jeopardizing our managed grazing system. Nor could we provide
enough feed, water, or labor to accomplish such a task! What we have learned
from calving over 500 head in a concentrated area, is that we attract coyotes at the
same time. Surely we would concentrate wolves at the same time. Providing
riders to “patrol” the livestock herds and building additional fencing are also
impractical from an economic standpoint. We could not find the labor or afford it
if we could find it.
10. Finally, at what point do we say as a nation, how much taxpayer money can we
spend on such a program? How much is too much? It is our feeling that too
much has already been spent.
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These comments were compiled in haste and could be elaborated on at a later time if
necessary. We appreciate the opportunity to comment and would like to stay
informed.
Sincerely,
Bob and Judy Prosser
Bar T Bar Ranch, Inc.
Letter to Urge Officials to Give Mexican Wolves a Fighting Chance in their historic
range
Dear USF&WL Service Personal,
I am a Wildlife Science Graduate Student at NMSU as well as a concerned citizen and I
am writing to express my views of a particularly important issue, the reintroductions of
Mexican gray wolves into their primary habitats across Arizona, New Mexico and Texas.
Stepping up to the task of reintroducing these animals in a consistent yet flexible manner
requires responsive action on all of the parties involved. Yet, the primary vehicle for their
success, the USF&WL Service, has idled primarily due to human dimensions and
economic problems attached to these animals. The 'Lobo' as I always like to refer to this
species, has its natural place and right to live in the southwest. It has a great many
charismatic characteristics. Unfortunately, it has received a great many obstacles which
have hindered its survivorship. Although it is a biologically adaptive, durable animal, and
thrives in its current relocation sites, the deficit in its overall population numbers greatly
hinders the sustainability of its ecologically viable set population mark of at least one
hundred animals with 18 breeding pairs in BRWRA. Currently, these circumstances
unfortunately, resemble to me anyways, the population trends associated with the
endangered Florida Panther and Southern Red Wolf which have faired so poorly the past
half century that it’s highly likely these species will never be taken off the federal ESA
list. Therefore it is essential that agency actions are responsive and not idle when it comes
to resolving livestock-wolf conflicts, thus enabling a program that allows this population
to expand beyond its marginal subsection of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery area. This
would require the USF&WL Service, in coordination with other public and private
entities, to find responsible biologists to restore the ecological balance of this species.
This would then require a reclassification of this species from "experimental,
nonessential" to "experimental, essential" as well as perhaps a more practical
"endangered" status. If the wolves are not allowed to expand their territory, at least over
into New Mexico’s Gila and Apache National Forests, then they will have a high likely
hood of a population debacle. Such a potential catastrophe would be prevented with the
aid of professional, responsible decision making biologists that determine new relocation
sites beyond the BRWRA, throughout their historic range. For example, the marginal
areas set legal boundaries on the wolves that they cannot read or associate with and
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places population strains on this species survival severe enough to place it into constant
jeopardy.
Please up list the Mexican gray wolf to "Experimental Essential" status by installing
more sound recovery framework and flexible, responsive management mandates using
the resources available to various parties interested in the successful recovery of the
Mexican gray wolf.
Sincerely,
Mr. Marcus Hopkins
717 Standley Drive
Las Cruces, NM 88001
My name is JoAnn Balzer and I have lived in New Mexico for 20 years. Its natural
beauty and wildlife are the main reasons I call New Mexico my home.
My love for our state is why, after my retirement from IBM in 1995, I donate hundreds of
volunteer hours monthly to New Mexico non-profits, to make New Mexico an even better
place for people and wild nature. This must include viable predator populations,
including the Mexican gray wolf.
Years ago, I was thrilled to visit Yellowstone to see the Yellowstone wolves and to learn
of the amazing wildlife success story. You can imagine how excited I was to learn that
the Mexican Gray Wolf was being reintroduced in New Mexico, and thought that we
could even do even better than Yellowstone, having learned from their efforts.
But I am dismayed and depressed at the shocking lack of progress on these efforts. I
cannot read the newspaper articles covering Wolves in New Mexico, as it is mostly
always BAD news about wolf killings, threats, dwindling population, etc.
Today, the wolf is making a successful comeback in some of its former habitat. The gray
wolf plays a vital role in the health and proper functioning of ecosystems. But here in our
state, a population decline in both wolf numbers and breeding pairs appears likely. Why
is this happening in New Mexico? In my beloved state? This doesn’t have to happen!
Therefore, as both an owner and user of these public lands, I expect the
following activities to be included in your rule making process:
• Include a “Conservation Alternative” that will change the classification from
“experimental, non-essential” to “experimental, essential” or “endangered” to
give wolves more protection. They are not being recovered under the existing
classification.
The Blue Range population of Mexican gray wolves is essential to long-term
recovery of this endangered subspecies; captive populations will not safeguard
Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term. An “essential” or an
“endangered” designation will give these wolves the stronger protections they
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need to succeed in the wild. Congress provided for “experimental, essential” as a
classification, yet it has never been used by the Fish and Wildlife Service. If ever
a case can be made for the first ever designated “essential” experimental
population, this is it.
• Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements.
Under the current rules, Mexican wolves must stay within the boundaries of the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA), which comprises the Gila National
Forest in New Mexico and the bordering Apache National Forests in Arizona.
But wolves have large area requirements and can’t read maps. They need access
to good habitat throughout their historic range and often cross the invisible
political lines in search of new homes and prey. Under the existing rule, wolves
that leave the BRWRA boundary are captured and relocated back into the Blue
Range, which disrupts packs, thwarts expansion and dispersal of the population,
and sometimes causes serious injuries to individual wolves. In the revised rule,
there should be no exclusion of geographic areas from potential occupation by
wolves.
• Expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf
Recovery Area.
Under the current rules, releases of wolves from the captive population are only
allowed in Arizona, a provision that severely limits the agencies’ options for
meeting the BRWRA objective of a viable, self-sustaining population of at least
100 Mexican wolves. For example, the portion of the population residing in New
Mexico could benefit from genetic augmentation by releasing wolves currently in
captivity. A rule change that allows new releases throughout the BRWRA would
give agency managers much needed management tools for assuring the viability
and self-sustainability of the BRWRA population of Mexican gray wolves.
• Resolve livestock-wolf conflicts in ways that keep wolves in the wild and achieve
progress towards reintroduction objectives.
Under the current rules, ranchers using public lands are not required to remove or
render inedible the carcasses of livestock that die for various reasons like disease
and starvation. Wolves are attracted to and often scavenge on these carcasses, and
may begin to prey on live cattle or horses nearby. Wolves that kill three head of
livestock in a year are either killed or placed in captivity for the rest of their lives.
A revised rule must require owners of livestock using the public land to clean up
dead stock before wolves find and scavenge on them.
• Stop killing and removing wolves: reduce “take.”
The current rule allows excessive wolf removal (defined as “take” in the ESA)
that is precluding achievement of the reintroduction objective of 100+ wolves in
the BRWRA population. A revised rule must allow less “take” of wolves.
• Revise the Recovery Plan.
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The Recovery Plan is out of date; it has not been amended for 25 years and does
not include objectives for full recovery of Mexican gray wolves. The Fish and
Wildlife Service is attempting to change the rule before recovery has even been
defined for Mexican gray wolves. The FWS needs to revise the recovery plan
before or concurrent with this rule change so that rule changes do not preclude
future recovery actions.
• Place no cap on the number of wolves in the wild population.
A viable, self-sustaining population of at least100 wolves is a minimum objective
for the BRWRA population of wolves. Recovery has yet to be defined through
revision of the recovery plan. No maximum should be set for the number of
wolves in the wild through this rule change.
• Include nothing in the amended rule that would preclude future recovery options.
This rule change should not include any provisions that would limit in any way
future options for recovery of Mexican gray wolves anywhere outside the current
boundaries of the BRWRA.
Today, there are just nine collared lobos in New Mexico. We simply cannot afford
another wolf lost from the wild. We must reach, within the State, the 100-wolf threshold.
We need immediate relief for wolves on the ground. Unlike any other species in modern
history, the lobo faces the impending reality of suffering a second extinction in the wild.
You must shift your focus from wolf control to wolf survival in the wild. Our children
and our children’s children depend on you. OUR wolves depend on you.
Respectfully submitted,

JoAnn Lynn Balzer
JoAnn Lynn Balzer
3918 Old Santa Fe Trail
Santa Fe, NM 87505
t: 505-982-1793
f: 505-988-7368
joannbalzer@earthlink.net
PO Box 1412
Silver City, NM 88062
December 31, 2007
John Slown
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
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Dear Mr. Sloan:
I am extremely concerned about the dire state and future of the Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery
Program. It is patently obvious that changes need to be made in the rules that govern the
program to provide a better opportunity for more wolves to survive. Some suggested changes
include:
1. Change the classification for the wolves from experimental, nonessential to
experimental, essential, or endangered to give wolves more protection.
2. Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements.
3. Expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area.
4. Resolve livestock wolf conflicts in ways that keep wolves in the wild and achieve
progress towards reintroduction objectives.
5. Stop killing and removing wolves.
6. Place no cap on the number of wolves in the wild population.
Finally, unless there is a strong federal effort to investigate and prosecute those responsible
for illegally poaching wolves, any rule changes might well be futile. If the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service is truly serious about Mexican Gray Wolf recovery, then it must take a much
stronger stance in how it is managing the project and not bow to the wishes of a very small
minority of people who do not want to see a historical injustice corrected.
Regards,
Marc A Levesque
Marc Levesque
PO Box 1412
Silver City, NM 88062
December 26, 2007
From:

New Mexico Council of Outfitters and Guides

Garth Simms
Executive Director
PO Box 11816
Albuquerque, NM 87192
505 977-5926
To:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Attn: John Slown
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
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Re:
Scoping Comments for Environmental Impact
Statement and Socio-Economic Assessment for Amendment of
the Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimental Population
of the Mexican Gray Wolf in New Mexico and Arizona
We believe that the following issues should be included in the scope of any rules
changes:
ECONOMIC
USFWS must make an assessment of the full social and
economic impacts of wolf re-introduction on rural residents, communities and
local governments to include the loss of jobs, of business revenue, of tax revenue
and of increased government operation costs. Any rules changes must focus on
keeping rural people and communities economically viable.
Rural communities live a tenuous existence. They are entirely dependent on
ranching, and on hunting, camping, fishing and other “destination” attractions for
their economic well-being. If any one of these economic sectors gets damaged,
rural people and communities suffer.
The Gila area has become one of the premier elk hunting destinations in the
country, especially with the decimation of northern elk herds with the introduction
of the Canadian gray wolf. New Mexico outfitters report that about 75% of their
annual income comes from elk hunts. If wolves decimate Gila elk herds, the area
will lose its attraction to hunters. The potential loss of revenue will severely
damage outfitters and Gila-area communities.
Rules changes should focus on minimizing the negative social and economic
impact of wolf reintroduction on rural people, businesses and communities.

HUMAN Mexican gray wolves are increasingly showing
themselves to be habituated to human environments as
demonstrated by reports of wolves near schools, ranches, hunting
camps and following children. To insure the safety of humans,
pets and livestock, the 10(J) rule should be amended to:
-- include the authority to harass Mexican wolves to scare them away
from people, buildings, facilities, pets and livestock. Language should state
that 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 does not responding to
harassment and is consistently in populated areas frequented by people and
showing signs of being desensitized to human encounters.
--allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by the USFWS or
other federal, tribal or state agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or
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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.
Rules changes should broaden the ability of individuals and local governments to
protect themselves, their communities and their property from potential wolf
depredation.
WOLF MANAGEMENT A successful wolf reintroduction program requires
full understanding of wolf impacts on the natural and human environment and the
best possible professional game management practices. Rules changes should
expand the collection of information about the Mexican Gray Wolf. Information
gathering and management changes should include:
--collaring of more wolves to insure more accurate mapping of wolf
movement
--collection of better data on wolf diet using scat studies from across the
entire recovery area to get a thoroughly accurate picture of wolf diet and
impact on both livestock and wild animal populations
--discontinuing the practice of trans-locating of problem wolves
--expanded vaccination of released and wild-born wolves
--full mapping of wolf movements, with a serious focus on understanding their level of habituation to human communities
--notice to residents of the release area to inform them when wolves are near their homes or communities
--full enforcement of all rules put in place. Ad hoc abrogation of rules, such as past interference with the “three-strikes-and-out”
provision, make it impossible to understand the true impact of the wolf management rules that are in place.

.
Rules changes should insure the most professional possible wildlife
management practices to gain a full understanding of wolf habits, including
movement and diet, and of impact of wolf reintroduction on human
communities in the reintroduction area.
Ultimately, reintroduction must be successful for all parties in order to be
successful for the wolves. We at the New Mexico Council of Outfitters and
Guides appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the rule making process. We
want to be a full party in decision making about the wolves, both now and in the
future.
December 26, 2007
Brian Milsap, State Administrator
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2105 Osuna N.E.
Albuquerque, N.M. 87113
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RE: Mexican Wolf Project NEPA Scoping
Dear Mr. Milsap:
This letter is written to provide you with comments for the public scoping phase of an
EIS for amendment to the Mexican Wolf Project. I have consulted with several ranchers
who live and operate ranches within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) and
have incorporated their comments. These ranchers are Gary and Darcy Ely and Bill and
Barbara Marks.
We do not support allowing wolves to establish home ranges outside of the BRWRA
under the current management system being administered by the USFWS. More wide
range dispersal, without specific controls, will only lead to more serious conflicts with
livestock owners, and dangerous direct conflicts with people living in more highly
populated areas such as Show Low and Pinetop. As has been the case so far, the ranchers
and people living in the release areas won’t be the only ones affected, the wolves will be
the victims.
Prey Base
Wolf release should be strictly limited to isolated areas that contain sufficient elk prey
base to support the growth and maintenance of the wolf population. The Fort Apache
reservation is a good example. The initial release sites in 1998 in Turkey Creek and
Rousensock Creek demonstrated clearly the consequences of releasing wolves in areas
with inadequate prey base and without adequate and reliable prey base information.
Those areas below the Mogollon Rim where the Pipestem Pack and the Mule Pack were
released had so little prey base that livestock and pets were the only animals, the
biologists said, were killed by the wolves. The intent was that the wolves would migrate
and settle in the vacant Sand Rock Allotment. This did not occur, because there was no
prey base there and the wolves had too close a relationship with humans. After their
removal, the wolves did not return to the area on their own to establish dens since
livestock had been removed.
We recommend that there be no releases in areas of livestock production and only in
areas with verifiable suitable elk prey base.

Cooperation
The majority of ranchers in the BRWRA are committed to conservation practices and
ranch management practices that promote good land stewardship, a diverse ecosystem,
with emphasis on threatened and endangered species. This has been demonstrated
through participation in the activities of the Upper Eagle Creek Watershed Association,
which now includes the Blue River watershed, U of A Master Watershed Stewardship
Program, and Extension Range Management Programs, and the Quivira Coalition.
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Ranchers, landowners, and others have worked diligently with the Forest Service, AZ
Game and Fish Department and many other agencies and wildlife groups including the
USFWS to promote these goals of conservation on a landscape scale, across thousands of
acres of public and private land. Activities including protection and enhancement of
riparian and sensitive habitats, development of water sources for wildlife and livestock
and restoration of habitat through control burning and thinning of areas to open forest
canopy and improve range condition. These activities have benefited the rangelands,
wildlife and the livestock production activities.
Ranchers and landowners within the watersheds are rewarded for their efforts through
improved range conditions, water systems and other range improvements. Much of the
funding to pay for the work comes through grants provided by private, state and federal
sources and the remainder by the ranchers themselves. AMOC and the wolf recovery
team have been absent from any of these activities.
I include this information in our comments because the efforts to date by the Wolf
Recovery Project to provide loss compensation to affected ranchers and landowners have
been inadequate, disorganized, and contentious at best. The program established by the
Defenders of Wildlife, though well intended, has been totally lacking in the compensation
for the true cost of losses sustained by affected parties and is looked at, by many of us,
simply as a public relations ploy. The AZGF has stepped in to assist affected parties on
several occasions, and has been greatly appreciated, but their efforts do not appear to be a
part of an organized dependable ongoing program and these costs are not the
responsibility of the AZGF.
We believe that some of the impacts to livestock can be alleviated with changes to
management practices such as: better control and location of breeding and calving
practices; stricter herd monitoring and non-wolf predator control; construction of cross
fencing to reduce pasture size; and water development to aid flexibility and herd control.
In the interim, lethal control methods must a part of the ongoing management alternatives
when dealing with wolves that are killing livestock, pets, or working dogs.
We recommend that the USFWS engage in a concerted program with the watershed
groups, cattle growers groups; and /or groups of willing ranchers within the BRWRA to
develop a cooperative system to improve management practices and develop ranch plans
and research programs that will benefit wolf recovery while realistically protecting the
interests of ranchers, landowners and other affected parties. This would include a
continuation of the Defenders of Wildlife program with additional funding provided by
the USFWS. With the assistance of the Forest Service and AZGF, a management and
funding plan could be put in place to reach our desired outcomes. When this is
accomplished in the BRWRA, then the expansion of the recovery area, if justified, might
be more acceptable to others.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Sincerely,
Chase L. Caldwell
Owner, 6K6 Ranch
President, Upper Eagle Creek Watershed Association
cc Bill and Barbara Marks
Gary and Darcy Ely
December 27, 2007
Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Scoping Comments – “Mexican Gray Wolf”
Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 44065-44069
Dear Mr. Millsap:
The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) respectfully submits the following comments
for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) consideration in the development of potential
modifications to its rule for the reintroduction and recovery of the Mexican gray wolf
(Canis
lupus baileyi).
As the nation’s largest member-supported conservation education organization, the
National
Wildlife Federation unites people from all walks of life to protect nature, wildlife, and the
world
we all share. NWF has educated and inspired families to uphold America’s conservation
tradition since 1936. Our common sense approach to environmental protection brings
individuals, organizations, and governmental agencies together to ensure a brighter future
for
people and wildlife.
Reviewing the current status of the recovery effort of the Mexican grey wolf is
disappointing.
The 1982 Recovery Plan established a prime objective “to conserve and ensure the
survival of
Canis lupus baileyi by maintaining a captive breeding program and reestablishing a
viable, self
sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican [gray] wolves in the middle to high
elevations of a
5000-square-mile area within the Mexican [gray] wolf’s historic range” (USFWS 1982).
Unfortunately in the 25 years since establishing this prime objective, the USFWS and
your
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various partners have failed to meet this objective. Furthermore, NWF believes that the
USFWS
and your partner federal agencies (e.g. U.S. Forest Service) have failed to pursue
management
strategies that could have aided the effort in reaching the prime objective of recovery.
In the 2006 Annual Report, the USFWS estimated the wild population at 59 wolves with
seven
breeding pairs. This represents only 59% of the “at least 100 wolves” and only 39% (7 of
18) of
the breeding pairs established as the recovery objective. Based on your latest estimates
the
USFWS has failed to reach the numerical objectives.
Mexican Wolf – Scoping Comments
December 27, 2007
Page 2
NWF has serious concerns with the arbitrary boundary line of the Blue River Wolf
Recovery
Area (BRWRA). As noted in the Mexican Wolf Recovery: Technical Component of the
Five Year
Review and Assessment (2005) the elimination of this boundary “… would reduce the
number of
removals by 36% and bring removal rates into congruence with the predictions within the
EIS
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1996).” NWF objects to this boundary for wolves since it
is the
only endangered species that is held within an arbitrary boundary. This boundary is
particularly
troubling since it limits wolf movements to an area that is too small to allow for the
normal
movements of this species. NWF recommends that the boundary of BRWRA be
evaluated as
part of the environmental analysis being completed in this environmental impact
statement (EIS).
To evaluate a full range of alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy
Act
(NEPA) the EIS should at a minimum include an alternative that eliminates the BRWRA
boundary and allow wolves to migrate throughout the Southern Rockies Ecoregion.
Containing wolves within the BRWRA consumed valuable staff time addressing
nonproblematic
wolves, due only to them crossing this line on a map. As you acknowledged in 2005,
this requirement to address all wolves outside of this arbitrary boundary consumes staff
time that
could be used for daily tracking or capturing un-collared wolves, which NWF feels would
do

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -173-

more to further the recovery effort. As noted in Paquet et al. (2001) frequent recaptures
and
releases may be interfering with pack formation and establishment of home ranges and
suppressing the growth of the population.
NWF is opposed to the current arrangement where wolves are secondary to livestock on
public
lands. NWF recognizes that grazing has a long tradition in the West and giving priority to
wolves
would be controversial. However, NWF believes that Mexican wolves are part of our
Nation’s
wildlife heritage which the USFWS is responsible for conserving. There are many
creative ideas
that could be used to solve this issue. As an example, NWF has been very active and
successful
in arranging buy-outs of grazing leases to minimize conflicts between wildlife and
livestock in
the Yellowstone area. We strongly recommend that these types of solutions be explored
in your
latest NEPA analysis.
NWF also believes that livestock producers using public lands need to be responsible for
taking
management actions with their herds to minimize conflicts. These actions may include
but not
limited to the use of range riders, use of guard dogs, and the removal of carcasses. The
USFWS
needs to work with the federal land management agencies, to modify grazing leases to
require
leaseholders to take proactive actions to reduce wolf-livestock conflicts. NWF believes
that the
federal land management agencies have a responsibility to be proactive in Mexican wolf
recovery as outlined in the Endangered Species Act (Section 7(a)(1)) that states “[a]ll
other
Federal agencies shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the secretary,
utilize their
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the
conservation of endangered species and threatened species listed pursuant to section 4 of
this
Act.” The modification of these leases to require proactive efforts by the livestock
producers is
within these agencies authority and would further the recovery of this endangered
species.
Another issue of major concern that the EIS must address is continued use of captive
raised
wolves to reach the population objective. The USFWS originally projected the release of
66
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wolves would be necessary to reach the population objective of 100+ wolves. It is our
Mexican Wolf – Scoping Comments
December 27, 2007
Page 3
understanding that almost 100 wolves have been released and the population objective
still has
not been met. For recovery to be achieved a self-sustaining population must be achieved.
Continual supplementation of the population with captive animals is not a long-term
management solution to reaching the objective.
Another issue of major concern that the EIS must address is the viability of the
population. The
current management of the Mexican wolves appears to ignore the genetic fitness of the
population. Recent work by Fredrickson et al. (2007) provides important information that
must
be incorporated in the management strategies for recovery of the Mexican wolf. Since the
recovery effort must begin to factor the genetic fitness of the population into decisions
about
these animals. For example, the USFWS standard operating procedures (SOP 13) that
outlines
the criteria for removal of wolves that engage in livestock depredation does not consider
the
genetic value of the wolves. Your EIS must fully analyze the effects of your current and
new
management strategies on the genetic fitness of the wolf population.
NWF recognizes that there are many stakeholders that will provide you comments as part
of this
NEPA process. We anticipate that you will see many comments that are based on
misinformation
and myths about wolves. NWF has always encouraged a frank dialogue between all
stakeholders
that is based on facts. In fact, for the past three years NWF has been active in the
Southwest
Wolf Information Network (SWIN), a group of various stakeholders that have been
working to
ensure that decisions about our wildlife heritage are based on facts not rhetoric. SWIN
was
formed because there is a void in leadership in establishing a dialogue between the
various
interests. We encourage the USFWS to support and participate in these types of efforts.
The management of threatened and endangered species, such as the Mexican wolf, is the
responsibility of the secretary of the interior (entrusted to USFWS). Therefore, NWF
believes
that the USFWS should be taking whatever actions are necessary to ensure the recovery
of the
Mexican wolf.
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Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If you have any questions about this
letter,
please feel free to contact me at 303/441-5163 or singler@nwf.org.
Sincerely,
Dyanne Singler
Land Stewardship Manager

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:04 PM
----"bmarks@frontiern
et.net"
<bmarks@frontiern
To
et.net>
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
12/31/2007 08:17
AM
Subject
Attn: Mexican Grey Wolf NEPA
Scoping

Bill & Barbara Marks
Marks WY Bar Ranch
PO Box 78
Blue, Arizona 85922
Brian Millsap
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
December 31, 2007
Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and SocioEconomic 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??)

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -176Dear Mr. Millsap,
These are our personal comments concerning the proposed amendment of the Mexican wolf rule. We are
involved in organizations that we also wrote comments for, which are attached. However, added are
personal observations.
The numerous and escalating wolf attacks and near attacks by wolves on humans in Canada, Alaska and
around the world cannot be ignored. Some have involved dogs being nearby, many have not, and the
wolves have not always been ill. Citizens have dogs, considering them part of the family. If the dog is
with one of the children who doesn?t fully understand that you should not try to separate fighting dogs
unless you are experienced and a wolf attacks their ?buddy?, they may try to intervene. Either one of the
canines could blindly strike out at the ?new attacker?, injuring the child or worse.
Living in the wolf area, we know first hand what wolves are like.
We?ve had cattle harassed and attacked, plus a dog injured, all confirmed. Our community was also
?disturbed? by the Aspen pack for 8 months, having a tremendous physical and emotional effect. Although
the pack had multiple livestock and dog interactions, they were nonetheless translocated into New Mexico
where they continued their normal ways, now having a removal order issued because of their behaviour.
We did appreciate the team loaning telemetry units to us, because it did influence some of our decisions
whether we took the dogs to help gather cattle or moving cattle out of an area where the wolves were. This
ability needs to continue and possibly expand including acquiring more units.
Comments on compensation are below, but our personal experience has been disturbing. Defenders of
Wildlife helped defray a portion of our hay costs one year, since we brought the cattle onto private land to
try and avoid problems during calving and our expenses skyrocketed.
The next year they didn?t even return our calls until John Oakleaf of the team contacted them. We were
told by them that although it isn?t considered ?hush money?, that they expect us to ?be more tolerant of the
wolves?, but we had called for the removal of the Aspen pack.
Eight months of sleepless nights culminating with 2 calves and a dog being attacked at our home is
intolerant? Some of the recommendations are moving in the right direction concerning the frustration felt
by people unable to defend their animals, but compensation issues need to be addressed.
The disease factors should also be investigated more in depth. A rabies epidemic in the fox population
moved from the Eagle Creek area over to the Blue River. It was another nightmare for us ? the possibility
of having our dogs euthanized in spite of being vaccinated and the chance that our horses and cattle could
also be infected, our ranches would have been quarantined.
We could provide numerous other comments and experiences, but those could be expressed later in the
NEPA process. Following are the others mentioned above, our comments in red.
Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP
(a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home ranges outside the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) to be removed and re-released into the BRWRA or taken into captivity.
This stipulation stemmed from the intention in the 1998 NEP final rule that wolves would not be
reestablished throughout the entire Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area (MWEPA), but only
within the BRWRA, which is a sub area of the MWEPA. However, analysis indicates that removals for
boundary violations due to wolves dispersing or establishing territories outside the BRWRA are not
conducive to achieving the reintroduction project objective of ??reestablishing a viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican [gray] wolves?? (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982, p. 23). In other
words, change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would provide the Service with the authority to
allow wolves to establish territories outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.
During the 1994-95 process biologists and wildlife managers felt there was sufficient prey and space for
100 animals in the BRWRA despite beliefs of experienced residents and animal professionals. Since initial
wolf releases in 1998, the program has been fraught with problems anticipated by the livestock industry and
other local
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hampered or totally altered ranch management ability, undue emotional stress, to name a few.
Additionally, wildlife experts have expressed concerns over a lack of or dwindling native prey base.
The program currently does not have sufficient personnel or money.
How will these strapped resources be able to cover a larger area? The problems inside the BRWRA will
only expand to the new areas. Have these areas been evaluated through the NEPA process? What about
the prey base? During the Potential Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Areas in Arizona process the
Galiuro/Pinaleno Mountains and the Chiricahua Mountains were eliminated, partly because of the human
populations, higher road densities and less Wilderness/more fragmentation, but they will be included now.
One to two wolves have all ready traveled almost to those areas, but they returned. However, putting
wolves in areas far away from humans, as alluded to in the document was impossible even in the so-called
?low human density? Blue Range and quickly became a ?non-issue? to the program, but a major one to
residents.
(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from captivity only into
the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA.
Management experience has demonstrated that this stipulation in the
1998 NEP final rule sets impractical limits on available release sites and wolves that can be released into
the secondary recovery zone, limits the Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Project?s (Project) ability to
address genetic issues, and results in a misperception that the secondary recovery zone is composed largely
of ??problem?? animals that have been translocated to the secondary zone after management removal due
to livestock depredation events. In other words, a change in this aspect of the 1998 NEP final rule would
possibly provide the Service the authority to release Mexican gray wolves from the captive breeding
population into New Mexico.
Would this be allowed with the county ordinances that were passed disallowing the initial releases of
wolves into those counties?
Wasn?t that why they weren?t released there in the first place? Many of the translocated wolves were
problematic elsewhere or members of packs involved in killings, frequenting homes, etc and were removed
from Arizona and then re-released into New Mexico.
(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the MWEPA, as the White Sands
Wolf Recovery Area.
However, the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area is not of sufficient size nor does it have sufficient prey
density to function as an independent recovery area.
Does that mean, then, that it would be a further extension of the project area, adding on to the BRWRA
through the elimination of the boundary rule? Would this designation ?allow? for initial releases of
wolves?
(d) Limited provisions for private individuals to ??harass?? wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or
livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic pets on private, public, or Tribal lands.
Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule allow for ??opportunistic, non-injurious harassment?? of
wolves by private individuals; that is, individuals are not allowed to harass wolves in such a manner as to
even potentially result in bodily injury or death of a Mexican gray wolf. Management experience in the
BRWRA, as well as the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS gray wolf recovery program, suggests that a
variety of harassment methods could provide an effective deterrent to problem Mexican gray wolf
behavior, as well as increasing public acceptance of Mexican gray wolf recovery. All possible alternatives
and remedies need to be explored.
Yes, all possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored. Any means to instill even a small amount
of fear of humans in the wolves would be good. However, the chances of even seeing wolves attacking
domestic animals, let alone be able to do something about it, is rather small, frequently happening at night
or out of sight.
(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ??take?? of wolves in the act of
attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands.
However, domestic dog injuries and mortalities have occurred within the BRWRA due to interactions
between wolves and dogs, primarily near people?s homes. Lack of take authority in instances where take
may have been warranted has resulted in substantial negative impacts on some local residents and visitors
to the BRWRA.
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Tribes currently have the ability to kill wolves in the process of attacking livestock on private or Tribal
land, but not one person has ?taken advantage of? this ability.
Most attacks are at night or otherwise out of sight, hit and run.
(f) Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: ??breeding pair,?? ??depredation incident,?? and
??thresholds for permanent removal.??
In addition, there is a need to identify other possible impediments to establishing wolves, such as the
livestock carcass management and disposal issue identified in the 3-year review of the project (Paquet et al.
2001, p. 69). The authors of this report recommended that the Service ??require livestock operators on
public land to take some responsibility for carcass management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that
wolves become habituated to feeding on livestock.?? In other words, if a new final rule is promulgated that
incorporates this recommendation from the 3-year review, it may result in redefining ??nuisance wolves??
and ??problem wolves? so as to exclude animals that scavenge on the carcasses of livestock that died of
non-wolf causes.
Another definition or clarification needed is for legally present livestock. With the common occurrences of
gates being left open or knocked down, trees falling on fences or elk knocking them down, etc cattle could
be in the wrong pasture or even on the wrong allotment, but they are still ?authorized? to be on the forest.
Then there was the case of permitted cattle that the wolves chased over on to another allotment and killed;
Defenders of Wildlife would not pay saying the cattle were in the wrong place. They were still authorized
cattle owned by a Forest Service permittee.
A peer reviewed report, ?Assessing factors related to wolf depredation of cattle in fenced pastures in
Montana and Idaho? by Elizabeth H.
Bradley and Daniel H. Pletscher ??found no relationship between depredations and carcass disposal
methods, calving locations, calving times, breed of cattle or the distance cattle were grazed from the forest
edge.? Their study covered 1994-2002, was published in 2005 and was funded by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF), Defenders of Wildlife and US Fish &
Wildlife Service, with support from Mike Phillips with TESF and Ed Bangs, USFWS, among others. More
likely causes of depredations, they felt, were forests or places with a high percentage of vegetative cover,
within a wolf den area and where there was native prey use in the same pasture or locale. One
recommendation was that if wolves denned near livestock sometime after the denning season the den be
?filled in subsequent years to encourage denning elsewhere.? That was done in Montana in 2001; the
wolves moved to Yellowstone National Park, away from the cattle.
If the carcass removal recommendation is moved forward, this would go against your Step #4 in the
Federal Register, ?Review available information that pertains to the management and habitat requirements
of this species, including material received during the public comment period?? We realize that you don?t
have to accept what is submitted, but this has been taken from a scientific, peer-reviewed report, funded by
your agency. Requiring ranchers to remove or dispose of carcasses out on the range is also totally
impractical and virtually impossible to accomplish. The likelihood of finding a carcass in a timely fashion
in remote, rugged terrain is very slight. Frequently it takes several hours to return home, then to pack lime
and plastic onto another horse and go back out to the carcass could take another day, if you have the
supplies on hand, longer if you don?t. If you try to burn the carcass it takes a lot of wood and you have to
try building the fire under the animal as much as you can, since building it on the carcass is not very
effective. During fire season this would most likely not be allowed. Burying is not an option if equipment
like a backhoe cannot be used. Trying to bury a 1000 pound animal by hand with a shovel is unrealistic.
(g) The issues addressed in this scoping process include issues addressed in a petition for Rulemaking dated
March 29, 2004 provided to the Service by the Center for Biological Diversity. This Notice, and the
subsequent public notice and comment period, will provide the public an opportunity to comment on the
issues provided in the Center for Biological Diversity?s Petition for Rulemaking.
Why is no mention made of the Petition for Rulemaking provided to the Service by New Mexico and
Arizona Cattle Growers, et al? Some of the issues are covered here, but not some significant ones.
Defining ?Adaptive Management?: Adaptive management incorporates research into conservation action.
Specifically, it is the integration of design, management and monitoring to systematically test assumption
in order to adapt and learn.
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guaranteed to continue, not disappear, is needed. AZ Game & Fish Department has recently started a
program that helps ranchers purchase hay to use if and when they bring their livestock onto private property
in an effort to avoid wolf depredations out on the range. Right now it covers a portion of the actual costs;
receipts are submitted to show costs incurred. It is an acknowledgement by AZGFD of the costs over and
above normal expenses that ranchers endure under the wolf program. Maybe funding could be directed to
the AZGFD program, since it is all ready in place and working. Another way funding could be beneficial is
to help with fence repair costs, particularly when permittees are given the option to use a pasture on another
allotment if wolves are denning or being released particularly where young calves would be. Frequently
these allotments are ones that haven?t been used or maintained for a number of years, making fence repair a
nightmare and usually taking several days or weeks to get it up in good shape.
Issues Related to Evaluation of the Environmental Impacts. We are seeking comments on the identification
of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by amendment of the 1998 NEP
final rule that established the current NEP of Mexican gray wolf. You may wish to consider the following
issues when providing comments:
(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;
(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;
(c) Impacts on human health and safety;
(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;
(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;
(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;
(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income populations;
(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and
(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.
We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS when completed, so that interested and
affected people may comment on the draft and have input into the final decision Impacts to other species of
wildlife were never fully addressed in the beginning, so it has become even more serious now in this phase.
Wolves in Unit 27 of Arizona have had enough impact on the elk herd that permit numbers have been
lowered. Deer numbers had all ready been decreasing since the 1980s and we expressed our concern when
the wolf program was started in earnest in the 1990s. Predator (mountain lions, coyotes, black bears)
numbers were at high levels also and continue to be significant problems to not only ranchers. Over the
past few years the incidences of these predators going into towns and even Phoenix, Tucson & Flagstaff
have increased. The drought, humans moving into the animals habitat and lack of food have been sited as
the reasons why, but no mention that they are also being pushed out by other predators, including by the
wolves, territorially and for food.
Would this be allowed with the county ordinances that were passed disallowing the initial releases of
wolves into those counties?
Wasn?t that why they weren?t released there in the first place? Many of the translocated wolves were
problematic elsewhere or members of packs involved in killings, frequenting homes, etc and were removed
from Arizona and then re-released into New Mexico.
Does that mean, then, that it would be a further extension of the project area, adding on to the BRWRA
through the elimination of the boundary rule? Would this designation ?allow? for initial releases of
wolves?
Yes, all possible alternatives and remedies need to be explored. Any means to instill even a small amount
of fear of humans in the wolves would be good. However, the chances of even seeing wolves attacking
domestic animals, let alone be able to do something about it, is rather small, frequently happening at night
or out of sight.
Agree. Being able to defend your dog would not lead to overt killing of wolves. Private individuals and
Tribes currently have the ability to kill wolves in the process of attacking livestock on private or Tribal
land, but not one person has ?taken advantage of? this ability.
Most attacks are at night or otherwise out of sight, hit and run.
Another definition or clarification needed is for legally present livestock. With the common occurrences of
gates being left open or knocked down, trees falling on fences or elk knocking them down, etc cattle could
be in the wrong pasture or even on the wrong allotment, but they are still ?authorized? to be on the forest.
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Defenders of Wildlife would not pay saying the cattle were in the wrong place. They were still authorized
cattle owned by a Forest Service permittee.
A peer reviewed report, ?Assessing factors related to wolf depredation of cattle in fenced pastures in
Montana and Idaho? by Elizabeth H.
Bradley and Daniel H. Pletscher ??found no relationship between depredations and carcass disposal
methods, calving locations, calving times, breed of cattle or the distance cattle were grazed from the forest
edge.? Their study covered 1994-2002, was published in 2005 and was funded by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, Turner Endangered Species Fund (TESF), Defenders of Wildlife and US Fish &
Wildlife Service, with support from Mike Phillips with TESF and Ed Bangs, USFWS, among others. More
likely causes of depredations, they felt, were forests or places with a high percentage of vegetative cover,
within a wolf den area and where there was native prey use in the same pasture or locale. One
recommendation was that if wolves denned near livestock sometime after the denning season the den be
?filled in subsequent years to encourage denning elsewhere.? That was done in Montana in 2001; the
wolves moved to Yellowstone National Park, away from the cattle.
If the carcass removal recommendation is moved forward, this would go against your Step #4 in the
Federal Register, ?Review available information that pertains to the management and habitat requirements
of this species, including material received during the public comment period?? We realize that you don?t
have to accept what is submitted, but this has been taken from a scientific, peer-reviewed report, funded by
your agency. Requiring ranchers to remove or dispose of carcasses out on the range is also totally
impractical and virtually impossible to accomplish. The likelihood of finding a carcass in a timely fashion
in remote, rugged terrain is very slight. Frequently it takes several hours to return home, then to pack lime
and plastic onto another horse and go back out to the carcass could take another day, if you have the
supplies on hand, longer if you don?t. If you try to burn the carcass it takes a lot of wood and you have to
try building the fire under the animal as much as you can, since building it on the carcass is not very
effective. During fire season this would most likely not be allowed. Burying is not an option if equipment
like a backhoe cannot be used. Trying to bury a 1000 pound animal by hand with a shovel is unrealistic.
Why is no mention made of the Petition for Rulemaking provided to the Service by New Mexico and
Arizona Cattle Growers, et al? Some of the issues are covered here, but not some significant ones.
Defining ?Adaptive Management?: Adaptive management incorporates research into conservation action.
Specifically, it is the integration of design, management and monitoring to systematically test assumption
in order to adapt and learn.
A reasonable compensation program with no strings attached or expectations other than honesty that is
guaranteed to continue, not disappear, is needed. AZ Game & Fish Department has recently started a
program that helps ranchers purchase hay to use if and when they bring their livestock onto private property
in an effort to avoid wolf depredations out on the range. Right now it covers a portion of the actual costs;
receipts are submitted to show costs incurred. It is an acknowledgement by AZGFD of the costs over and
above normal expenses that ranchers endure under the wolf program. Maybe funding could be directed to
the AZGFD program, since it is all ready in place and working. Another way funding could be beneficial is
to help with fence repair costs, particularly when permittees are given the option to use a pasture on another
allotment if wolves are denning or being released particularly where young calves would be. Frequently
these allotments are ones that haven?t been used or maintained for a number of years, making fence repair a
nightmare and usually taking several days or weeks to get it up in good shape.
Human health and safety, disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income
populations and other potential or socioeconomic affects will be combined here. Naturally we do not
believe they have ever been adequately address or recognized, to the point of practically being dismissed as
inconsequential. Some of the financial issues were documented for the 5 year review, but some things are
difficult to put into measurable terms, but we?re trying to improve that. Sociologically, though, no
evaluations had been done until 2006, when psychologist, Dr. James Thal did a preliminary study of the
Psychological Impact of Wolf Reintroduction, reviewed by psychiatrist, Dr. Julia Martin. Moderate to
severe stress was evident in many individuals. About half of the interviewees were ranchers or members of
ranching families with the remainder having no agricultural connection. It verified what many all ready
knew ? feeling helpless, demoralized and depressed, worried about the inability to do anything to protect
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etc. All of this has a negative effect on the cultural & historic aspects of these communities.
There could be a potential conflict with Federal environmental laws or requirements. Wolves and dogs
have crossed in the Mexican wolf program, the resulting hybrid puppies being euthanized. Red wolves and
coyotes have crossed, the resulting hybrid puppies being euthanized. Past Mexican wolf samples showed
coyote alleles and residents near the Mexican border talked about the crosses years ago being ?bad news?.
A biologist speaking about the Red wolf problem was concerned, saying they won?t always be there to
?clean up? the genetics. Some were worried about purity, while others considered the crossing as
?evolution?. This was a problem, is currently a problem and will continue to be a problem. Numerous
knowledgeable individuals have seen animals that were not obviously wolves or coyotes in Arizona and
New Mexico. What effect will this mongrelization have on wolves in regards to the Endangered Species
Act?
In previous documents there were graphs explaining how many people lived per square mile, but we would
like to see a map showing that people live in current and potential wolf habitat. The public believes the
areas are huge tracts of land devoid of human habitation.
Many disease and parasite problems or possibilities besides rabies and other canid related sicknesses have
been pointed out by doctors and scientists. The ability of these to affect livestock, pets and even humans
must be considered and analyzed fully.
During the last process, the alternative for terminating the program was purposefully not included,
however, this should always remain an option. Therefore, we would like to see this added into the new
EIS.
During the 3 year review Dr. Paul Paquet said ?no wolves? should be an alternative.
The scope of the economic impact analysis should focus mainly on the individual ranchers and other
private citizens affected by the program, local communities and counties. Regional or national or larger
analyses should only be used to demonstrate the similarities with other areas across North America or
around the world that also have wolves.
Cumulative effects should also be examined closely, but not only on wolf impacts. Most of these areas
have also been impacted by wilderness management, multiple Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive
(TES) species such as loach minnow, Gila and Apache trout, Mexican spotted owls, and other animal, plant
and aquatic species. These issues have never been properly addressed in any of these processes.
Thank you for considering our comments and information on this issue.
If there needs to be clarification or additional information, please feel free to contact us.
Sincerely,
Bill & Barbara Marks
bmarks@frontiernet.net

(See attached file: Wolfeisb&b.txt)

Moon Ranch
Charlie & Pat Judd
HC 61 Box110
Buckhorn, New Mexico
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88025
575-535-2288

To:

U.S Fish & Wildlife Service

Re:

Suggestion and comments on the Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Program

Commenter: Charlie & Pat Judd
Moon Ranch
HC 61 Box110
Buckhorn, New Mexico
88025
moonranch@starband.net
Basis for Comments: One of the largest deeded land holders in Grant County and USFS
Grazing Allotment permit tee on the Gila National Forest.
Suggestions are:
Give people the right to protect their personal and private property from any
threat to any livestock, dogs, cats, chickens, and ect. That is supposed to be a
constitutional right. I can not believe it has gone this far that a wolf can walk through my
yard by my grandson and his pup and I have no recourse to do anything, we cannot wait
till someone is hurt to resolve this one.
Where there is a dog or a cat there is going to be people, and kids. The wolves
need to be conditioned that people are not what they want to hang around, we need to
harass them every chance we get when they enter our space. Maybe after a while they
will start to get wild and stay away from homes and animals associated with people.
Instead of doing nothing we all should let the wolves know it is not acceptable to be
around humans or livestock (dogs, cats, chickens, ect.)
You aren’t doing the wolf justice by making him accustom to people and handling
him so much. Let’s turn them out and what survives will survive. They are not
endangered any more, I heard there is at least 400 or more wolves in captivity now.
I do not want there status to be changed I think they are a non-essential to anything, I
don’t know why we are even trying this. I have nothing against the wolves I just believe
you are going at this wrong.
When a wolf starts killing livestock you need to remove him permanently from
the area. He will only teach the other wolves to do the same thing. Believe me I have
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been around enough dogs and coyotes in my lifetime to know what I am talking about.
Once a wolf learns to kill he will never change and will only teach the others how to kill.
If the wolf people are keeping a lineage on these wolves they are not even wild wolves
we need to quit giving them shots, collaring, and feeding them. The less we handle them
the better. If you will just release them and teach them people are not ok. I think you
might eventually have some wild wolves that will learn to survive.
I believe you should compensate the Ranchers for lose of any livestock. And
remove the wolves permanently from any area not to be released again in the wild, just
keep him in a zoo and if he cannot be trapped kill him.
There is no way a wolf can eat the carcass of a cow and then decide it will kill a
cow later. They did not kill it they have no idea what it is. It is just food to them.
Have somebody on call 24/7 that the public can get a hold of to address a wolf
problem and be able to take care of it immediately.
I wish the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service would listen to the people who know the
country the wildlife situation and the impact these wolves will make on the countryside.
Most of them have been born and raised in the area they should know more about this
country and what it can sustain then the Defenders of Wildlife, Forest Guardians and
other such groups.
I suggest you find an area where there are less people like white sands missile
range, an area that is already restricted from the public entering. There is a lot of military
area’s you can turn them loose on where there would not be human contact to worry
about.
I have nothing against the wolves, but I look at all the homeless people and old
people that cannot afford medical care and we are spending all this time and money on a
non-essential pack of wolves and causing hardship on the people who live in the area.
I really think the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service needs to use a lot more good old
common sense on how you are going about this.
I would appreciate if you will send me a reply showing you received this letter so
I know it ended up in you office before the 31st.
Thank you for your consideration of and attention to these comments.
Submitted by Patricia Judd on December 29, 2007 by E-mail and Fax.
Grand Canyon Chapter ● 202 E. McDowell Rd, Ste 277 ● Phoenix, AZ 85004
Phone: (602) 253-8633 Fax: (602) 258-6533 Email: grand.canyon.chapter@sierraclub.org
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December 31, 2007
John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Scoping Comments pursuant to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 4406544069:
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent
to prepare
and 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 Mr. Slown:
Please accept these scoping comments on behalf of the Sierra Club’s Grand Canyon
(Arizona)
Chapter and our more than 14,000 members here in Arizona. We appreciate the
opportunity to
provide scoping comments on the proposal to revise the Endangered Species Act section
10(j) rule
that established and governs the management of the nonessential experimental population
of
Mexican gray wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area.
The Sierra Club is America's oldest, largest and most influential grassroots environmental
organization. Inspired by nature, the Sierra Club’s 1.3 million members and supporters,
including the
14,000 members of Arizona’s Grand Canyon Chapter, work together to protect our
communities and
the planet. The Sierra Club has long supported the reintroduction of the Mexican gray
wolf to the
landscape and their ultimate recovery across their historic range. Wolves have been a
critical
missing piece in the ecological puzzle of eastern Arizona and western New Mexico. Now
that the
wolves are on the ground, it is essential that we and you do everything possible to ensure
their longterm
viability and success. It is both a moral and legal responsibility. In addition to our
comments
provided here, we are supportive and incorporate by reference the comments submitted
by the
Rewilding Institute.
Introduction
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While it is clear, based on both the three and five year reviews of the program, that the
wolves are
doing their part in the wilds of eastern Arizona and western New Mexico – they are
killing prey,
breeding, forming packs, and raising their young – there are problems with the current
management
2
that are hindering the reestablishment of a sustainable population of wolves and their
ultimate
recovery and conservation. In that vein, we ask that you develop a conservation
alternative that
eliminates all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements, includes authority to conduct
initial
releases of captive wolves anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area,
requires livestock
operators on public land to remove, bury, or render inedible carcasses of dead livestock to
reduce the
likelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on livestock. Given that the Blue
Range Wolf
Recovery Area population of Mexican gray wolves has failed to attain the reintroduction
objective, it
is imperative that measures to reduce potential conflicts between wolf recovery and
livestock
operations (the greatest cause of wolf removals) be considered in a revised rule.
Mexican gray wolf
The Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus baileyi) has long been recognized as a subspecies of
the gray
wolf (Canis lupus) and was first listed as an endangered subspecies under provisions of
the
Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.) in 1976. Please address the oversight
in the
title of the document in the Federal Register (72 Fed. Reg. 44065), Endangered and
Threatened
Wildlife and Plants; Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent to prepare and
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.
The current population of wolves in Arizona and New Mexico is a population of the
Mexican gray
wolf subspecies of the gray wolf. Therefore this and any future documents should use the
proper
designation for the animals. The title of this document should be changed to the
“Proposed
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Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimental Population of the
Mexican Gray
Wolf in Arizona and New Mexico.”
Develop and Evaluate a “Conservation Alternative”
Per the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service
(USFWS) should include and fully evaluate a “Conservation Alternative” to the existing
rule – an
alternative that focuses on conserving the wolves per the Endangered Species Act and
that ensures a
self-sustaining population of wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. This
alternative should
include, at a minimum, the following:
o Reclassification of this population of Mexican gray wolves as endangered with the full
protection afforded by the Endangered Species Act. The current experimental
nonessential
classification is both inappropriate, as these wolves are clearly essential, and is
detrimental to
the conservation of the subspecies.
o Removal of the artificial restrictions on wolf movements thus allowing dispersal and
establishment of territories by Mexican gray wolves outside the boundaries of the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area. Mexican gray wolves should be afforded the same flexibility
given other endangered species and should not be harassed, captured or killed for straying
from the recovery area.
o Establishment of a primary goal to achieve the recovery objective of establishing a
viable and
self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves within the Blue Range
Wolf
Recovery Area, with no upper limit on the future number of wolves in the area and
beyond.
o A provision for maximizing and maintaining the genetic integrity of the BRWRA
population.
Current management does not account for the need to maximize the genetic diversity and
3
integrity of the wild wolf population. Genetically essential animals are frequently
removed
or killed.
o A provision requiring the removal or rendering inedible of livestock carcasses, to limit
the
livestock-wolf conflicts. Given recent media reports (See High Country News, December
24, 2007) regarding ranchers baiting of wolves, this is even more critical. The livestock
industry must take responsibility for its property – the cattle and sheep that wander about
on
the public’s lands.
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o A provision calling on the Forest Service to execute its ESA § 7(a)(1) duties for the
Mexican
gray wolf by adopting and implementing conservation programs or policies that serve to
better avoid wolf-livestock conflicts. To date, the Forest Service has used the
experimental
nonessential status of the wolves to avoid doing anything to fulfill its responsibility to
this
endangered animal.
o No limits on the expansion of the existing geographic scope of the current population
area.
The wolves should be allowed to determine the appropriate habitat. Direct introductions
into
New Mexico should also be allowed.
o A requirement for the USFWS to expeditiously complete recovery planning for the
Mexican
gray wolf. The current recovery plan is badly outdated and is need of revisions.
o A provision granting discretionary authority to the USFWS to reduce (but not increase)
authorized take prescribed in a revised rule to accomplish future recovery objectives.
This Conservation Alternative would help ensure the USFWS compliance with the
Endangered
Species Act and better accomplish the successful completion of the BRWRA Mexican
gray wolf
reintroduction project. Under the Conservation Alternative, the USFWS could focus on
recovering
the Mexican gray wolf rather than the current practice of wolf control.
“Endangered” Mexican Gray Wolf
The current population of wolves is classified as “experimental nonessential” under
Section 10(j) of
the Endangered Species Act. This is both contrary to common sense – the wolves are
clearly
essential – and to the law, the Endangered Species Act. The “experimental nonessential”
status is
only allowed if it contributes to the conservation of the subspecies, which it does not.
Reclassification of this population of Mexican gray wolves as “endangered” with the full
protection
afforded by the Endangered Species Act is both necessary and appropriate in order to
fulfill the
mandate of the Endangered Species Act and to ensure conservation of these animals.
“Take” of Mexican Gray Wolves
The Endangered Species Act and the documents authorizing the establishment of an
“experimental
non-essential” population of Mexican gray wolves within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area
(BRWRA) require that authorized take of Mexican gray wolves from the BRWRA
population not
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preclude progress toward recovery of the subspecies. The Endangered Species Act §
10(j)(2)(A)
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to release experimental populations of endangered
and
threatened species only “if the Secretary determines that such release will further the
conservation of
such species.” The Endangered Species Act further defines “conservation” as “the use of
all
methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species … to a
point at which
the measures provided pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary.” It is quite clear,
however, that
the USFWS changes to the “take” prohibitions found in Section 9 of the ESA, 16 U.S.C.
§
4
1538(a)(1) are precluding the Mexican gray wolf’s progress toward recovery and
hindering
conservation of the sub-species.
We request that take provisions currently authorized by Section 17.84(k)(9)(iii), (k)(10),
and (k)(11)
be eliminated from any revised rule. Furthermore, we request that any revised rule not
directly
authorize take in excess of that allowed by the other sections.
According to information available to the public, only one Mexican gray wolf has been
lethally
taken by a private person in a lawful manner and that was the case involving the killing
of a wolf in
alleged self defense. Another ten wolves have been hit by vehicles, but not reported. Had
they been
reported, they would have been lawful per the rule. Only 11 wolves have been taken
under these
provisions. On the other hand a large number of Mexican gray wolves have died or been
seriously
injured as a result of authorized agency capture or lethal take efforts. Permanent removal
of
Mexican wolves by agency managers has the same effect on the wild population as
mortalities from
all causes (legal or illegal), including lethal control of wolves by the managing agencies.
In 2006, nearly 90% of all management removals and lethal control were in response to
livestock
depredation and were carried out under the terms of SOP 13. It is important to note that
SOP 13 is a
discretionary management measure, which is allowed but not mandated by the existing
rule. Any
rule revisions should include the repeal of SOP 13.
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Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Numbers and Genetic Diversity
The primary objective of the BRWRA reintroduction project is to establish a viable, selfsustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves in the wild. This objective is set forth in
the final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and is consistent with the Mexican Gray Wolf
1982
Recovery Plan, Record of Decision, and Final Rule. At page 2-5, the EIS further
establishes the
chronological objective of achieving the 100-wolf population level by “about the year
2005.”
Because the reintroduction project commenced one year later than planned, this goal
becomes
effectively “about the year 2006.”
In its 2006 Annual Report (the most recent program assessment), the USFWS estimated
the wild
population of wolves at 59 with seven breeding pairs. According to project data, the
population has
grown by only an estimated four wolves in the past three years and is currently 41% short
of the
minimum objective of “at least 100 wolves.” The actual number of breeding pairs lags
the expected
number by 11 breeding pairs.
In 2007, there have been at least 23 Mexican wolves that have gone missing, been killed,
or been
removed from the wild population. Fifteen of these removals were ordered by USFWS.
Only
thirteen pups have been observed among five packs. Based on this information, it is
pretty clear that
when next the official count is made in January 2008, a population decline in both wolf
numbers and
breeding pairs appears likely.
The USFWS has failed to meet the numerical objective of at least 100 wolves by about
the end of
2006, and there is no evidence to suggest that the current population is on a growth
trajectory to
reach that goal in the foreseeable future. In fact, it appears the opposite is true.
5
In addition to concerns about the low number of wolves in the wild, the current program
does not
adequately address the importance of promoting and maintaining genetic diversity in the
wild
population. All Mexican wolves derive from one or more of three certified pure lineages
of Mexican
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gray wolves—McBride, Ghost Ranch, and Aragon. In a recent analysis by Fredrickson et
al. (2007),
the authors concluded that wolves with ancestry from two or more lineages exhibited
superior fitness
compared to single-lineage Mexican gray wolves.
We are aware of no example of a management decision to allow a genetically important
Mexican
wolf to remain in the wild when current procedures otherwise call for its lethal control or
permanent
removal. Even if genetically important pups are left in the wild, the removal of one or
more of their
parents, adult pack members, or yearling pack members will diminish their probability of
survival.
To ensure the USFWS compliance with federal law, any revision to the rule must contain
absolute
requirements for demonstrated progress toward meeting the reintroduction objective of
sustainable
population of wolves in the wild. Any revision to the rule must also contain absolute
requirements
for achieving a high standard of genetic viability in the reintroduced population. This
standard
should be established by recognized experts on Mexican wolf genetics in consultation
with the
Mexican Wolf Species Survival Plan committee of the Association of Zoos and
Aquariums.
A Current Recovery Plan
The Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery Plan is badly outdated and was adopted back in 1982
– twenty
five years ago. The USFWS policy requires that recovery plans be reviewed every five
years and
updated or revised if they are out of date or not in compliance with the Endangered
Species Act.
The Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1982) has never been updated or revised,
despite the
fact that it fails to comport with the ESA in two important ways. First, the Mexican Wolf
Recovery
Plan does not contain “objective, measurable criteria which, when met, would result in a
determination…that the species be removed from the list.” Second, the Recovery Plan
does not
contain a detailed scheme for fully recovering Mexican wolves throughout all or a
significant portion
of their historic range, i.e., an actual plan for delisting the subspecies.
We request that the USFWS put its efforts into establishing a new recovery plan and that
recovery
planning be immediately reinitiated.
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Conflicts with Livestock
The Gila and Apache National Forests comprise 95% of the BRWRA. The failure of the
BRWRA
reintroduction project to meet the objective of establishing a viable, self-sustaining
population of at
least 100 Mexican wolves by about the end of 2006 has been caused primarily by
conflicts between
wolf population restoration and livestock operations. The management and policy
responses by the
USFWS- and the lack there of from the Forest Service- that have resulted in
unsustainable levels of
lethal control and permanent removals of Mexican gray wolves, when both agencies
should and can
require more of the livestock interests that have permits on our public lands.
Mexican wolves have been the big losers in this conflict resolution as they are often
killed or
permanently removed – 58 Mexican wolves have been permanently removed from the
BRWRA for
6
conflicts with cattle. Indeed, more 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
wolflivestock
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 nonessential classification in such
a manner
as to absolve it of any legal obligation to consider the conservation and recovery of this
subspeciesor
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.
Socioeconomic Aspects of Wolf Reintroduction
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The analysis of the socioeconomic impacts 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 changes 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 shortsited at best.
As with other wildlife-domestic animal conflicts, the owners of the animals should take
responsibility and adjust their behavior when in the wolf recovery 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.
7
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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,
Sandy Bahr
Conservation Outreach Director
Sierra Club – Grand Canyon Chapter
Jean C. Ossorio
1251 Southridge Drive
Las Cruces, NM 88005
ossorios@zianet.com
April 11, 2006
John R. Morgart, Ph. D.
Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna Road NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Public comments on Mexican Wolf Five-Year Review and Recommendations
Dear John:
These comments are in response to the notice of comment period, on the Mexican Wolf Blue
Range Reintroduction Project (“Reintroduction Project”) Five-Year Review -- including the 37
recommendations regarding that review submitted by the Adaptive Management Oversight
Committee (AMOC) as part of the Five-Year review -- published in the Federal Register at 71
Fed. Reg. 13624-25 (March 16, 2006).
It is unclear to me why an additional comment period is necessary, after the original draft was
subjected to a total written comment period of seven months, and to oral comment and questions
at a total of sixteen public meetings during 2005 and early 2006. I don’t recall the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s having provided any official public comment period on the Three-Year
Review before accepting and acting on at least some of its recommendations. Unless legal
requirements have changed drastically in recent years, publication in the Federal Register and
subsequent public comment would be necessary and appropriate when the USFWS proposes an
actual change to the non-essential experimental population rule, not when internal documents are
being accepted or rejected.
The public was informed at several recent MWAMWG meetings that preparing the original FiveYear Review and reading and responding to comments from the public were among the reasons
why the AMOC and the IFT were too overwhelmed with work to release additional wolves in
2005. Given the current situation in the field, with only five breeding pairs at the end of 2005, any
further delay in translocating wolves to New Mexico and releasing genetically valuable wolves
(such as M806 and his mate) into Arizona, based on “too much work” generated by this new
comment period, will be seen as deliberate stalling. Worse yet, it will have the appearance of
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take effect due to the presence of fewer than six breeding pairs.
Comments on the Technical and Administrative Components:
Because these two components cover many of the same issues, I have chosen to comment on
specific issues separately, citing both components where appropriate. A few of my original
comments were answered in the final draft, but in some cases, I don’t believe the answers are
satisfactory. In those cases, I have added my objections to the AMOC’s responses.
Issue: Unsustainable failure rates (mortality rate + removal rate).
As the authors of the Technical Component indicate, the appropriate figures to examine when
assessing the sustainability of the reintroduced population are the reproductive rate and the
failure rate (mortality rate+ removal rate). For all intents and purposes, a wolf removed from the
reintroduced population is equivalent to a dead wolf in a population not subject to removals for
boundary infractions and depredations. Individuals in wild wolf populations in studies cited by
Fuller, et al. (2003) were undoubtedly subject to lethal control when they ran afoul of livestock,
but those numbers were included in the mortality rates found in the studies, and were not, as in
the present reintroduction, in addition to the mortality rates.
The fact that mortality numbers are lower than predicted in the final EIS should be no great
source of comfort. The failure rate of 64% is higher than the sustainable rate of mortality in all
studies cited in Fuller et al. except one. In that instance the ability of the population to sustain
itself is attributed to the existence of source populations in the surrounding area. The lack of at
least one additional population which could serve as a source population means that the failure
rate for the reintroduction project is higher than the sustainable rate of mortality in any
comparable study. (Comment in italics added in the current document.)
The AMOC responded to the comment above with the following: As the Reintroduction Project
moves forward, we expect removal rates for causes other than boundaries to stabilize or
decrease. Until and unless a Final Rule change occurs, we will (and legally must) continue to
remove wolves that cross the BRWRA boundary. In any event, the “Fuller exception” is similar to
the BRWRA situation; i.e. the BRWRA “source population” is the captive population (which can
be maintained indefinitely). (Response to comment 142, p. ARPCC-40, italics added for clarity.)
It is frankly amazing that the AMOC would equate natural source populations with the captive
Mexican wolf population. Following this trail to its logical conclusion, one is left with a picture
of a wild population that is never self-sustaining, requiring releases from the captive population
in perpetuity. That clearly would violate the applicable law and be inconsistent with any Mexican
Wolf Recovery Plan, present or future.
In the current population in the BRWRA, pup productivity is low compared to wild wolf
populations, as the Technical Component states on p. 22: “The average litter size for wildconceived and wild-born pups was 2.1 pups/litter (N=16, range 1-5), far less than average litter
size elsewhere (Fuller et al. 2003).” The absence of any potential source population compounds
the problem.
Absent continued releases of wolves into the BRWRA in perpetuity, it is difficult to see how the
population can grow and sustain itself under the constraints of the current rule mandating
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depredation incidents is greatly exacerbated by the failure of program officials to address the
issue of livestock carcasses. As the AMOC points out in the final version of the review, the
question of whether correlation (91%) between scavenging on livestock and depredations actually
reflects causation is unclear.
The following figures from the years 2004 and 2005 (which are not included in the Five-Year
Review document because they fall outside the period covered), suggest that the carcass issue
deserves additional scrutiny, as livestock depredation represented the largest single cause of
removals from the wild. At a minimum, project personnel should keep careful records of all
observed incidents and all reports of scavenging, in order to collect more complete data for future
study.
Table 1—Causes of wolf removals from the wild
2004-2005
Cause of removal from wild population
Lethal control
Mortalities from other causes

Number of wolves*
2 (for depredations)
6

Removed primarily for depredations (figure includes
pups not actually involved in depredations)
Removed primarily for causes other than depredations
Total number of wolves removed or killed due
primarily to depredations
Total number of wolves removed or killed due to all
causes

18
7
20
33

*These figures were pieced together from a combination of the 2004 annual report and the
monthly updates for 2005, thus there may be some minor inaccuracies. Some readers may object
to my counting seven pups (four Francisco and three Aspen) along with their parents as
depredation removals, but had the parents not been removed for conflicts with livestock, the pups
would have remained in the wild contributing to the population, without disruptive periods of
incarceration. While the cause of the disappearance of the three Aspen pups, released in New
Mexico with their parents in July 2005, is unknown, it is logical to suggest that the trauma of
capture and translocation may have contributed to their loss.

Recommendations:
Immediately initiate the rule change necessary to allow natural dispersal of wolves. This is the
second review of the program to identify this issue as critical to a successful reintroduction. When
both a panel of independent scientists (in the Three-Year Review scientific report) and the authors
of the current Technical and Administrative Components, all of them wildlife professionals,
unanimously recommend an action, it is past time for the Regional Director to act.
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member, to achieve a consensus in favor of rule change before beginning the rule change process
is totally unrealistic, given that several stakeholder members of the team represent groups that
have twice sued the Service in an attempt to end the program and remove all wolves from the
wild. One stakeholder member of the team (Ms. Schneberger) served with me on Governor
Richardson’s Catron County wolf task force, where she joined other anti-wolf members in putting
forward a list of “nonnegotiable items” including item 4, “Discontinue release of any wolves in
New Mexico, and item 15, “Elimination of boundary removal option.” (See Appendix A for the
entire list of nonnegotiable items.) Allowing those on record as opposed to any and all wolf
reintroduction in the Southwest to in effect veto necessary changes to the program clearly runs
contrary to the mandate of the Service to recover the Mexican wolf.
In any event, the team is currently in an “on hold” status, while the detrimental effects of the
boundary rule continue to put a damper on growth of the reintroduced population. Clearly,
removing obstacles to success of the Blue Range population will greatly enhance the chances of
overall success of wolf recovery in the Southwest, regardless of the shape such recovery
ultimately takes. The time has long passed for the Service to fulfill its responsibility for Mexican
wolf recovery, as mandated in the 1978 listing document and in the current (1982) Mexican wolf
recovery plan, and initiate rule change.
Similarly, it is long past time to address the problem of livestock carcasses in particular, and of
wolf-livestock conflicts in general. Possible actions to address the problem of wolf-livestock
conflicts might include, but not be limited to providing financial incentives for livestock
management practices that minimize conflict, providing substantial payment to any permittee
whose allotment or deeded land supports a successful wolf den in a given year, and even possibly
voluntarily retiring certain grazing allotments with appropriate compensation.
One possible model for an incentive program is the Swedish program of compensation for the
presence of carnivores in areas grazed by reindeer herds belonging to the Sami people. More
about that program is included in the AMOC Recommendations section and in Appendix B to
these comments.
It is clear that the problem of wolf-livestock conflict will not go away on its own. Change will be
difficult and slow, which is all the more reason to begin seeking creative solutions now.
Issue: Genetic diversity in the reintroduced population.
Genetic diversity in the reintroduced population will always be of concern due to the low number
of founders of the captive population, from which reintroduction candidates are drawn.
Nevertheless, careful management of the captive breeding program has resulted in a captive
population that approximates the 80% McBride, 10% Aragon, and 10% Ghost Ranch lineage
composition recommended by the Genetics Subcommittee of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Team
in the 1990’s. However, according to Philip Hedrick, a member of that subcommittee and a
member of the current SWDPS Gray Wolf Recovery Team, “…the reintroduced population
remains primarily composed of individuals with McBride ancestry, and the level of Ghost Ranch,
and particularly Aragon ancestry, are below these initial target levels.” (From a letter entitled
“Genetic Ancestry in the Reintroduced Mexican Wolf Population,” dated August 2, 2004,
attached as Appendix C.)
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directly release wolves into New Mexico that have not first been “on the ground” in Arizona.
Much of the best wolf territory in Arizona is already occupied, making it difficult to find places to
release wolves where they will not get into territorial disputes with existing packs (the ill-fated
Lupine Pack being a prime example) or where the potential release locations are not too close to
human habitations or otherwise undesirable. The Administrative Component clearly recognized
this problem on pages AC-14 and AC-15.
Recommendation:
The Service should immediately begin the process of amending the non-essential, experimental
rule to allow direct releases from the captive population into New Mexico. Delaying rule change
any longer, in the vain hope of achieving some sort of elusive “consensus” for change (see my
comments on the boundary rule, above), whether of the stakeholder panel of the SWDPS
Recovery Team, or of any of the new advisory groups or other panels described in the 37
recommendations of the AMOC, Is a serious threat to the genetic diversity of the wild population,
and thus, to the ultimate success of recovery. It is a recipe for keeping the Mexican wolf on the
endangered species list forever, which does not serve the interests of any constituency. The time
has come to listen to the scientists and take the necessary action.
Issue: Failure of the Review to adequately address law enforcement issues.
While the mortality rate for reintroduced wolves is not as high as that predicted in the EIS, the
fact that during the first seven years of the program, at least 22 wolves died from illegal gunshots
(and 9 from vehicular collisions, some of which were probably not accidental), and only one of
those crimes has been successfully prosecuted, suggests that law enforcement efforts should
receive more emphasis and additional funding. Especially disturbing is the fact that the statute of
limitations has already run out for the earliest shootings, and is rapidly running out for many of
the later ones.
At least one account published in a letter to the editor of the Albuquerque Journal (Pyle, 2002,
attached as Appendix D.) and circulated on the Internet of an individual’s illegally “taking” a
wolf by temporarily detaining him, contrary to the provisions of 50 CFR §17.84 (k)(4), suggests
that law enforcement should also pay more attention to attempts to interfere with the program
short of actually killing wolves. Without vigorous enforcement, rules against taking wolves,
baiting and harassing wolves, and possessing wolves, if only temporarily, are worthless.
Recommendation:
Request additional law enforcement personnel and resources. Vigorously investigate not only
shootings, but also vehicular collisions and interference with wild wolves short of actual killing.
Concentrate law enforcement efforts on identified sink areas and geographical clusters of
mortalities or missing wolves. See map on p. TC-39 (red rectangles signifying sinks due to
mortality).

Comments on Socioeconomic Component:
One thing that stands out in the socioeconomic component of the Five-Year Program Review is
the inherent bias in selecting information for inclusion. The “costs” portion of the report extends

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -198some 91 pages, enumerating in excruciating detail livestock lost, hours used to prepare
depredation compensation reports, changes in number of elk hunting days, and numerous other
data compiled in dozens of charts and tables. Meanwhile, benefits of wolf reintroduction are
glossed over in 21 pages, mostly spent justifying why the benefits in question could not be
enumerated.
There are two primarily difficulties with the study. First, the geographical scope of analysis
almost guarantees a skewed result. Neither costs nor benefits of Mexican wolf recovery are
limited to the geographical boundaries of the BRWRA. Costs are shared more broadly through
federal and state taxes supporting the program. In addition, many private citizens (including my
husband and me) have contributed to cost sharing through contributions to Defenders of
Wildlife’s compensation and proactive carnivore conservation funds. While it is true that local
people may feel more directly the impact of the program, nevertheless, it is inherently dishonest
to imply than all costs are borne locally.
Second, it is appropriate to assess the benefits on a broader, national basis, since most Mexican
wolf recovery takes place on public lands, which are owned equally by all citizens of the United
States. Narrowing the scope of the analysis gives unwitting credence to the specious argument
that local people should have more influence on the program because they are disproportionately
impacted. This is like suggesting that because decisions by the Kansas City Board of Education
more directly impacted my livelihood than those of my non-teacher neighbors, I should have had
more votes for School Board members than they.
With regard to the issue of wolf related tourism, the authors of the report have made a few
positive changes from the draft version. Nevertheless, they still underestimate the attraction of
Mexican wolves in bringing tourists to the recovery area. The figures on National Forest Activity
Participation and Primary Activity from the Apache-Sitgreaves and Gila National Forests (shown
in Exhibits 6-1 and 6-2 of the Socioeconomic Component, respectively) are instructive. While 3%
of visitors to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest participated in all types of hunting, 73.5%
participated in viewing wildlife, birds, fish, etc. On the Gila National Forest, the figures were
14.3% participation in hunting, and 34.9% in wildlife viewing. Yet the Socioeconomic
Component devotes 25 pages to impacts (presumably mostly negative) on hunting, and only
approximately 10 pages to the combined beneficial impacts of wolf reintroduction on
regional tourism, lodging expenditures, expenditures in the National Forests, and the like.
The question of permitting outfitters and guides for conducting wolf tours has been a stumbling
block in the past. Recently, officials from the U. S. Forest Service and the USFWS have
communicated informally with the author regarding setting some standards for wildlife tourism
permits (including wolves as species of interest). I am hopeful that consultation on standards for
permits will continue.
Meanwhile, the Southwest Environmental Center sponsored a field trip for members only to the
Gila National Forest over Veterans’ Day Weekend in 2005. Four members participated in the four
day trip, hiking, looking for tracks and scat, and viewing a presentation by the wolf project’s
outreach coordinator. The Southwest Environmental Center, of which I am a board member,
strongly believes that the potential exists for responsible wolf tourism on a considerably larger
scale, once permitting issues are resolved.
Recommendation:
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by increasing public support from the tourists themselves, and possibly by increasing support for
the wolves on the part of local residents who stand to profit from increased business. Attached (as
Appendix E) are copies of a brochure from a New Mexico outfitter who already includes wolves
in his list of species of interest in the Gila, of brochures from two motels in Arizona who mention
wolves in their literature, and of an article in a wolf magazine from the United Kingdom that
mentions the paucity of outreach to European tourists who choose to visit the Mexican wolf
recovery area. The tourism potential of Mexican wolf reintroduction has scarcely been tapped.
Contrast the situation in the Southwest with that in the Yellowstone area, where tourist
contributions to the local economy due to the presence of wolves has been estimated at $70
million annually. (See article from the Billings Gazette, April 7, 2006, attached as Appendix F.)
Outfitter Ken Sinay, who conducts wildlife watching tours in the Yellowstone area, and who was
a featured speaker at the Southwest Environmental Center’s 2003 wolf tourism workshop, sent
me the following comments on the reluctance of wolf managers to encourage wolf tourism in an
e-mail dated February 1, 2006:
At the risk of repeating myself, it is very important that all managing agencies (NFS, fish and game, and
USFWS), conservation organizations, and communities (essentially "stakeholders"), and outfitters support
the idea of wildlife tourism in the first place. Most will support bird watching, but moving into the realm
of threatened and endangered is more difficult for managers to swallow. However, at this time, the current
structure of secrecy is not working, so why not try something different? I feel it may be a good idea to
involve the public in wolf recovery. Make as much information available as possible. Possibly include
volunteers, tourists, outfitters in the monitoring and restoration process. If people are paying so much
attention to wolf locations that they are very well known, is it possible there will be less opportunity to
shoot them?

I understand and share the concern of the Service, the AMOC, and the IFT over potential threats
to the fragile Mexican wolf population from unbridled tourism. Nevertheless, I think there is food
for thought in Mr. Sinay’s comments.

Comments on the Recommendations Component:
The most disturbing aspect of the 37 recommendations submitted by the AMOC as part of the
Five Year Review is the fact that they focus almost exclusively on lengthy, convoluted,
bureaucratic processes with extended deadlines for action, while the reintroduced Mexican wolf
population is languishing with numbers far below projections for the beginning of the eighth year.
Simply put, figures in the technical and administrative components of the Five-Year Review,
augmented by numbers from 2004-2005, clearly demonstrate that too many wolves are being
removed due to boundary infractions and enforcement of the draconian control SOP 13.0, while
too few pups are being born and raised to maturity. The result is a declining population—a
situation that will continue until meaningful changes are made and actually applied in the field.
Rather than address the boundary problem directly, through immediate promulgation of a change
to the current rule, the AMOC outlines a long, complicated process involving appointment of
committees, drafting of reports, tinkering with the outer boundaries of the Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Area, and generally doing everything except erasing the artificial
boundaries to wolf movement that are hamstringing the wolves and the hard-working members of
the field team. Compounding the problem of too many wolf removals, the AMOC proposes in
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under the present 10(j) rule and control SOP.
Comments on specific recommendations:
Recommendation 1: Allowing the AMOC to delay until March 2007 any recommendation for
changes in the experimental population rule is unconscionable given that recommendations for
rule change have been on the table since April 2001. Part of the delay arises directly from the
proposal in Recommendation 5 which proposes tinkering with the outer boundaries of the
MWEPA, which in turn raises questions of the cost of “managing” wolves in a larger MWEPA,
and so on.
Extending the boundaries inside which experimental management, as currently practiced in the
BRWRA, applies to areas where wolves are likely to have a more difficult time surviving (e.g.
the area south of Interstate Highway 10, including the Sky Islands), is unwise. Even in the more
hospitable environment of the BRWRA, current management practices are failing to move
wolves in the direction of recovery. The slippage in wolf numbers since 2003 is particularly
disturbing. Wolves dispersing across the border from Mexico in the future are likely to require
more protection and less take if they are to survive and function as part of a metapopulation in the
Southwest. In addition, less management will entail lower management costs!
Furthermore, most wolves dispersing from the BRWRA to date have dispersed to areas within the
current outer boundaries of the MWEPA (e.g. the San Mateo Mountains and adjacent BLM land,
parts of the Sitgreaves National Forest, etc.), with only two or three dispersing as far as the
Deming, NM, area, and Flagstaff, AZ. There is no urgency about extending the outer limits of the
MWEPA, just because wolves are allowed to move outside the boundaries of the current
BRWRA. The decision about any extension of MWEPA boundaries would better be left to a
reconvened Mexican wolf recovery team, to be considered along with potential future
reintroduction sites. The AMOC should scrap Recommendation 5 in its present form, keeping
only section d, and section c, revised as follows: AMOC will advocate that wolves be allowed
to disperse from the BRWRZ throughout the MWEPA subject to management consistent
with current Blue Range Reintroduction Project SOPs. (See additional comments on project
SOPs, Recommendation 19.)
Recommendation 6: It is inappropriate to equate the population goal for the BRWRA, as defined
in the Final Rule, with a population goal for the entire MWEPA (much less for an even larger
MWEPA as proposed in Recommendation 5). The original 1982 recovery plan, contrary to what
is implied in this recommendation, calls for the establishment of at least two populations in the
wild (1982 Recovery Plan, p. 32). Carroll, et al., as noted in Recommendation 5, discuss the
possibility of at least three populations somewhere in a somewhat larger area than the current
MWEPA, and also discuss the importance of connectivity among populations, including
populations in Mexico.
It is simply absurd to apply the criterion of a single population of 100 as a management goal for
the entire MWEPA, current or enlarged. Again, the AMOC appears to be straying into recovery
team territory. Since the 100 figure in the Final Rule was based on and applies to the BRWRA
only, and since the foreseeable expansion of the BRWRA population is likely to be relatively
slow, there is no urgency about setting management goals for the entire MWEPA before the
recovery team is reconvened and does its work.
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understood to apply only to the current reintroduction efforts, and not in any way tie the hands of
managers in future reintroductions, these two recommendations appear appropriate and workable.
Recommendation 9: This recommendation is overly complex and unnecessarily ties the hands
of managers in the field. The field team should have the flexibility to translocate wolves to
whatever new location appears most likely to promote future success, within the constraints of
applicable SOPs.
Recommendation 10: As noted above, this recommendation will result in even more take of
Mexican wolves than already exists under the present rules. Allowing private individuals to take
animals that attack domestic dogs is particularly problematic, as it is an open invitation to baiting.
Absent extremely careful oversight and difficult investigations by law enforcement (already
overstretched, to judge by their track record in solving cases of illegal take so far), there is little to
prevent an unscrupulous wolf opponent from obtaining a stray dog, chaining it in his yard near a
couple of beefsteaks, and dispatching any hapless wolf that comes to investigate and attacks the
dog. The federal government should remain firmly in control and there should be no
relaxation of rules on take until the Mexican wolf is recovered and delisted.
Recommendation 11: This recommendation should be rejected for two reasons. First, like
Recommendation 6, it inappropriately equates a management objective for the BRWRZ
population with an objective for the entire MWEPA. Capping the MWEPA population at 125 is
not compatible with overall Mexican wolf recovery in the Southwest, since additional populations
will be necessary in the larger area, over and above the 100 wolf population objective of the
current reintroduction. Until a recovery plan is in place, additional populations established, and
wolves removed from the Endangered Species List, the federal government should remain in full
control, as noted above.
Second, there is at least some recent research that discredits killing wolves as a means of dealing
with livestock depredations and impacts on wild game. (See Musiani et al., 2006, attached as
Appendix G.). Thus it is inappropriate (and raises expectations that cannot be fulfilled) to attempt
to “resolve” livestock depredation incidents and “unacceptable impacts on native ungulate
populations” by allowing the states and tribes to issue take permits before Mexican wolves are
fully recovered.
Recommendation 12: The use of the term “conservation incentives” in this recommendation is
welcome and long overdue, particularly in the light of the total rejection by ranchers and country
officials of a proposed compensation scheme that would not require confirmation of every kill put
forward by the New Mexico Department of Agriculture at a meeting of Governor Richardson’s
Catron County wolf task force (of which I was a conservation member). (Draft of NMDA
compensation scheme attached as Appendix H.) It is time for an entirely new approach to the
question of dealing with economic impacts of wolves on livestock producers.
The Environmental Protection Agency of Sweden pays compensation to the Sami people, who
depend on reindeer herding in the north of the country, based not upon their losses, confirmed or
otherwise, but rather based on the prevalence of carnivores in the area. Among the advantages of
the Swedish model is that local people are trained and paid to help monitor the presence of
carnivores. Wildlife managers spend their time verifying the presence of the carnivores, rather
than searching for carcasses in difficult terrain and “controlling” rare carnivores. I urge the
Service and the AMOC to examine carefully the description of the program, attached as
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than a pay-for-the-dead-cow-and-shoot-the-wolf approach to compensation. As concluded in the
Musiani paper referenced above, “control” doesn’t seem to work well as a deterrent to future
depredations.
Recommendation 14: It is unclear why the AMOC must complete a detailed plan by December
31, 2006, for another review that will not be conducted until 2009-2010. Given the number of
additional obligations the AMOC proposes for itself over the next few months, it would make
sense to defer this duty until closer to 2009, when the situation on the ground will be clearer. At a
minimum, the AMOC should make certain that preparation of this plan does not detract
from managing the reintroduction program in a manner that will move wolf recovery
forward. The situation in 2005, when involvement of the field team in preparing the FiveYear Review has been cited as one reason why wolves could not be released to stanch some
of the hemorrhage of wolf numbers, must not be repeated.
Recommendation 15: The deadline for appointing the science and research advisory group
described in this recommendation is March 1, 2006. Has this panel been appointed? If so, who are
its members? If the panel has not been appointed, it would seem prudent and efficient to press the
plenary recovery team into service as this advisory group, since members have already been
selected, vetted, and have worked together for over a year. If there are a few gaps in areas of
expertise, it would be simple enough to add a few members, but the AMOC would not be in the
position of reinventing the wheel.
Recommendation 19: Several of the current SOPs are already in need of revision, including
SOP 13.0, whose application led to the loss of at least eight wolves and two breeding pairs in
New Mexico alone in 2005. Compliance with SOP 4.0 has been spotty, at best, with monthly
updates coming out as late as the middle of the following month. (See comments on
Recommendation 23, below, for more on public outreach.)
Recommendations 23 and 24: The recommendation to target 75% of public outreach within the
BRWRA and 25% outside may prove to have unintended consequences. If public outreach from
the project is not available in the larger, two-state area, it is likely that the gap in public education
on wolves will be filled by individuals and groups who may be less objective and less well
informed than project personnel. In addition, there is an appearance that the AMOC is more
concerned with attempting to reach out to a very small group of vocal opponents of wolf
recovery, to the detriment of the general public. I am also concerned that the project is already
bending over backwards to placate opponents to the point that “objectivity” regarding wolves has
become objectification, which undermines support for the program from the wider public. (See
my 2006 unpublished paper, Vanishing Lobos, attached as Appendix I.)
Recommendation 33: This recommendation is welcome, if long overdue. If there is to be any
realistic chance that a recovery plan will be finished by June 30, 2007, it is imperative that the
USFWS reconvene the existing recovery team immediately. There is certainly no way yet another
team could be expected to start from scratch and draft a plan by that date.
Recommendation 34: Not all “stakeholders” live within the BRWRA. How does meeting only
with the IFT in Alpine and with the commissioners or supervisors of the five counties in the
BRWRA “enhance meaningful opportunities for, and participation by, the full spectrum of
stakeholders and interested parties”? (Emphasis added.)
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entire Interagency Field Team for your efforts on behalf of Mexican wolves. These comments are
intended to be constructive. I hope you will accept them in the spirit in which they are intended.
Sincerely,

Jean C. Ossorio

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:07 PM
----Billie Hughes
<chedisky@nutrios
o.com>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
12/29/2007 02:23
cc
PM
Subject
Comment on Wolf Reintroduction

I have pasted my comments into this email and attached a printable file as well.
Billie Hughes
Box 364
Nutrioso, AZ 85932
I would like to start by introducing myself. I am a second- generation Arizonan, born and raised in Tucson.
I have lived most of my life in Arizona. I have camped and hiked in this country for nearly 60 years with
my first visits in the late 40s. For me, wolf country is a place for renewal, a precious space where my soul
can heal and connect with the land. I will not forget the first and only time I have heard a wolf howl at
Double Cienga. It was a very special moment for my sister and me—something we had not heard in the
woods in all of our years in this country. I realized that I had been robbed of something that should have
always been part of my experience.
To quote Mann from 1491 (Mann, 2005), “Gardens are fashioned for many purposes with many different
tools, but all are collaborations with natural forces. Rarely do their makers claim to be restoring or
rebuilding anything from the past; and they are never in full control of the results. Instead, using the best
tools they have and all the knowledge that they can gather, they work to create future environments” p. 366.
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roam Escudilla again and we exterminated the native elk. Exotics now compete with the native fish. Cattle
are likely to be with us until global warming and water shortages make it unprofitable to ranch. At some
point, ranch land will be worth so much more to developers that the open range will fall prey to the
wealthy. The ranchers who want the wolves removed will be replaced by summer dwellers that will want
their poodle and cat protected for the wild animals.
But, the woods are warmer now and we are more at risk of forest fires. Perhaps one more of natures paint
brushes will work its will on the landscape leaving the woods to heal on its own one more time.
I hope that if this is the scenario, that we have so established the Mexican wolf that this predator has fully
reclaimed its place in a larger ecosystem.
What we create now with the re-introduction will be different from what existed before Europeans settled
the West--yet re-introduction brings us one step closer to wild and free. The ecosystem will be healthier
with the return of one more predator near the top of the food chain.
I urge you to use the best science at your disposal to make decisions. The ranchers and I are temporary
intruders into this landscape. Let’s look to the future and think about the legacy we want for our
grandchildren. Do we want forests that are little more than enhanced city parks, or so we want to nurture a
garden that is more self-supporting and diverse that what it is now? What is our legacy—diversity or
extinction?
To this end, I ask that you:
1.
Remove the limitations on the range of the wolf. The
boundaries
are un-natural and inhibit the recovery of the species.
2.
Make your decisions knowing that these lands nurture by far
more
than the livelihoods of the ranchers. Many of those of us in the city came to the forest to rejuvenate. My
father served in WWII and in the Arizona Air National Guard. He was ready to give his life so that we
could have what we have in the country. Part of what he cherished and protected was access to the forests
and its solitude.
These lands the wolf roams again belong to all of us, not just those who we so fortunate to have ranches
with public grazing rights.
3.
Our wolves need more protection than the “experimental, nonessential’ classification provides. They are not recovering under the existing rules. Captive populations are
not an adequate safe- guard for the species. For the species to recover they need reclassification as
“essential” or “endangered".
4.
Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements.
Wolves don’t understand arbitrary boundaries. Current rules require capture of roaming wolves and
disruption of pack structures.
5.
Release wolves outside of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area.
To
date, we have not achieved a sustainable population. Certainly the Gila Wilderness provides excellent
habitat for wolves.
6.

Livestock issues need to be resolved. Cattle graze open range

during all months of the year in the Mexican wolf area. This results in constant contact between the cattle
and wolves. We need to not only encourage but require best animal husbandry practices in the
reintroduction area.
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By far too many wolves have been lost from removals and what I

assume is “poaching” by local residents. We need to keep the wolves we have on the ground alive.
These issues all speak to the need to revise the recovery plan as well as the rule changes to protect this
species.
I thank you for your work on the reintroduction and for the opportunity to participate in the process.
Works Cited
Mann, C. C. (2005). 1491: New Revelations of the Americas Before Columbus. N.Y.: Vintage Books.
(See attached file: EISCommentsDec2007.rtf)

Jean C. Ossorio
1251 Southridge Drive
Las Cruces, NM 88005
505-644-7389 (cell)
May 28, 2006
John Morgart, Ph.D.
Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna Road NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Fax: (505)346-2542
Re: Additional public comments on Mexican Wolf Five-Year Review and Recommendations
Dear John:
These comments are submitted in response to the extension of the public comment period on the
Mexican Wolf Blue Range Reintroduction Project Five-Year Review, originally published in the
Federal Register at 71 Fed. Reg. 13624-25 (March 16, 2006). They are submitted in addition to
my comments dated April 11, 2006.
The Mexican wolf reintroduction program in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) is
in crisis. Recent events have underscored the urgency of taking immediate decisions to reverse
declining population trends, reassert U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (hereafter referred to
as“Service”) responsibility for Mexican wolf recovery (including ultimate responsibility for the
BRWRA population, which is the only existing population that partially fulfills the mandate of
the 1982 recovery plan to “[R]e-establish and maintain viable wild populations of Mexican
wolves in at least two areas in Mexico and/or adjoining areas of southwestern United States.”),
and expedite the preparation of a new recovery plan incorporating the best and most recent
scientific and commercial data.
1. On December 31, 2005, the wild population stood at between 35 and 49 animals.
There were five breeding pairs in the wild.1
1

Monthly Project Status Report: January 1-31, 2006
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wild population. The female of this bonded pair was not pregnant when released in
April, and will not whelp in 2006.2
3. During the same period, a total of seven adult and yearling wolves were removed
from the wild population (5 animals trapped and removed to captivity, 1 wolf killed
by project personnel, and 1 wolf killed by a vehicle).3
4. An additional seven Mexican wolf pups from a single litter were either removed
from the wild (6) or were missing and presumed dead (1). The loss of these pups
from the litter of one of only five end-of-year breeding pairs represents a serious
blow to expectations for Mexican wolf recruitment in 2006. The problem is
compounded by the fact that the end-of-year breeding pair that produced the pups
was itself among the seven wolves removed (see 3 above).4
5. Absent numerous new releases and translocations, pup production and survival at
levels unprecedented in the program to date, and an almost total absence of additional
wolf deaths through poaching or accident, it is doubtful the end-of-year population
can hold its own, much less grow significantly.
6. The single greatest cause of removal of wolves from the wild population since
January 1, 2006, was conflict with livestock.5 Twelve out of fourteen losses of
animals in the wild population were associated with livestock conflicts. One was lost
through vehicular collision, and one was recaptured for being out-of-bounds on
private land.
Conflict with livestock grazing mainly on public land is clearly a major, systemic problem.6
The response of the Adaptive Management Oversight Committee (AMOC), the body charged by
the Service in the October 31, 2003, Memorandum of Understanding with management of the
reintroduction, has ranged from the tepid (create another committee to study the livestock conflict
issue—in Recommendation 12) to the perverse (give states, tribes, and individuals even more
leeway to “take” critically endangered wolves—Recommendations 10 and 11).
2

Monthly Project Status Reports for January through April, 2006
Ibid. Also, press accounts of the removal of the Hon Dah pack from the Fort Apache
Indian Reservation.
4 Ibid.
5
This is not an aberration, but a consistent, continuing trend; as noted in my earlier
comments (Apr. 11, 2006, p.3), in 2004-2005 twenty wolves were removed or killed
because of depredations.
6
The recent removal of the Hon Dah pack for livestock depredations on the Fort Apache
Indian Reservation clearly involves other considerations, including those of tribal
sovereignty. Nevertheless, this incident merely repeats a pattern seen in 2005 in the
demise of the Francisco Pack. Only the venue is different. Meanwhile, several other
packs (e.g. Saddle, San Mateo, and Luna) have depredations and are in serious
jeopardy of automatically being removed, as well – without regard to mitigating
circumstances or the resultant lowering the wild population to the point where it could
be extinguished by the poaching of a few alpha animals. All three of these were proven
“breeding pairs” in 2005.
3
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the AMOC chair – without comment or protest by the Service representative sitting next to him -made it clear that significant changes to Mexican wolf control SOP 13.0 are not on the table,
citing as justification of that position that if the SOP were changed to give project personnel more
flexibility in dealing with depredation incidents, “shoot, shovel, and shut up” would become
rampant.7 It is astonishing that an officer of a body created by the Service to manage a critically
endangered animal on behalf of the American public would confirm that AMOC policy decisions
are being driven by implied extortion by lawless wolf opponents.
Merely extending the boundaries of the recovery area, while a desirable action in itself, does
not effectively address the problem. At the same April 21 MWAMWG meeting in Pinetop, the
AMOC chair also acknowledged that the population goal of 100 wolves could not be achieved in
the current BRWRA8 “under current management practices.” The AMOC solution proposed to
the Service is to extend the boundaries – without a concomitant commitment to increasing the
number of wolves in the enlarged area. In other words, the AMOC’s recommendation to the
Service is to lower the bar because under current AMOC management practices, the
reintroduction will fail.
While boundary extension will undoubtedly save some wolves from premature removal from the
population due to boundary infractions, it will do little to lessen conflicts with livestock. In
addition, simply extending the area in which wolves may roam without making significant
changes in management practices, including control procedures, and without adjusting population
goals, will result in few wolves spread over a much larger area. This “dilution” of wolf densities
would make it unlikely that wolves would ever resume their regulatory role in the ecosystem—
one of the major reasons for restoring large carnivores in the first place!
7

Although minutes of the meeting have not been forthcoming, several persons in
attendance heard the chair’s statement that the “three strikes” (three depredations in
one year, regardless of any other factors or circumstances automatically resulting in
permanent removal or killing) provisions of SOP 13.0 are “not on the table.” In stating
that failure to respond to depredations would result in greater losses from “shoot, shovel,
and shut up,” the chair implicitly equated not following an inflexible three (or two, or four,
or some other arbitrary number) strikes provision with a failure to respond to depredations
at all. This is the antithesis of the definition of adaptive management which was the
ostensible reason for the Service entering into the MOU establishing the AMOC.
8 At the April 21, 2006 meeting the Chair of the AMOC, again without comment or protest
by the Service representative, stated that the BRWRA has been extended to include the
Fort Apache Indian Reservation for purposes of enumerating wolves and breeding pairs
in the wild because the White Mountain Apache Tribe has entered into the AMOC MOU
and permits wolves on the FAIR. Of course neither the Service, let alone the AMOC, can
unilaterally abrogate the 10(j) rule’s more limited definition of the BRWRA. This de facto
rule change without authority is not only problematic in principle, but has the practical
consequence of making the reintroduction project even further behind schedule. The
projection of 100 wolves in the BRWRA specifically was tailored to the BRWRA defined in
the Final Rule. See, e.g., 63 Fed. Reg. 1754 (Jan. 12, 1998) (Service projects the
reintroduction will achieve the recovery goal of at least 100 wolves occupying 5,000
square miles). In order to correctly measure actual status against the projected numbers
within the BRWRA, any wolves – individual or breeding pairs – on the FAIR should not
count.
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disarray. Recommendation 35 states: “AMOC will continue to advocate a clear and appropriate
distinction between the AMOC-managed Blue Range Reintroduction Project and the USFWSmanaged Mexican Wolf Recovery Program.” Currently, this is a distinction without a
difference. By its failure to even plan for the second reintroduction specified in the 1982
Recovery Plan and by its failure to resume recovery planning which it suspended in 2005, the
Service has converted what was originally determined to be an experimental, non-essential
population into the only Mexican wolf population in the wild in the United States.9
1. The Memorandum of Understanding by which the AMOC was created states on
page 2 of 26: “The purpose of this Agreement is to establish a framework for
adaptively managing the Mexican wolf reintroduction project in and around the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area to contribute toward recovery, including downlisting
and delisting.” (Emphasis added.)
2. The Memorandum of Understanding lists as Objective 1 of the agreement (page 2 of
26): “Continue a long-term effort (hereafter referred to as ‘Project’) to reestablish
Mexican wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area of east-central Arizona and
west-central New Mexico, and thus contribute to achieving approved recovery
goals. (Emphasis added.)
3. The reintroduced population in the BRWRA is currently the sole population that
can be counted towards recovery under the existing recovery plan dated 1982.
4. The BRWRA population has been in decline for two consecutive years.10 Under
AMOC management, the population is not increasing, nor is it contributing to
9

It is instructive to compare the Service’s rationale for reintroducing Gray Wolves into
Yellowstone as an experimental, non-essential population. “Specimens used to establish
an experimental population may be removed from a source or donor population,
provided their removal is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species . .
. . Gray wolves are common in western Canada (tens of thousands) and Alaska (about
7,000). No adverse biological impact is expected from the removal of about 150 from
the Canadian population. Consequently, the Service finds the wolves to be used in the
reintroduction effort meet the definition of ‘nonessential’ . . . because the loss of the
reintroduced wolves is not likely to appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival of
the species in the wild.” 59 Fed. Reg. 60267 (Nov. 22, 1994) (emphasis added) Here,
recovery coincides with reintroduction because the reintroduced wolves are the only
ones in the wild. The captive breeding program is no substitute. As recent research
(reported on NPR’s “Morning Edition” during the week of May 21, 2006) on the crash of
fishing in the North Atlantic shows, human interference and selection can cause
significant evolutionary changes in only a few generations. See also 63 Fed. Reg. 1755
(Jan. 12, 1998) (Reintroduction to the wild within a “reasonable period” is necessary to
avoid genetic, physical, or behavior changes in the captive population that could
diminish prospects for recovery.)
10
The Service itself has acknowledged that failure to meet goals for two consecutive
years in a wolf reintroduction program requires definitive action: “[I]f the wolf population
does not demonstrate positive growth toward recovery goals for 2 consecutive years,
the affected States and tribes, in connection with the Service, would within 1 year,
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goals, either existing ones under the 1982 recovery plan, or yet-to-be-determined
ones under a new recovery plan, appears to be receding ever farther into the future.
It is long past time for the Service to reassert its responsibility for Mexican wolf recovery.
The AMOC has clearly demonstrated an inability to make reasonable progress toward the goals
set out for it under the MOU. The Service should immediately take the following steps to rectify
the situation and fulfill its mandate under the Endangered Species Act:
1. Reassert control of wolf reintroduction, taking whatever legal steps are necessary to
withdraw from the MOU and to either dissolve the AMOC or change its mandate to one
of advising the Service on policy, while retaining overall control in the hands of the
Service. In particular, the Service should immediately suspend operation of SOP 13.0
and charge the Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator with personally supervising any
permanent removals or killings of wolves in response to depredations. This would
include asserting the Coordinator’s full authority for flexible – as opposed to robotic –
management intended in the Final Rule.11
2. Reconvene the Southwestern Distinct Population Segment Gray Wolf Recovery Team
immediately, letting members resume their work with a deadline of June 30, 2007. There
are many details of the recovery plan that can be worked out without waiting for a
redrawn SWDPS.12
3. Enlist the services of the technical panel of the SWDPS recovery team to assist in
drawing a new SWDPS boundary, with a deadline of August 31, 2006.

identify and initiate wolf management strategies, including public review and comment,
to ensure continued wolf population growth toward recovery levels.” 59 fed Reg. 60281
(Nov. 22, 1994) (emphasis added). Here, the population has not only failed to
demonstrate “positive growth,” it has demonstrated precipitous decline. Because this
decline is directly correlated with the Service’s abdication of reintroduction
management authority to the AMOC, there is no excuse for the Service’s failing to take
immediate corrective action.
11
While no one is suggesting that depredations should be ignored, the Final Rule
contemplates “limited ‘take’ . . . of individual wolves under narrowly defined
circumstances.” 63 Fed. Reg. 1754 (Jan. 12, 1998) (emphasis on “limited” and “individual”
added) SOP 13.0, both as written and as applied, results in automatic killing or removal of
entire packs, regardless of the specific wolves involved, intervening feeding upon wild
game since the last depredation, husbandry practices on a publicly owned grazing
allotment, presence of attractants in the form of carcasses, impact on breeding pairs,
etc.
12
The suspension of the team’s work in 2005 because of ongoing litigation was an
unnecessary delay. (At the April 21, 2006, meeting the AMOC Chair expressed the
frustration of the AMOC over the Service’s lack of movement on reconstituting the team,
suggesting that the Five-Year Review was the best vehicle for spurring some movement.)
The continued suspension in 2006 – after the Service abandoned any appeal of the
federal courts’ decisions invalidating the Service’s overbroad DPS – is utterly without
justification or logic, and each passing day of delay casts doubt on the Service’s good
faith in ever complying with the law.
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panel is an advisory forum only and that consensus is not required before the Service will
take appropriate actions to further recovery. The panel is too large and diverse to ever
reach consensus on any but the most trivial matters. Input from a wide variety of citizens
is important as the Service drafts a recovery plan, but based on its work to date the panel
is not going to reach consensus. It can, none-the-less, provide a useful source of views
for the Service. Simultaneously, interested parties could submit comments in writing
regarding their concerns. Giving both the panel members’ and the public’s views due
consideration, Service personnel, assisted by the technical team, should promptly draft
and publicize a plan.
5. Reexamine all Standard Operating Procedures put in place by the AMOC to determine
whether they are compatible with the overall goal of Mexican wolf recovery. Discard or
re-write those that are clearly impeding recovery and, in the interim, suspend operation of
SOP 13.0 and vest responsibility – and accountability – in the Mexican Wolf Recovery
Coordinator.
6. Recognize the importance to recovery of the existing wolves in the wild by immediately
coordinating with the persons attending the annual Species Survival Plan meeting, in
Alpine, AZ, in July, to ensure that sufficient Mexican wolves are bred and conditioned
for release to provide for 60 wolves in the wild by December 2007, no fewer than 8
breeding pairs and 80 wolves by December 2008 and at least 10 breeding pairs and 100
wolves by December 2009.
7. Publicly reassert that the reintroduction program will proceed and that illegal takings will
not only be vigorously investigated and prosecuted but that any wolves taken will be
replaced by up to five more.
These comments are in no way intended to impugn either the motives or the diligence of
individual members of the AMOC. Having worked with all of them on the SWDPS recovery
team, I have great admiration for their dedication to their work. Unfortunately, multi-headed
structures like the AMOC rarely succeed, especially in governing a project as complicated and
controversial as Mexican wolf reintroduction.13 The functions presently delegated to the AMOC
contain a large executive component, making decisions on a day-to-day basis and implementing
them in the field. Someone needs to be in charge. At this point in the Mexican wolf recovery
process, when the tiny, reintroduced population is the only population, that someone must be the
Service.
Thank you for this additional opportunity to comment.

13

Comparing the AMOC structure with such bodies as “Congress, the Supreme Court,
and innumerable commissions, Councils, Boards of Supervisors, etc…,” as is done in the
response to Comment 53 in the public comment section (ARPCC-251), ignores the fact
that those are essentially deliberative or legislative bodies. They typically benefit from
well-defined procedures, long institutional traditions, and checks and balances from
other branches, agencies, or bodies. Even with all of these benefits, the uneven quality of
legislation and the lack of consistency in judicial decisions demonstrate the difficulties
attendant to these bodies.
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Jean C. Ossorio

Peter M. Ossorio
1251 Southridge Drive
Las Cruces, NM 88005
Ossorios@zianet.com
April 12, 2006
John Morgart, Ph.D.
Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Re: Comments on the Mexican Wolf
(“Reintroduction Project”) Five-Year Review

Blue

Range

Reintroduction

Project

Dear Dr. Morgart:
These comments are in response to the notice of comment period, on the Mexican Wolf
Blue Range Reintroduction Project (“Reintroduction Project”) Five-Year Review -including the 37 recommendations regarding that review submitted by the Adaptive
Management Oversight Committee (AMOC) as part of the Five-Year review -- published
in the Federal Register at 71 Fed. Reg. 13624-25 (March 16, 2006). After the
preliminary section, below, the remarks are generally organized in the same sequence as
the elements of the review. Some redundancy has been intentionally included to assist
any tabulation of and/or response to these comments.
I.
Improper delay of science-based, urgently needed actions to reintroduce
wolves.
Before proceeding to specific comments and critique, I must point out the unnecessary
delay, duplication of effort, and waste of scarce U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
and AMOC resources caused by the timing of this comment period. I further ask you to
note the great inconvenience and significant personal expense to general members of the
public – both supporters and opponents of Mexican Wolf reintroduction – whose multiple
written comments, whose multiple travels to inconvenient places, and whose multiple
attempts to present their views at public hearings during the previous 15 months have
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been partially ignored and negated.14 There are only three possible explanations for the
present comment period: (1) the present notice in the Federal Register and comment
period are not legally required and have been implemented by FWS for undisclosed
internal agency reasons; (2) the present publication and request for comment is legally
required but was deliberately delayed by FWS in order to avoid issuing any record of
decision which could be challenged in the courts; or (3) the present notice and comment
period are legally required but in delaying it for 15 months FWS and its legal counsel
demonstrated colossal ignorance of the most basic requirements for public participation
in the making of public policy.15
The draft Five-Year Review mandated under the final rule controlling the Mexican Wolf
Reintroduction Program (50 CFR § 17.84(k) (13); 63 Fed. Reg. at 1771 (January 12,
1998)) was released by the AMOC on December 6, 2004. The FWS directed that the
AMOC prepare the document pursuant to the “10(j)” rule (codified at 16 U.S.C. §
1539(j)). The AMOC – with the assistance of the Interagency Field Team (IFT) produced
the draft Five-Year Review with the full knowledge and participation of FWS. At all
times since the AMOC’s inception in 2003, the FWS has been a member of the AMOC
and has had participants in the IFT. In its capacity as part of the AMOC, FWS was one of
the preparers of the Five-Year Review. If FWS’ having the AMOC produce the FiveYear Review was an unauthorized delegation of a “purely service” responsibility, the
present public comment period noticed by FWS can not cure the defect.16 FWS has
14

At multiple public hearings, supporters and opponents of Mexican Wolf reintroduction
were informed that their written comments would be considered. The Five-Year Review
does contain a synopsis of comments on the draft and AMOC responses. However, the
present notice of comment period published in the Federal Register makes no provision
for the public’s previous written comments to be considered in their entirety. Nor does
the notice provide for automatic consideration of comments submitted on the Final FiveYear Report at two meetings in January 2006, subsequent to its release. In response to
a specific inquiry, it was stated that those previously written comments should be
resubmitted.
15

I wish to acknowledge that much of the criticism of FWS below regards actions (and
omissions) before your watch and/or probably originated at a higher level. In that spirit
my remarks are simply addressed to you in your agency capacity and as the point of
contact to whom comments should be directed -- and not in any personal fashion.
16

To be clear, my position is that FWS may properly commission individuals and
agencies as part of the process of the Service’s fulfilling its review requirements under
the 10(j) rule. As amended, 50 C.F.R. § 17.84(k)(13) merely states: “The Service will
evaluate Mexican wolf reintroduction progress and prepare . . . full evaluations after 3
and 5 years . . . .” It does not specify or limit how the evaluations shall be conducted.
For example, the Mexican Wolf Recovery:
Three Year Program Review and
Assessment, Paquet, P.C., Vucetich, J., Phillips, M.L., and L. Vucetich 2001 (The
“Paquet Report”) was prepared by the Conservation Breeding Specialist Group for FWS.
Significantly, I do not recall FWS ever publishing a notice of public comment in the
Federal Register as part of the Three-Year evaluation, which also was mandated by the
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added nothing to the AMOC-produced document. Therefore, the present subject for
comment either is or is not legally sufficient as a FWS document, but affording an
additional, redundant period for comment has no effect on the validity of the document
itself.
I know of no reason why the Five-Year Review (or the Three-Year Review either) should
have been considered as anything other than a FWS internal decision-making tool to help
FWS generate concrete proposals for action and rule change which would then become
final agency decisions subject to formal notice and opportunity for public comment.
However, even if publication in the Federal Register of a notice of public comment
period is and always was a prerequisite for FWS acting upon the Five-Year Review, and
assuming that FWS properly delegated to the AMOC the preparation of the Five-Year
Review to fulfill FWS’ obligations under the 10(j) rule, FWS should have published the
present notice simultaneously with the release of the draft on December 6, 2004. This
obligation for prompt public comment (if it exists at all) was enhanced by the fact that
FWS had failed to meet the schedule for a Five-Year Review required under the 10(j)
rule: The Three-Year Review was released in 2001; the Five-Year Review was due in
2003. When the AMOC finally completed its draft for FWS, it was well over a year
late.17
For FWS to take the position that because the December 6, 2004 document was only a
draft FWS had to wait for 15 months before soliciting public comment would be
disingenuous. First, there is no evident legal requirement that the Five-Year Review
required any more public notice and comment than the Three-Year Review, i.e. none.
Secondly, the public already has had the opportunity to comment on the 37 AMOC
recommendations and other provisions in the final Review at two public meetings held
after the final Five-Year Review was released on December 31, 2005. If further public
comment were necessary, there was no reason for FWS to have waited until March 2006
to publish the notice. More importantly, if the FWS takes the position that, despite FWS
10(j) rule. There never has been any suggestion that the 3-Year Review failed to comply
with the rule. Consequently, the delay caused by the present comment period appears
unnecessary and logically leads to questions about whether the additional delay is part
of a larger pattern and practice to avoid taking meaningful measures toward recovery of
the Mexican Gray Wolf.
17

The delay by the AMOC and FWS was not just some ministerial, bureaucratic slip.
As discussed below, the FWS’ failure to take action on the urgently needed changes
recommended in the Paquet Report resulted in 2003 being the first significant departure
from the program’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) projected numbers of
wolves in the wild. By 2005, the program was in a tailspin – not because of sciencebased problems or a lack of enthusiasm and expertise by the Interagency Field Team
(IFT) but because FWS policy makers bowed to political pressure and special interests
and deliberately failed to propose necessary changes to the 10(j) rule and approved
scientifically unsupported increased removal and killing of wolves who had neither
attacked humans nor been caught attacking livestock.
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participation on it, the AMOC is a separate entity and FWS needed to make the FiveYear Review a “purely service” product it should have done so on December 6, 2004.
FWS should have taken the AMOC’s draft and published notice in the Federal Register
that it was considering action upon it. This would not have affected the AMOC’s ability
to comment and make recommendations on the draft like any other member of the public.
If FWS’ position is that it is so disassociated from the AMOC that the AMOC’s draft was
not a sufficiently “purely service” document, then AMOC stood in the shoes of the public
and was entitled to no special status under the law. At a time when FWS was already late
in complying with the 10(j) rule’s requirement for a “full evaluation” review after five
years, for FWS to delay taking urgently recommended actions while the AMOC
unofficially massaged its draft and prepared its recommendations showed either
deliberate bad faith or – at best – gross negligence and a reckless disregard for the 10(j)
rule.
Instead of FWS’ making the AMOC’s draft a “purely service” product in December
2004, the AMOC, with the full knowledge and participation of FWS, established and
publicized -- but failed to post in the Federal Register -- a comment period with an initial
deadline of March 15, 2005. On April 26, 2005, the AMOC released a “socio-economic
component” and set a new deadline for comments of July 31, 2005. Again, FWS had full
knowledge of the procedure and participated in it – but failed to publish a notice of
comment period in the Federal Register. This further delay was particularly unwarranted
because there was no specific requirement under either the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) or the Endangered Species Act (ESA) that the Five-Year Review
contain such a component. 18
In addition to multiple extensions amounting to multiple additional opportunities for
comment, the AMOC conducted public meetings on, among other items, the Five-Year
Review as follows:
Public “Open house” informational meetings accepting only oral comments with
no official record:
January 26, 2005 – Truth or Consequences, NM
January 27, 2005 – Glenwood, NM
January 28, 2005 – Alpine, AZ
January 29, 2005 – Phoenix, AZ
Mexican Wolf Blue Range Reintroduction Project Adaptive Management Work
Group (MWAMWG) meetings:

18

The Five-Year Review tacitly concedes this point in the preface by stating that the
AMOC and IFT conducted the Five-Year review to comply with the Final [10(j)] Rule, “but
above and beyond that the intent was to identify and implement improvements in the
[Reintroduction] Project.” (emphasis added) Thus, FWS permitted additional delay
unnecessary to comply with the Rule.
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April 22, 2005 – San Carlos Casino, AZ19
June 15, 2005 – Reserve, NM
June 16, 2005 – Silver City, NM
June 17, 2005 – Truth or Consequences, NM
June 18, 2005 – Albuquerque, NM
June 28, 2005 – Phoenix, AZ
June 29, 2005 – Hon Dah, AZ (Fort Apache Indian Reservation)
June 29, 2005 – Alpine, AZ
June 30, 2005 – Morenci, AZ
October 14, 2005 – Morenci, AZ
The final Five-Year Review, which includes 37 specific recommendations by the AMOC,
was released on December 31, 2005 – over two years late. Subsequently there were two
more MWAMWG meetings at which public comment was taken on the entire Five-Year
Review, including the 37 AMOC recommendations:
January 26, 2006 – Safford, AZ
January 27, 2006 – Silver City, NM
The AMOC was not some separate, rogue entity operating out of view of FWS. After
each of the comment periods FWS participated in responding to the public’s comments.
Similarly, at each of the public meetings FWS representatives were present and
participated in presentations and/or responding to the public’s questions and comments.
At any step beginning on December 6, 2004, FWS could have presented proposed rule
changes for scoping and formally initiated a comment period. FWS did not do so. This
inaction appears deliberate, not inadvertent. For example, the announcement for the
June 16, 2005, MWAMWG meeting in Silver City, NM contained the following generic
statement under the heading “Additional Information”:
Public Comment on the Five-Year Review: Written comment must be
submitted at one of the public meetings noted above, or sent through the U.S.
Postal Service (postmarked by July 31, 2005) to: U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, New
Mexico Ecological Services Office, 2105 Osuna NE,
Albuquerque, New Mexico
87113.
That is, of course, the identical office and address specified in the Federal Register for the
present comment period. Thus, throughout 2005 FWS clearly was using the public
meetings to solicit written comments on the AMOC’s draft Five-Year Review, but failed
to notice a written comment period in the Federal Register.
As early as June 8, 2005, eight conservation groups wrote the chair of the AMOC and the
FWS Regional Director (now the FWS Director), H. Dale Hall, to request that the
“meetings” be turned into “public hearings” at which oral testimony would be recorded.
(Attachment “A”)
19

These meetings were open to the public. At the first two meetings questions were
taken but no written comments solicited and no comment forms were provided to the
public. At subsequent meetings, written comments for the record could be submitted.
Oral public comment was also permitted, but not recorded.
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This letter – which was in response to two private, invitation-only meetings high ranking
FWS officials held with wolf reintroduction opponents in February 2005 and which
preceded a moratorium on wolf releases and a more stringent removal and kill policy –
placed FWS on notice that on-the-record public comment was necessary because of the
“tremendous public concern” over FWS and AMOC policy shifts “[c]ontrary to the
advice of independent biologists who have urged that fewer wolves be removed from the
wild and more released . . . .” Instead of taking the requests of the eight conservation
groups seriously and generating on-the-record hearings – and initiating a formal notice
for public comment on either the Five-Year Review or Rule change, Director Hall and
the AMOC did not even bother to give the eight conservation groups a written reply.
The wildly disparate treatment of anti-reintroduction special interests, who had private
meetings with top FWS officials, and eight pro-reintroduction organizations, who did not
even receive an acknowledgement, strongly suggests that under Director Hall FWS
abandoned any objective role in fulfilling its statutory and regulatory responsibility for
Mexican Wolf reintroduction – and recovery.
The 15 month delay in putting a Five-Year Review out for public comment through
notice in the Federal Register – whether deliberate or negligent – had demonstrable,
adverse consequences for Mexican Wolf reintroduction. In October 2005, when I and
others voiced concern at the Morenci, Arizona hearing that there seemed to be no plan to
compensate for declining numbers of wolves in the wild or to achieve the interim goal of
100 wolves FWS offered no plan. When it was confirmed that the number of breeding
pairs had precipitously fallen to five by the end of 2005, at the January 27, 2006, meeting
in Silver City, the excuse for not planning to release additional wolves was that all of the
Interagency Field Team (IFT) personnel were unavailable to address the issue because
they had been working so hard on responding to comments on the Five-Year review.
Further, at the same meeting, FWS would not or could not agree to even starting the
process to make changes to the 10(j) Rule which had been recommended since at least
2001, nor would FWS commit to releasing wolves in 2006 to halt the declining numbers
of wolves in the wild. For over five (5) years, FWS unnecessarily has delayed
implementing the science-based recommendation for rule change contained in the Three
Year Review /Paquet Report. For over 23 months, since the last new release in April
2004, under an unofficial moratorium,20 FWS has failed to release any new wolves -despite a multi-year record of 23 unsolved illegal killings of wolves and unwarranted
removals and killings authorized by FWS in order to follow a politically driven operating
procedure (AMOC SOP 13) that contained no provisions for modification based on the
number of wolves such takings would leave in the wild. While wolf numbers remain at
20

An official moratorium for calendar year 2006 was never implemented because of the
abysmal decline to only five breeding pairs by the end of CY 2005. FWS and the
AMOC’s refusal to commit to new releases after announcing those figures in January
2006, demonstrates that it continues its de facto moratorium regardless of formally
staying the politically inspired official moratorium. This failure to adapt to conditions in
the field by using management tools available under the present rule is particularly
disturbing.
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approximately 40-50% of those projected at this stage in the FEIS and breeding pairs are
only about one-third, FWS is only now beginning a protracted, duplicative exercise to
determine whether it will accept AMOC recommendations to delay deciding whether to
decide to propose rule change for yet another year.21
In summary: For five (5) years FWS has delayed making the most basic of decisions
scientifically necessary to the reintroduction (and recovery) of the Mexican Wolf and has
delayed even the questionable requirement for public comment on the Five-Year Review
-- as noticed in the Federal Register – by 15 months. This delay was knowing and
deliberate. This delay came in the face of repeated written and public calls: for rule
change; for boundary change; for measures to discourage wolves from gravitating to
livestock; for increased law enforcement to improve a miserable less than 5% rate of
solving illegal killings; and for the prompt introduction of genetically valuable wolves to
enhance both the overall numbers and the genetic diversity of wolves in the wild.
Ordinarily, a comment period would be salutary. In the present case, however, it is the
culmination of either negligent or deliberate delay directed by or at least with the
knowledge and approval of then Regional Director Hall. Under these circumstances,
FWS has no excuse for failing to immediately implement all measures available under
the existing rule to increase the number of individual wolves and breeding pairs in the
wild and to suspend any and all agency policies, procedures, and standard operating
procedures (SOP) unless and until the numbers of breeding pairs and individuals reach
the original projections for the program. FWS may be able to delegate a certain amount
of day-to-day authority; it can not delegate nor abrogate its responsibility under the law.
II.
Substantive Comments Upon And Critique Of The Five-Year Review
Administrative Component
A.

Inadequate law enforcement and FWS failure to assist

Page AC-2: The statement that one of the wolf killings was “resolved” through a finding
of self-defense implies a judicial determination. The FWS necropsy and other available
evidence shows that the wolf was shot through the rear legs. Without speculating on
specific reasons for not prosecuting the shooter, the Review should simply acknowledge
that one killer was successfully prosecuted and a second killer was not prosecuted. The
reference to the other investigations remaining open is misleading. Absent a conspiracy
extending after the killings, any prosecution of many of the other killings is permanently
barred by the five-year statute of limitations. (18 U.S.C. § 3282) On a percentage basis,
if the FBI had such a record of arrests for bank robberies or kidnappings, there would be
21

It is truly ironic in the face of this delay that the acknowledgments to the AMOC FiveYear review “thank each and every member of the public, whether affiliated agency or
NGO representative or private individual, who took the time to express their opinions
about Mexican wolf reintroduction. . . . [Whether] a form letter, post card, or email, or a
personal verbal or written indication . . . your thoughts were considered very carefully
before decisions were made.” Unfortunately FWS now takes the position that they were
nugatory because not made pursuant to formal notice in the Federal Register.
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a new Director and a complete shakeup of that organization. While having great regard
for the FWS and state agency law enforcement officials whom my wife and I have met in
the field and for the fact that there are far too few agents for far too large an area, the sad
fact is that results have not been anywhere near satisfactory.
Rather than shunting this problem onto the law enforcement agents, FWS should deter
illegal killings by the simple, inexpensive exercise of its indisputable authority under the
existing rule: For every illegal wolf killing, up to five new wolves will be released in the
wild. 22 Any attempt by criminal elements to escalate killings would require considerably
more overt activity and enhance the likelihood that law enforcement agents would
discover the perpetrators.
B.
Unwarranted
compensation

optimism

about

government

payment

of

livestock

Pages AC-4/5: There is no evidence that the lack of a federally funded livestock
compensation program “remains a huge impediment” to acceptance of reintroduction.
The present privately funded program has already separated those who are adamantly
opposed from those who are opposed because of real or perceived economic impacts.
Further, on July 29, 2005, A detailed proposal by an New Mexico State University
Department of Agriculture expert for exceedingly generous – and very loosely, locally
administered -- compensation was publicly denounced as “socialist” at the second open
meeting of New Mexico Governor Bill Richardson’s Task Force in Reserve, New
Mexico. FWS is well aware of this adamant opposition; a senior FWS official was in
attendance. Further, any compensation program which would drain money from the
already well-documented under funding of staff actually engaged in the work of
reintroduction and recovery would simply be a back-door stratagem to reduce or
eliminate the reintroduction program; it also would directly impede the statutory mandate
to recover Canis lupus baileyi. Rather than rewarding poor husbandry or compensating
for one of the many natural hazards associated with the privilege of grazing livestock at
below market rates on public land, FWS should consider adapting and adopting the more
imaginative programs found in other countries which emphasize rewarding results –
providing incentives for private land owners and allotment grantees where wolves are
successful.
C.

1982 Recovery Plan requires not just one but at least two viable populations

Page AC-10: The assessment remarks about the cornerstone1982 Recovery Plan, still the
controlling document for recovery because of FWS’ failure to revise it, mischaracterize
the Recovery Plan. Contrary to what is stated in the Five-Year Review, the primary,
22

Unlike the wolves in the wild, the Mexican Wolf captive breeding program is thriving.
Under the Species Survival Plan, several packs in captivity are being separated and
breeding has been suspended this year in several instances at least partly because of a
lack of facilities to house all the wolves which could be bred. Releasing more wolves in
the wild to deter illegal killings would be a logical solution to both problems.
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necessary-but-not-sufficient first step toward recovery, at page 32 of the 1982 Plan, does
not call for just “a viable, self-sustaining population [singular] of at least 100 Mexican
wolves . . . .“ It actually calls for viable wild populations of Mexican wolves “in at least
two areas in Mexico and/or adjoining areas of [the] southwestern United States.”
(emphasis added) This scientifically sound requirement for more than one viable
population in the wild highlights FWS’ failure to make adequate progress toward
establishing even one viable population of 100 wolves.
D.

Further delay in revising 1982 recovery plan

Page AC-13: Contrary to the note regarding the AMOC’s recommending that FWS
complete a Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan no later than June 30, 2007, is “impractical,”
such a deadline is overly generous. FWS has only itself to blame – and not litigation and
other external factors – for failing to continue to plan for Mexican wolf recovery despite
the time-consuming, bureaucratic process which resulted in the AMOC and despite the
uncertainty caused by the litigation. Biology and geography do not change as a result of
politics. FWS could have simply redirected the planning effort into gathering additional
data that would be useful regardless of any redefined boundaries or population segments.
Having created, and shelved, at least one draft recovery plan in the 1990s (alluded to on
p. AC-12) FWS could have assembled a draft plan that addressed two or three of the most
likely contingency political and legal outcomes – thereby saving precious time as those
assumptions were proved either accurate or inaccurate. The AMOC should be
commended for “strongly underscor[ing]” that not only is the revision long overdue, but
that the lack of a current plan has real, adverse consequences for the prospects of the
survival of the sub-species.
E.

Deliberate FWS delay in proposing any rule changes

Pages AC-16/17: These two pages are an extremely valuable synopsis of how FWS has
consistently elevated process over progress and seized upon every opportunity for
delaying biologically unassailable but politically controversial actions. Instead of
initiating public comment on proposed rule change in 2000 to permit direct releases in
New Mexico and instead of placing before the public a proposed rule change to address
the April 2001 recommendation of the Paquet Report to permit wolves to establish
themselves outside of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA), FWS has failed
to provide the public with a document for scoping, revision, comment and adoption.
While the AMOC’s unequivocal recommendation to modify the final rule “immediately”
is fully justified and welcome, it is also superfluous. FWS has and always has had the
ability to initiate this critical rule-change process. There is no justifiable reason for FWS
to further delay and decide whether to agree with itself (i.e accept the recommendation of
FWS in its capacity as the lead federal agency in the AMOC).
Pages AC-18/19: The fact that, by its nature as a three-year review, the Paquet Report
evaluated a situation not fully foreseeable at the beginning of Mexican Wolf
reintroduction, does not detract from its validity. Indeed, as an “independent reviewer”
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its recommendation for rule change to permit wolves to take up residence outside
invisible boundaries was worthy of great respect – and prompt, not deferred action. The
assertion that “[a]ny proposed rule change language is now separate from the recovery
planning process and will come through AMOC . . .” may be fait accompli but represents
yet another example of FWS using a bureaucratic process it itself created to avoid action.
FWS is neither constrained nor compelled by the AMOC when it comes to drafting and
proposing for public comment appropriate relaxation of arbitrary boundary restrictions
which – as acknowledged on page AC-18 are not imposed anywhere else in the United
States.
F.

Educational outreach success but missed opportunities

Pages AC-25/26;41: Educational outreach regarding wolf behavior is one of the
significant achievements of the reintroduction program and all of the IFT should be
complimented on augmenting the efforts of the designated team member responsible for
public outreach. The AMOC’s SOP 3.0 – and by its acquiescence, FWS – however have
adopted too narrow a focus. Devoting more than 75% of outreach to placating the
loudest opponents of wolf reintroduction within BRWRA is excessive; setting that
arbitrary requirement neglects energizing broader regional constituencies to provide
broad public support for the program at a time when program administrators are faced
with miserly budgets that hamper the program. This is especially true given the
importance of the separate sovereigns one of whom is a participant and one of whom
continues to decline to participate in the program (discussed on page AC-45 and at L
below).
One technique which has long been suggested to FWS and has never been implemented
is the use of trained volunteers to augment the IFT in a variety of ways ranging from
protecting den sites to providing additional data points of locations to assisting with
public education and outreach. A written proposal was submitted to FWS on June 19,
2001, to the then Mexican Wolf Recovery coordinator – but never acted upon. After
again submitting the suggestions, on October 4, 2003, only a cursory response of possibly
meeting sometime in the future to discuss the proposal was forthcoming from the then
Administrator of the FWS Ecological Services Field Office in Albuquerque, New Mexico
(Joy Nicholopoulos). (Copies of the relevant correspondence are attachment “B”).
Any possible original management concerns about “leaking” sensitive information
outside the IFT are now moot with the current AMOC policy of providing radio receivers
and near real-time wolf locations to ordinary citizens in a fashion that does not control or
prevent further dissemination of such information.
G.

Livestock husbandry and carcass removal

Pages AC-29/31: The final report contains the unsubstantiated assertions that federal
agencies are powerless to require permittees -- granted the privilege of using public lands
-- to remove, render unpalatable, or bury dead livestock to prevent attracting wolves.
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While citing authority for voluntary action it asserts that Arizona and New Mexico
statutes “constrain” the carcass disposal issue.
Despite written comments on the final Five-Year Report submitted at the meeting in
Silver City, New Mexico on January 27, 2006, neither FWS nor the AMOC appears to
have sought independent counsel regarding either agency regulations or interpretation of
state law. The verbal rejection at the meeting of possible, non-exclusive authority for
FWS and U.S. Forest Service action failed to cite any legal authority for that
interpretation – nor did it address other possible bases for agency authority, such as
restrictions on littering public lands, allowing personal property to remain on public
lands, and general nuisance and sanitation provisions. Therefore, contrary to the
assertions at pages AC-31/32 of the Five Year Review, any reluctance to deal with the
issue must be viewed as based solely on a policy which the Committee has the legal
authority to change.
At the October 14, 2005 Safford, Arizona meeting, it was suggested that the AMOC can
not take any action regarding removing livestock carcasses or rendering them unpalatable
because that would be prohibited by Arizona law. We believe such an interpretation of
Arizona Revised Statutes § 3-1303 is unwarranted and incorrect for three reasons:
1.

Regarding public lands, as opposed to base properties, if there is a conflict
between federal and state law, the federal law prevails. So for example,
there is case law in which a state’s fencing out statute was not controlling
on public lands. However, even if as a matter of comity, the FWS and
AMOC would follow state law, Arizona and New Mexico law is not an
obstacle to carcass removal.

2.

None of the Arizona statutes cited in the Five Year Report at pages AC 30/31 prohibit requiring the property owner herself to remove or render
unpalatable carcasses on Public Lands as a normal condition of the
privilege of using our lands. As the courts have reiterated and 36 CFR §
222.3(b) states: “Grazing permits and livestock use permits convey no
right, title, or interest held by the United States in any lands or resources.”
In other words, grazing is a privilege and not a right. The Arizona statutes,
individually and as a body of law, clearly are designed to address rustling
and poaching. The key section, 3-1307, reasonably seeks to deny either
the live animal or a usable carcass to the violator or beneficiaries of the
violator. It is hard to believe that any court would conclude that the
statute covers a carcass that has no property value – it can’t be sold under
federal or state sanitation codes and there is nothing to prevent the owner
from stripping the hide, taking the meat for pet food, or doing anything he
wants to the carcass before it is removed or rendered inedible. In fact,
there are many who believe that the burden should be on the owner to
remove his discarded property from the Public Lands just like the hiker or
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camper. Thus, the Arizona statutes would not prevent either authorizing
members of the Interagency Field Team to remove/render unpalatable
carcasses or requiring the livestock owner to do so – provided the owner
had notice and an opportunity to salvage any meat or hide.
3.

The situation in New Mexico is even stronger in favor of carcass removal.
The Five-Year Review’s reference to NMSA 77-9-45, printed at page AC31 for the proposition that removal or rendering unpalatable is contrary to
New Mexico law is a misinterpretation of that statute. By its own terms
(“has good reason to believe that said livestock or carcasses, are stolen”)
section 77-9-45 clearly is another anti-rustling/poaching law. As with the
Arizona statute, it is hard to believe that a court would hold that removing
or rendering unpalatable – as part of a legally mandated recovery program
being implemented by federal and state agents-- a carcass is a “use” within
the context of the statute and the intent of the legislature. The action
required of state livestock inspectors under that section – that the inspector
“shall seize and take possession of same” – would accomplish precisely
the carcass removal essential to reducing wolf-livestock conflicts! If New
Mexico livestock inspectors had the means and resources to enter Public
Lands and seize and take away carcasses, the goal of carcass removal
would be achieved. We are not, of course, suggesting that this is feasible
or that New Mexico is required to expend its resources this way – simply
observing that this is an option under the law.
Further reading of the
New Mexico livestock laws discloses that section 77-9-45 probably does
not even apply to moving carcasses on Public Lands. That is because
NMSA 77-9-41, which makes it unlawful to move, inter alia, cattle or
carcasses without prior inspection and proof of ownership, specifically
excludes the requirement “where the transportation or movement from one
point to another within the state is entirely upon lands exclusively within
the control of the party moving . . . such animals or carcasses . . . .” As
noted above, the Public Lands are the public’s and a grazing allotment
does not change that. Therefore, New Mexico law does not prevents
federally authorized officials from moving carcasses on Public Lands.

Anyone who has been around lawyers knows that if one asks two lawyers a question
there are likely to be at least three answers. For that reason, at the first opportunity to
provide written comments on the Five-Year Review, submitted on January 27, 2006, at
the meeting in Silver City, New Mexico I noted that neither FWS nor the AMOC are
authorized to render binding interpretations of state statutes and requested that the
AMOC do one of two things:
1.

Request formal opinions from the Attorneys General for Arizona and New
Mexico regarding whether the statutes cited in the Five-Year Review are
intended to apply to duly authorized agents of state and federal agencies in the
performance of their official duties. Request that their opinions specifically
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address whether the statutes would prohibit such agents (or others assisting
them or under their direction) from removing or rendering unpalatable
carcasses on Public Lands – after a reasonable attempt to notify the owner of
the location of the carcass so that he can salvage whatever portions of the
carcass he wants. Because such opinions are always reviewable if challenged
in a court of law, the requests should also seek the authority upon which the
opinions rely to reach their conclusions. Once received, the Attorney
Generals’ opinions’ should be communicated to all interested parties;
OR
2.

Call things by their right names and make it clear to the public that the AMOC
has rejected requiring carcass disposal not because state law precludes it, but
because as a matter of policy the AMOC has chosen not to do so.

The Five Year Review asserts “[f]ederal land management agencies do not have the
authority to require lease/permit holders to remove livestock carcasses from Public
land.” AC-31. It makes a sweeping capitulation that the agencies lack the authority
under any “law, regulation, or policy.” AC-29. Instead the Review suggests that
such conditions could be written into grazing permits if the permitee voluntarily
requested it, perhaps in exchange for some sort of payment. AC-31/32 The Five
Year Review does not cite any specific authority for such a “pitiful giant” excuse for
inaction. In particular it points to no examples where federal courts have been called
upon to address the issue and have held that the agencies are powerless to impose
limitations on use of public lands to further the Endangered Species Act. Although
that conclusion might ultimately prove correct, the Five Year review should not make
such sweeping legal conclusions without citing appropriate authority. This is
especially true in light of the indisputably broad powers clearly set out in the Code of
Federal Regulations. Simply by way of illustration and not intended to be a
comprehensive compilation of agency authority, the United States Forest Service
(USFS) Chief Forester has the authority: to cause allotment management plans to be
analyzed and updated as needed (36 C.F.R.§ 222.2(b)); to cancel ten-year allotments
in the midyear of the decade in order to update terms and conditions (36 C.F.R. §
222.3(c)(iii); to “prescribe provisions and requirements under which term permits will
be issued, renewed, and administered including: [a list of such terms, which under
canons of statutory construction do not necessarily limit the terms to those listed];” to
cancel a permit if the permitee refuses to accept modification of the terms and
conditions of an existing permit (36 C.F.R.§ 222.4 (2)(a)(i)); and to cancel or suspend
the permit if the permit holder is convicted for “failing to comply with Federal laws
or regulations or State laws relating to the protection of . . . wildlife, and other
environmental values when exercising the grazing use authorized by the permit.” 36
C.F.R. §222.4(6)). Further, there is exceedingly broad authority to modify the terms
and conditions of a permit “to conform to current situations brought about by changes
in law, regulation, executive order, development or revision of an allotment
management plan, or other management needs.” 36 C.F.R. § 222.4(7) (emphasis
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added). Finally, in addition to the interagency cooperation mandated by the
Endangered Species Act, (and the consultation required even in the case of
experimental, non-essential populations) under the specific regulations of the U.S.
Forest Service, the Chief, Forest Service “will cooperate with other agencies,
institutions, organizations, and individuals who have an interest in improvement of
range management on public and private lands.” 36 C.F.R. § 222.7 (d) (emphasis
added).
The above examples are merely illustrative and not the product of detailed research.
It appears that federal Public Lands managers not only have the authority to modify
grazing permits but are required to cooperate with agencies like USFWS,
organizations including the AMOC, the Center for Biological Diversity and
Defenders of Wildlife and individuals, including interested members of the public.
The FWS and USFS can hardly deny that the numbers of ungulates and livestock are
key elements in range management for sustainability and multiple use under changing
conditions -- and that the Mexican Gray Wolf asserts a significant influence on the
former and an allegedly significant impact on the latter. Thus, there appears to be
ample authority, as well as a specific mandate, for the federal Public Lands managers
to revise permits to cooperate with the Recovery Program.
H.

Confusing characterization of the project

Pages AC-33/34; 42: The rejection of the Paquet report’s recommendation to emphasize
“a community approach” to understanding the wolf reintroduction project conflates the
biological and social definitions of community. The lack of all desired data is always a
given in any project of this nature and should not be an excuse for putting a political spin
on biological data to require some nebulous emphasis on wolf management “as an
integrated component of the social (human) as well as the ecological landscape” and “a
balanced, objective perspective on positive and negative aspects of wolves as ecosystem
components in a multiple-use landscape . . . .” Scientifically, I can not imagine how
reintroduction and recovery of the Mexican Gray Wolf can have a negative impact on the
ecosystem. Socially and politically, the public is quite capable of drawing its own
conclusions of the pros and cons of wolf reintroduction. It does not need some diffuse
advisory group – whose formation apparently already has missed the proposed March 1,
2006 deadline – to engage the AMOC in politically driven posturing over what to say
about the program.
I.

Further delay in even considering needed rule change

Pages AC-37/38: The announced intent to delay until the end of 2006 receiving a
committee report from an AMOC representative and a county representative on the
human and socioeconomic implications – with specific emphasis on estimated livestock
depredation losses for any boundary expansions -- demonstrates that FWS intends to
further delegate, abdicate, and delay taking science-based actions to promote
reintroduction and recovery of the Mexican Gray wolf.
The Review does not even
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mention the “s” word – scoping; rather than exalting additional bureaucratic process over
action, FWS should use the best presently available data to propose rule change, properly
disseminate it to the public and give the entire public the opportunity to contribute the
kind of comments that the AMOC proposes obtaining from no more than 50 hand-picked
stakeholder representatives.
J.

Refreshing candor does not excuse failure

Page AC-43: Given that the decline of wolves in the wild and breeding pairs coincided
with the formation of the AMOC, delaying completing the Five-Year Review until the
eighth year because of waiting for the formation of the AMOC definitely cannot be
considered efficient. More importantly, the delay and extended process consumed scarce
resources and caused the reintroduction to lose ground. The benefit of a “fresh
perspective” compared to the 3-Year Review is questionable. As discussed elsewhere,
FWS abdicated its responsibility to act and instead embraced bureaucratic layer upon
process upon passing decisions back and forth between the AMOC and FWS. In
particular, FWS should have released draft rule changes simultaneously with the draft
Five-Year Review in December 2004 and should have conducted scoping and published a
proposed final rule for public comment simultaneously with the activities of the AMOC.
The AMOC’s delay to include a flawed and superficial socio-economic assessment that
essentially ignores benefits unless directly quantifiable and which also is largely silent
about larger societal benefits and costs regarding public lands while dwelling on costs to
narrow, special interests -- already subsidized through below-market grazing privileges
and special tax incentives -- should not have been countenanced by FWS.
K.

Proposed further abdication by FWS

Page AC-44: The proposal that a reactivated Mexican wolf recovery team be harnessed
as an advisor to the AMOC, would invert FWS’ statutory mandate and subvert the
overarching recovery effort. The obligation of FWS to recover the Mexican wolf will not
go away – regardless of the success or failure of the reintroduction into the BRWRA.
Indeed given the lack of action from the AMOC since its inception to introduce sufficient
wolves and its unwillingness to refrain from management procedures that caused most of
the failure to reach projected numbers, it is questionable whether the AMOC is capable of
avoiding further “slippage” in the wolf population in the wild. FWS needs to ensure that,
regardless of the AMOC’s failure to ensure progress on the ground and its apparent
inability to overcome both lawful and lawless opposition to reintroduction, planning for
recovery proceeds.
L.
Significant achievement in enlisting support from separate sovereign should
encourage further effort.
Page AC-45: The participation of the White Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT) in the
Reintroduction Project is one of the most optimistic developments since the Project’s
inception. The present position of the San Carlos Apache Tribe (SCAT) demonstrates
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that much more outreach is needed. Both maintaining the best possible working
relationship with the WMAT and moving to address concerns by the SCAT should be the
highest priority for outreach efforts in 2006. The volume and quality of potential wolf
habitat in both of these sovereign areas should be recognized through the devotion of a
significant percentage of outreach activity – not just relegated to an after thought
competing for less than 25% as currently proposed by the AMOC. (see e.g. AC-41; AC52).
M.

Unnecessary injection of the AMOC into FWS core responsibilities

Page AC-46: The proposal for the AMOC to add additional tasks, and authority, by
reviewing FWS recovery protocols is an unnecessary expenditure of effort. Eight years
of experience has shown that Mexican wolves selected, prepared, and released by FWS
survive and breed just fine in the wild – except when their pack structure is fragmented
by killing and trapping because of scientifically unsupported provisions of the present
10(j) rule and because of unnecessarily intrusive AMOC standard operating procedures
(SOP) not required under the rule. Although by no means all releases were successful,
through 2003 the number of wolves in the wild closely approximated original predictions.
The IFT has reliable data regarding key variables for predicting the success of releases
(TC-5; 11; 17). What is needed is not more bureaucratic review, but agency action to
release more wolves under already understood circumstances which will maximize their
chances for success.
N.
Inappropriately delegated approval authority for reintroduction SOPs
should be withdrawn by FWS
Page AC-46: No SOP should be approved which does not directly further the recovery of
the Mexican Gray Wolf. Although reintroduction SOPs acceptable to the AMOC
normally would be expected to contribute to the FWS’ mandate for recovery, the only
way of ensuring that result is for the FWS officials responsible for recovery to approve
the procedures for reintroduction. Like the present military situation in Iraq, a short-term
tactical expedient which satisfies an immediately perceived need may well conflict with
the larger strategic objective. Because FWS is represented on the AMOC and that
representative is presumed to keep responsible FWS decision-makers fully informed,
having FWS being the final approving authority should not slow the approval process.
Further, the blanket decision by the former FWS Regional Director to delegate approval
authority for all substantive SOPs to the AMOC can not absolve FWS for failing to meet
all legal requirements that have been placed on that federal agency. The present FWS
Director should reexamine the Reintroduction Project Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) and resume responsibility for approving measures that impact not only upon
reintroduction but upon recovery.
O.
Project field staff are appropriately collocated in Alpine, Arizona and should
remain there
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Pages AC-47/48: With the acquisition of a newly expanded office in Alpine, Arizona in
2006, the Interagency Field Team (IFT) has not only an appropriate location from which
to conduct its activities, but also provides a visible presence to the public in “wolf
country” which admirably melds individuals from their respective agencies into a true
team. The IFT’s synergy, mutual respect, and lack of agency parochialism is a model for
this type of joint effort. As the number of wolves in New Mexico increases,
consideration should be given to locating some IFT members in Reserve or Glenwood,
New Mexico.
P.
The fallacy that the Reintroduction Project can progress by consensus is
demonstrated by the public actions and statement of Catron and Sierra Counties
(New Mexico), ostensible parties to the MOU approved October 31, 2003, and their
continued opposition to FWS’ mandate for recovery
Pages AC-62; 65;74/76: Although the MOU refers to Catron and Sierra Counties and
their elected officials, the attachment makes no mention of whether these two New
Mexico counties are present signatories to the MOU. Based on information and belief,
those counties have publicly expressed opposition to the Reintroduction Project and have
taken legal action to attempt to prevent it from succeeding, and have refused to sign the
MOU. Further, the 16 “non-negotiable demands” issued by anti-recovery opponents of
Catron County, signed by all three County Commissioners on July 20, 2005, presented to
the Governor of New Mexico’s personal representative conclusively demonstrates that
“adaptive management” even as defined in the MOU and carried to the point of
appeasement is impossible. (The non-negotiable demands are Attachment “C”)
Q.
FWS should insist that the MOU adopt a science-based, literature-supported
definition of “adaptive management”
Pages AC-65/66: The MOU contains a semantic capitulation of science to politics. The
MOU, reproduced at AC-65, states that “’adaptive management’ means, ‘learning by
doing’ . . . .” The additional verbiage, with a missing parenthesis making it difficult to
determine the precise wording, following this broad oversimplification that essentially
equates to “making it up as we go along,” so inflates the definition with vague references
to “public participation” and “processes for evaluating and adjusting the Project to better
achieve its objectives . . .” as to rob the term of either scientific rigor or agency
accountability. However the MOU definition may have crafted, it does not comport with
any recognized scientific meaning of the term. Within biological science the term
“adaptive management” is “not just a buzzword for allowing agencies to haphazardly try
new approaches when old approaches fail or to respond reactively to the faction that
shouts the loudest . . .” (Letter from the Rewilding Institute, dated May 24, 2005 to the
AMOC Chair and FWS by David R. Parsons, available in the agencies’ files) As
discussed in detail by Mr. Parsons, the success of adaptive management is highly
dependent upon acceptance of the management goal by all participants and many failures
can be traced to the involvement of stakeholders who are not committed to the goals.
While it is commendable to include references to dictionaries to ensure clarity of
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communications (AC-66), if the MOU is to contain any definition of “adaptive
management” that definition should be carefully adopted from authoritative scientific
literature – and the source document(s) cited just like the two references to specific
dictionaries. (In revisiting the definitions in the MOU, the parties might want to consider
simply referring to the current editions of the dictionaries rather than specific editions
which are likely to change during the life of the MOU.)
III.
Substantive Comments Upon And Critique Of The Five-Year Review
Technical Component
A.
Lack of requirements in grazing permits to cooperate with IFT hampers
essential research relevant to depredation
Page TC-1: Reliable scat data on what wolves in the wild are actually eating is essential
not only to science-based policy and management decisions, but to any programs
proposed for providing additional compensation for depredations. Yet Note 1 reflects
that scats collected by a permittee claiming livestock depredations were not made
available. As permits are renewed or become eligible for review, reasonable
requirements for cooperation with IFT should be included as conditions on the permits.
DNA analysis makes it possible not only to determine whether wolves were in the area of
depredations, but in many instances would disclose the identity of the particular wolf who
fed on the carcass. Group studies of the diets of wolves would provide valuable data to
assist in management of the prey species and in range management.
B.
Failure to reconvene the Mexican Wolf recovery team, let alone continue its
work during two years of litigation caused by FWS flawed attempt to reclassify the
gray wolf, creates the impression FWS deliberately seeks to avoid its mandate for
recovery.
Page TC-2: Although the underlying inaction is not attributable to the IFT, the bland
statement that in 2003 “[r]ecovery planning for the Mexican wolf was put on hold” masks
the fact that FWS caused the litigation in the first place and then compounded its failure
by not assigning the recovery team specific planning objectives for the generic outcome
that FWS would – or would not – prevail in the litigation. The issues, the arguments, and
the relief requested by the plaintiffs were all fully known to FWS. The FWS pattern of
delay continues since its announcement in December 2005 that it would not appeal the
adverse decisions by two separate United States District Courts. An additional four
months delay (as of this writing) may not seem excessive compared to FWS’ leisurely
approach to recovery planning since 1982, but given the plummeting numbers of
individuals and breeding pairs since 2003, there is a real danger that the survival of the
species will soon again be totally dependent on the captive breeding component of
recovery and FWS will have wasted a decade mismanaging the reintroduction program.
This is not a promising formula for recovery.
C.

Failing to acknowledge falling population numbers after 2003 is misleading
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Pages TC-3; 11/12; 18/19; 23; 27; 37; 39; 50: In other areas, e.g. TC-16; 22, the FiveYear Report Technical Component adds relevant information subsequent to the five-year
period covered by the report. By stopping with the 2003 Year 6 projection of 50-60
wolves in the wild and comparing it with the actual estimated population of 55 in 2003,
the report gives a clearly erroneous impression that everything is on course. This is
compounded by the statements: (1) that “loss rates observed in the wild were similar to
levels identified in the FEIS (USFWS 1996), and the population is increasing.” (TC-19;
emphasis added) and (2) “projections described in the FEIS (USFWS1996) have been
met or exceeded.” (TC-23) At a minimum, the final report released at the end of 2005
should have included in a footnote the troublesome trend from 2004 and 2005 on TC-3
and added the additional data from 2004 and 2005 in Table 3, TC-27.
D.
Depredation data correctly considered investigation results as the best
available data, but comparisons with other geographic areas is questionable
Page TC-9: While acknowledging that it is impossible to document all livestock losses,
the IFT correctly relied on depredation investigations as the best available data.
However, there is no authority offered for the conclusory statement that biases such as
“not all livestock kills are found should be similar to other areas in the United States,
making comparisons between Mexican wolves and other wolf populations reasonable.”
Research from other geographical areas addressing undercounted livestock depredations
by other gray wolves (Oakleaf et al. 2003) has been cited at public meetings by
reintroduction opponents for the proposition that at least eight depredations occur for
every one reported. A closer look at that research and that by other authors would instead
support the conclusion that undercounting of depredations is highly dependent upon the
practices of the livestock owners and of research personnel and the geographic and
weather constraints on their access to the research area. Given the small numbers of
studies on gray wolves and the absence of any peer reviewed studies on the Mexican
Gray wolves in the BRWRA, the quoted language should be deleted; in any case, it
should not be permitted to be used by anti-reintroduction interests to erode the present
commitment to determining depredation data through prompt on-site investigation. The
need for reliable depredation data suggests that research specific to the BRWRA should
be a high priority and is yet another reason why FWS should consult with USFS to
require reasonable carcass reporting and access by permittees as a condition of continued
use of the public lands.
E.
Home range data disclose the urgent need for rule change to relax the
BRWRA boundary
Page TC-10: Home range data analysis established two logical results: (1) As packs
gain time and experience on the ground they tend to expand their home ranges; and (2)
approximately one-fifth of the home range of 28% of the pack annual home ranges was
outside the reintroduction boundary. The need for abolishing the artificial boundary
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restriction – unique among wolf reintroduction projects nationwide – is not only present,
but grows more urgent over time.
F.
FWS promptly should address the elevated trend in boundary-related
removals
Page TC-19: But for the requirement to adhere to artificial, biologically meaningless
boundaries, over one-third of all removals could have been avoided. For at least five (5)
years FWS has been aware of the problem and has yet to even propose an appropriate
response in the form of rule change. The IFT comment is a classic example of British
understatement: “the elevated trend in boundary-related removals (36% of all removals)
remains a concern.” The IFT then forthrightly adds its agreement to the position of noted
experts that removal of wolves simply for being outside the BRWRA wastes resources,
misleads the public, adversely affects recovery, artificially restricts the dispersal vital to
long-term population viability – and is also in direct conflict with the FWS’ own
“management philosophies” used on other projects. None of these conclusions is new or
previously unknown to the former and current Region 2 Directors (and the now Director
of FWS). Continued refusal by FWS to propose rule change can only be viewed as an
arbitrary and capricious decision, made in bad faith and unsupported by any credible
science evidence.
G.
The IFT’s recommendations are generally well-grounded and should be
implemented immediately by FWS without further delay
Page TC-24: The IFT’s recommendations regarding rule change to relax boundary
limitations and translocation of wolves after a first removal, improved databases, and
additional research are generally well-grounded and should not require further discussion,
review, committees or comments before FWS implements them. However, the inference
that lethal control or permanent removal is justified by the “extreme circumstances” of
three depredations in a one year period is not well founded. Indeed continuing to adhere
to an inflexible SOP that totally ignores the underlying circumstances attached to
multiple depredations is precisely the opposite of any recognized meaning of “adaptive
management” and is clearly a politically inspired measure with no relation to scientific
inquiry into the causes of depredations and measures to reduce or eliminate them.
Therefore, the Technical Component’s recommendation should be limited to the
scientifically supportable “wolves with wild experience [should] continue to be
translocated after their first removal event.” Whether there are overriding – or politically
overwhelming – limitations on that recommendation should be left to those who approve
policies and SOPs.
H.
The number of wolves removed from the wild during 1998-2003 exceeded
those remaining in the wild in 2003 – and this management failure was exacerbated
in 2004 and 2005
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Page TC-27: FWS is the agency responsible for reintroduction under the 10(j) rule.
Between the project’s start in 1998 and 2003, FWS authorized and/or permitted the
removal of 58 wolves – more than the entire estimated 2003 population of 55 wolves in
the wild. Far worse, in 2004 and 2005, FWS continued to authorize and permit removal,
including permanent removals and killings while the number of wolves remaining in the
wild precipitously decreased. This is the antithesis of “adaptive management” and makes
a farce of the MOU’s definition of “learning by doing.” If FWS has learned anything by
doing these removals, permanent removals, and killings it has thus far ignored those
lessons in favor of placating anti-reintroduction special interests.
I.
The IFT should make recommendations solely on the basis of the best
available science and leave political considerations to the AMOC and FWS
Pages TC-66/67: The response to comment 39 that scientists and administrators should
resist purely politically motivated solutions to problems does not adequately address the
problem. The AMOC provides a forum for addressing political factors in decision
making, but there is no justification for subjecting science-based recommendations of the
IFT to politics. On the contrary “[p]olitical realities” should not be a part of the IFT
decision-making process and there is no justification for muzzling scientists into selfcensorship by mandating their “keeping in mind political and other considerations.” Any
decisions made for political considerations not supported by the best available science
should only be made by legally accountable FWS officials and, within their jurisdiction,
other AMOC officials.
IV.
Substantive Comments Upon And Critique Of The Five-Year Review
Socioeconomic component
A.
The study admits the inability to address even qualitatively, let alone
quantitatively, the stilted term “existence value” for the general public in knowing
that its government is finally taking a small step to repair the damage it inflicted on
the ecosystem for most of the 20th century
Pages SEC ES-8/9;11: The SEC contractor candidly admits that there is no way to
determine what it calls the “non-use value” for the Mexican wolf at least partly because
the few studies to date have been unique to other geographic areas. Yet it is precisely this
factor plus the general impact on the health of the ecosystem which provide the primary
justifications for reintroduction efforts. Congress has determined that the ESA is in the
public interest – not a tool for special interests to shift costs or acquire benefits.
Similarly, even though the complex biological relationships which comprise an
ecosystem are still poorly understood, the fact that ecosystem benefits are difficult to
quantify does not make them any less important.
B.
Increased tourism expenditures, recreational use, and “existence value”
benefits are significantly understated
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Pages SEC ES-11; SEC 1-7: The “[i]ncidental reports of at least 15 trips” made to the
BRWRA (SEC ES-11) significantly understates the actual benefits. Just my wife and I,
one couple, have individually or jointly made over 30 trips to the BRWRA specifically
for the purpose of looking for sign, camping where we can hear wolves, encouraging the
IFT that the public appreciates their efforts, and providing a visible presence that
reintroduction proponents spend money in the local community. Several of these trips
have been made with others who share the same goals. Only a few pages later (SEC 1-7)
the “benefits” category including recreational use, tourism, and enhanced existence value
is the only complete category that is “not quantified.” The SEC’s understatement of
benefits in this specific area of which I have personal knowledge casts doubt on the
balance and credibility of this component which was never required by the ESA or the
Five-Year review provisions of the 10(j) rule.
C.
In all five of the counties containing the BRWRA, farming and ranching
constitutes a small, special interest, portion of employment
Pages SEC 2-3 & n.22: In four of the five counties farm and ranch employment is eight
(8) percent or less; only in Catron County, New Mexico does it amount to 20%.
Employment in the forestry, fishing, hunting and agricultural support sector is less than
one (1) percent except for Catron County which is 6%.
Pages SEC 2-16/17: Different, somewhat higher figures are shown for 1990 and 2003
under the categories of “agriculture” and “agriculture and related services” but still
amounted to less than 11% except for Catron County.
D. The SEC’s inability to identify “tourism” as a discrete employment sector makes
it virtually impossible to give appropriate weight to this benefit from reintroduction
Pages SEC 2-15/16: While acknowledging the obvious – dramatically confirmed in
Yellowstone – that “[t]he presence of wolves could also affect tourism,” the SEC
dissipates the impact by treating it as “only one driver” of six other employment sectors
and does not even attempt to quantify tourism’s effect on employment.
E.
By including an 8:1 ratio from a distinctly a different part of the country
with different climate and geography and which focused on calves -- which the SEC
admits may overestimate the ratio of estimated to confirmed kills -- the SEC has
skewed the average multiplier which it uses and the SEC “medium estimate” of
depredation must be considered unreliable
Pages SEC 3-7; 3-9/10 & Exhibit 3-4; 3-14; 3-28: The SEC makes no attempt to
reconcile ratios from different sources which varied by a factor of four, i.e. a low of 2:1
and a high of 8:1. It makes no attempt to distinguish between seasonal grazing practices
in Idaho and year-round grazing and calving in the BRWRA. It contains no discussion
that would alert readers that the 8:1 ratio appears – appropriately hedged by cautionary
language because the study involved only six confirmed wolf kills over a two year
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period, a very small number of ranchers, a limited area, and varying livestock husbandry
practices. It makes no mention that in the same article (Oakleaf, et al. (2003)) the authors
cautiously noted that in less timbered or rugged country the ratio could actually be as low
as 2:1.23 (attached as “D”) It makes no attempt to explain why the 2:1 ratio reported in
2003 by Naughton-Treves et al. was not the most accurate ratio to use. Nor does it
explain why it relies upon the 20-year old data by Bjorge and Gunson from Idaho.
Further, it fails to address why the 2.3:1 ratio for sheep kills would not also apply to the
animals most closely allied in size and vulnerability – calves. The SEC’s mechanical
selection of a multiplier that averaged three widely differing estimates and which
disregarded differences in time, location, or focus of the underlying study assumes even
greater importance when contrasted with the 29:1 ratio asserted by interested ranchers.
The dramatic impact of using a multiplier rather than insisting on improved confirmation
procedures can be seen in Exhibit 3-15. Using confirmed kill data the estimated
uncompensated losses from 1998-2004 would be barely $5,000. Using the SEC’s ratio,
the amount would increase by a factor of 26 to approximately $130,000; using the ratio
claimed by the livestock owners, the uncompensated amount jumps by a factor of 34 to
over $170,000. Unless and until consistent, reproducible data are obtained from studies
in the BRWRA, policy decisions should hue closely to the best available data – kills
confirmed by agencies and organizations independent of the livestock owners.
F.
While asserting that reported depredations are clustered around a small
number of ranches, the SEC contains no analysis of the practices of those ranches
nor any unusual conditions which would inform potential solutions
Page SEC 3-32: The SEC appropriately notes that a relatively small number of ranches
reported the vast majority of losses, but contains no information or discussion of
23

By calling attention to these aspects of the study, I do not intend to denigrate either
the interest or value of the research. To the contrary, the study well illustrates many of
the human and natural factors which affect the incidence and variability of depredations.
Nor is there any dispute that there will always be some depredations which are not found
by either permittees or the IFT. The problem is that the SEC has inappropriately
embedded an 8:1 ratio into a composite multiplier which yields highly questionable
results from unwarranted extrapolation. As further proof of the SEC’s mixing apples and
oranges, one need only look at the response to comment 255. From 1998 through
2005, the IFT found 66 out of 163 cattle sheep or goats that were dead or injured;
permittees and others reported 97. ARPCC-70 The Oakleaf et al. study involved only a
small n (6 wolf kills) in two years and but for the research team which had radio-tagged
one-third of the calves the study projected (Table 2) that only two out of an assumed 16
kills would have been found by ranchers. In contrast, with seven years of intensive
monitoring of the wolves and with the aid of radio collars on the wolves, the IFT has
been a continuous presence working in conjunction with permittees to try to find kills. It
is logical to consider that the ratio of 8:1 in Idaho (which might have been as small as 2:1
under certain conditions) in Oakleaf et al. (2003) could be quite different from the
situation in the BRWRA where the efforts of permittees have been continuously
augmented by the IFT. Hopefully the presently cloistered depredation study in the
BRWRA will be released in the near future and a more reliable ratio will be available.
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husbandry practices, unusual geographical factors, or other potential explanations which
could assist the public and policy makers in addressing this apparently disparate impact.
Having unnecessarily delayed the Five-Year review to include this optional component,
FWS and the AMOC should have required that the SEC contain sufficient information to
suggest possible explanations – not merely describe the uneven distribution of reported
depredations.
G.
The Review should assuage original concerns about adverse effects of
Mexican wolf reintroduction on hunting
Pages SEC 4-15/25: The Five-Year Review provides welcome confirmation that at
approximately the half way point, i.e. an estimated 55 wolves out of the 100 projected in
the FEIS, there has been no discernable impact on big game hunting; rather than being
deterred, hunting activity increased in the BRWRA during the review period, and there
was no lost income or adverse regional economic impact.
H.
Positive economic impacts of Mexican wolf reintroduction have been
hampered by the FWS’ failure to ensure a sufficient number of wolves in the wild,
by bureaucratic inaction on establishing a wolf tourism permitting procedure, and
by FWS limitations on outreach beyond the BRWRA
Pages SEC 6-2/10: The SEC correctly notes the “paucity” of recreational visitation data
available makes conclusions difficult. SEC 6-5. Further, the SEC concludes that indicia
such as lodging trends based on tourist visitation attributable to wolf reintroduction are
not perceptible “probably because of the low number of wolves in the area.” SEC 6-6
Despite the low numbers of wolves, anecdotal information shows that there is specific
interest in hearing or seeing wolves. SEC 6-8 In an area which has large numbers of
wolves – Yellowstone – wolf-related tourism is estimated to add $23 million to the
region. Increasing the number of wolves in the wild and broadening the geographic area
in which they roam has proven highly successful in, among other benefits, giving
significant economic stimulus to that region. SEC 6-9 In the BRWRA and adjoining
counties and sovereign lands, the poverty rate (as documented in other portions of the
SEC) is far higher than the state or national levels. Unfortunately, for over 20 months,
FWS has avoided taking actions within its power to release additional wolves. Further,
despite recent welcome informal expressions of interest, FWS and USFS officials have
not established a uniform, coordinated, transparent process for outfitters to guide wolf
tours. If multiple intrusions of armed parties with dogs who scatter entrails throughout
the BRWRA are routinely considered acceptable, there is no reason why unarmed parties,
without dogs, practicing basic conservation ethics of leave no trace should be viewed as a
questionable activity requiring stringent regulation.
Based on the Yellowstone
experience of charging $600-1,300 per person, such tours could become an important
supplement to outfitters and guides – especially during lulls in the big game hunting
seasons. Although local lodges and at least one outfitter have publicized wolves as a
local attraction, FWS appears intent on limiting its outreach efforts outside BRWRA to
less than 25%. With diligence and imagination FWS, could use outreach to make a
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wider public aware of the wolf reintroduction while providing factual information on
responsible wolf tourism practices. FWS and USFS should coordinate to immediately
increase the number of wolves in the wild, publicize their presence, and promote – rather
than impede – responsible access.
I.
The SEC misconstrues the “opportunity cost” for the public in attending
literally dozens of meetings relating to Mexican wolf reintroduction
Pages 6-13/14: The SEC confuses the intangible benefits that members of the public
derive from learning about the project and trying to have their concerns heard with the
opportunity costs (intellectual, emotional, and economic) of preparing for and attending
meetings. Because of this, the SEC avoids even attempting to quantify the time, expense,
fossil fuels emitted and other costs expended by both reintroduction proponents and
opponents. As demonstrated by audience murmurs and nodding of heads at the January
27, 2006 meeting in Silver City, New Mexico, one of the few areas of agreement between
supporters and opponents of wolf reintroduction is that they are weary of putting their
lives on hold, traveling to meetings for which they are not reimbursed, and participating
in meetings from which no definitive actions are taken. Even the most cursory sampling
would have disclosed that while both opponents and proponents attend meeting after
inconclusive meeting they do so because of the importance of the issue to them. That
does not, however, mean that their lost opportunity costs should be ignored.
Their attendance simply confirms that despite these very real burdens, by definition, their
interest in the issue outweighs those burdens.
J.
The SEC establishes that there is virtually no likelihood that reintroduction
proponents and opponents will change their views or reach consensus – thereby
making FWS’ insistence on consensus before proposing rule change seem a
deliberate tactic to avoid actions essential to Mexican wolf reintroduction and
recovery
Pages SEC 7-10/11: Although a number of aspects of the SEC are incomplete and/or
unreliable and the entire component caused unnecessary delay in the completion of the
Five-Year Review, the SEC reaches an accurate conclusion regarding the strength and
divergence of attitudes toward reintroduction (and recovery). The goal of achieving
consensus is admirable in the abstract; however, that goal has either inadvertently
become or intentionally been used as a barrier to the taking of science-based, programcritical -- but politically controversial – decisions to propose rule changes that would
relax the artificial boundaries of the BRWRA and permit direct releases anywhere in that
area. FWS should recognize that whatever the motivation of previous Regional Directors
in mandating an endlessly extended bureaucratic pre-decisional process, reintroduction
opponents and proponents are not going to change their minds. The official Catron
County 16 non-negotiable demands (a seventeenth was added on the spot) issued in July
2005, combined with the reintroduction opponents’ preemptory rejection of almost openwallet, county-administered depredation compensation as “socialist” should have been an
epiphany for the FWS official in attendance.
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K.
The inclusion of anonymous depredation claims because of “privacy
concerns” deprives the public of any opportunity to suggest or evaluate agency
responses
SEC Appendix A: Of all the estimated calf kills claimed by 22 ranches between 1998
and 2003, just two ranches “A” and “K” accounted for about one-third. Further, in
specific years, Ranch “A” claimed 58 out of 82 and Ranch “K” claimed 25 out of 37. In
many other places in the SEC, individual respondents, usually either neutral to or in favor
of reintroduction, are specifically identified by name. When livestock depredation claims
over the review period are so concentrated in just two out of 22 ranches, the logical
conclusion is that there is either something very inaccurate about the reported figures or
there is something very unusual about those two particular ranches. In either case, the
public deserves to know the specific identities of the claimants.24 Assuming that FWS
and the AMOC know them, unless the public also is let in on the secret, there is no way
that the public can suggest or evaluate agency action to address these apparently unusual
situations.
V.
Substantive Comments Upon and Critique Of The Five-Year Review
AMOC recommendations component
AMOC Recommendations #1&2
The AMOC’s first and most important recommendation—that the AMOC
recommend to FWS a rule change by the end of March 2007— is superfluous and a
year too slow. FWS should immediately draft and publish for scoping a proposed
Rule which lets wolves disperse outside the BRWRA and permits direct releases in
New Mexico.
Pages ARC-1/3: Despite the important role the AMOC has played since its inception in
2003 in Mexican Gray wolf reintroduction, the AMOC clearly acknowledges that there is
a difference between reintroduction and recovery. (see e.g. AMOC Recommendation #
35) However, if FWS – through the AMOC – were to fail to achieve the reintroduction
goal of a self-sustaining population of 100 Mexican wolves in the BRWRA, FWS would
be violating not just the terms of its own recovery plan (1982), but the ESA. There is
only one Mexican wolf reintroduction project; if it fails the survival of Canus lupus
baileyi would regress to being totally dependent upon the captive breeding program.
Wolves in a zoo do not satisfy the ESA and FWS’ mandate.
Because of the unavoidable impact that this single reintroduction project has on species
recovery and survival, there are biological, and legal, limitations on the degree to which
24

I am unaware of any controlling precedent precluding releasing the permittees’
identities. Any decision from Texas, i.e. a federal district court or the United States
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, is not controlling upon courts in Arizona (Ninth
Circuit) or New Mexico (Tenth Circuit).
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reintroduction can be bureaucratically divorced from recovery. For that reason – and
contrary to the AMOC’s assertion on AC-19 -- the entire discussion of proposed rule
change is not contingent upon what the AMOC may or may not recommend. In fact, the
AMOC appropriately acknowledges that its recommendations are just that –
recommendations – to FWS. (ARC-1) FWS has been and will continue to be the sole
agency responsible for formally proposing rule change. It is in the context of FWS
having the authority to formally initiate rule change that the following observations were
presented in writing25 to the Chair of the AMOC and the FWS representative at a public
meeting in Silver City, New Mexico on January 27, 2006:
There is absolutely no reason for AMOC to delay recommending to
USFWS a Rule change which ends the scientifically unsound, traumatic, and
wasteful use of resources to trap and relocate wolves who can not read a map -- solely
because they leave the recovery area. Nor is there any reason to delay recommending
to USFWS a Rule change which
permits true adaptive management by allowing for
the direct reintroduction
of wolves into the New Mexico portion of the recovery
area.
The AMOC’s recommendations contain a number of actions proposed
between now and April 2007, including reviewing the presently designated
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area and the Mexican Wolf Experimental
Population Boundary.
Some of that work is appropriate and should
proceed. However, there is no scientifically supportable reason for the
AMOC to delay recommending these two simple but critical measures to
USFWS. There is ample time for the AMOC to continue its work – but
simultaneously and in parallel with the steps for a formal rule change.
Even if for some reason the AMOC does not make those formal
recommendations by the end of March 2006 instead of 2007, that does
not
justify inaction and further delay by USFWS. [Obviously the AMOC
did not submit
a draft rule by the end of March 2006, making the FWS
solely responsible for its
apparent decision not to use its uncontroverted
power to initiate Rule change
without waiting on the AMOC.]
The courts properly pay great deference to how federal executive agencies
implement the missions assigned to them by Congress. Not
having conducted any
research in this area, I assume, without conceding, that USFWS had the authority to
establish the AMOC to manage a
challenging and contentious program on a
day-to-day basis. However, it
appears that policy makers in USFWS, at the
regional and national
level, have confused the delegation of authority with
abdication and
attempt to avoid responsibility.

25

FWS and the AMOC have the written comments as submitted on January 27, 2006.
They have been slightly edited, shortened, and updated in their present form.
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My wife and I have attended a variety of reintroduction and recovery
related
meetings for over five years. We are not representatives of groups – on either side of the
controversy -- who get their paychecks regardless of how long this drags out. We pay
our own way and take time away from
our other responsibilities just like the
individual ranchers and rural residents.
If there is one thing which should command complete consensus, it is that after
more than five years of participating in meetings and receiving oral
and
written
comments, FWS knows exactly where everyone stands,
especially the scientists who
strongly and consistently have recommended
changing the Rule regarding
boundaries and direct reintroductions. More
meetings, committees, and panels
may or may not be useful for other reasons, but they are not going to change that—
unless FWS intends to
muzzle its own scientists, suppress inconvenient
independent recommendations and substitute politics for science.
It is abundantly clear that the AMOC, since its inception in 2003, and
USFWS, since April 2001, have known that the artificial boundary and the
prohibition on direct release (1) has no justifiable basis in science and (2) does
have a seriously detrimental effect on the program which the Service
is mandated to
implement. At least as early as April 2001 USFWS knew that the Mexican Wolf
Recovery: Three Year Program Review and Assessment (commonly called the Paquet
Report) recommended these important Rule changes. To their credit, in the face of a
politically driven
moratorium and SOP change, the Technical Team in the Five Year
Review again reached the same science-based conclusions and
recommendations regarding boundary removal (TC-23/24) and the Administrative
Team supported modifying the current Rule to permit direct
releases
anywhere
within an expanded Blue Range Wolf Reintroduction
Zone – that includes the New
Mexico portion (AC-17/18).
FWS as the agency bearing the complete and ultimate responsibility –
should
stop playing ping-pong with these two Rule changes. The AMOC proposes to delay
another year before even submitting a draft rule. FWS
should not hide behind
recommendations to itself, i.e. FWS wearing its
AMOC-participant
hat
taking
another precious year to make a proposal to FWS wearing its responsible agency hat.
There is no reason why the AMOC should not recommend at least these two changes
(and any
others which it feels are sufficiently clear and scientifically supported) to
FWS by the end of March of this year. [Unfortunately, despite having had the
Paquet Report and other expert recommendations for its entire
existence, the AMOC
did not do so.] There is no reason why FWS should
delay over a year until it
announces whether it will even propose revisions to the existing rule for public scoping
and comment. ARC-1;3. In fact,
under the Five-Year Review as finally submitted
there is no firm date by
which FWS is to announce its decision on whether or what
to propose for Rule change. Given the FWS’ record of delaying action while making
legally unnecessary and irrelevant solicitations for comment and given the former
Regional Director’s delay pending reaching what is now plainly an
impossible
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result – stakeholder consensus -- there is no evidence that
FWS ever intends to
propose Rule change.
The whole point of scoping a proposed rule is to receive
precisely the type
of input that FWS has
had in its possession for five years,
which supporters of the reintroduction
program have been voicing for over five
years, and which, for that matter,
those objecting to the program have also been
telling FWS on their own
time at their own expense for just as long.
I credit the original desire of the AMOC and FWS to gather information and try
to reach consensus before taking action. But five years is long
enough.
The
information is in. The recent demise of the New Mexico Governor’s Task Force –
doomed by “non-negotiable demands” by wolf
reintroduction
opponents
-conclusively demonstrates that consensus can
not be achieved. An Assistant
Director of the USFWS Region responsible for Mexican Gray Wolf recovery was at the
final meeting, heard the
multiple, intransigent demands of wolf recovery opponents,
and watched as a thoughtful and – in my opinion overly generous – compensation
program proposed by a New Mexico Department of Agriculture official was
denounced as “socialist.” Further delay in the name of forging consensus would
be, at this late date, thinly disguised stalling and an attempt to avoid
responsibility
for taking controversial action. Both the AMOC and the FWS as the agency with the
ultimate responsibility should no longer try to
dance around the elephant in the
parlor. It is time for action by the
responsible agency. It is time for putting out
proposed rule change for
public scoping so that both the supporters and the
opponents of this
program can once and for all time put forward their best analysis,
comments, suggestions and arguments.
The January 2006 dismal confirmation of a two-year loss of breeding pairs
and reduction of wolves in the wild adds to the urgency of
immediate action to
begin the formal process. The Five-Year review
shows reasonable reintroduction
congruence between projected and actual numbers of wolves and breeding pairs
through 2003. However, the current situation is a disaster. Instead of only five pairs at
this point,
there should have been three times as many.
Because the AMOC did not submit a draft proposed rule incorporating at a
minimum the simple but critical boundary and direct release rule changes in its
Five-Year Review, FWS should accept its responsibility and issue a
formal
scoping document – no later than the end of April of this year.
Either as a group or as
individual agencies advocating specific positions (ARC-2) the AMOC would still have
an appropriate, public forum for input.
Those who are not being paid to analyze
reports and come to meetings, both the supporters and the opponents of the program,
would have an opportunity for meaningful comment -- that is, comment which, unlike
the presently noticed period, by law must be considered and
responded to by FWS.
There would be no filtering by committee or delay by report. It takes time to make a
final rule change. If the AMOC or FWS felt the need
for additional studies or
input, that could be accommodated within the
framework of the scoping process
and the
formal public comment period on the proposed final rule.
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AMOC Recommendation #3
The Reintroduction Project definitely should be continued, but without the
modifications contained in recommendations 5, 6, 8-13 (below)
AMOC Recommendation #4
Although the White Sands Missile Range may not be a suitable reintroduction zone,
any change to the 10(j) Rule should specifically permit dispersal and establishment
of home ranges in the area should they naturally occur (AC-20) Before completely
excluding WSMR as a potential reintroduction zone, it might be useful to compare
the Oryx population present at the time of the FEIS with their present numbers.
AMOC Recommendation 5
Although Rule change to permit dispersal and direct release into New Mexico is
urgently needed, no change to the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area
(MWEPA) should be proposed until after the preparation and FWS acceptance of
revisions to the 1982 Recovery Plan
Pages ARC-3/4 & AC-19: The only presently agency approved Mexican Wolf Recovery
Plan (1982) calls for FWS to “[r]e-establish and maintain viable wild populations of
Mexican wolves in at least two areas in Mexico and/or adjoining areas of [the]
southwestern United States. (MWRP 32) (emphasis added) AMOC Recommendation #1
not only would defer even submitting a proposed Rule change to FWS, but would
redefine the MWEPA in some unspecified fashion. There is no way that the AMOC can
come close to achieving the immediate reintroduction objective under the present 10(j)
Rule of a self-sustaining population of 100 wolves in the BRWRA for several years.
Unless FWS intends to dissolve, or delay indefinitely, reconvening the Mexican Wolf
recovery team, FWS will after 25 years (if achieved in 2007) finally have a current plan
to recover the lobo. With the reintroduction project wolves the only known Mexican
wolves in the wild, that population will be a critical component of any conceivable FWS
plan for recovery. As evidenced by recent court decisions, the FWS demonstrably has
problems properly defining distinct population segments (DPS) and delisting criteria.
Thus, any proposal to change the recovery area for the reintroduction project would
almost certainly impact on the FWS obligation not just to reintroduce but to recover the
species. In any case, because FWS clearly can not justify continuing to ignore recovery
and delisting planning, it is highly unlikely that any rule changing the MWEPA could be
approved before a revised MWRP.
AMOC Recommendation #5 is also flawed in its proposal to convene yet another
advisory group to advise the AMOC in making recommendations to FWS. First, the
proposed deadline for a written report by June 30, 2006 is risible. Unless the AMOC
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already has all necessary data in hand, there is no way that it can convene up to 15
experts, meet, research, analyze, and report anything by June 30, 2006.
Most importantly, AMOC Recommendation #5 appears to extend well outside the scope
of the reintroduction program into recovery planning – and to drastically limit the options
for any future recovery plan. It is unclear even to a reasonably well-educated layperson
precisely what the AMOC means by considering whether the present MWEPA
boundaries should be expanded “within Arizona-New Mexico to enable the Arizona-New
Mexico Mexican wolf population to exist within a metapopulation context consistent
with Leonard et al. 2005 and Carroll et al. in press.” If this means expanding
opportunities for killing and removing wolves in a larger area than permitted under
the present rule (Recommendation #5, note c and cross-references in and to
Recommendations 9-11), this clearly would be a regressive measure that would
permanently limit reintroduction and cap the number of wolves in the wild over an
area far larger than the BRWRA at 125. Hopefully, the AMOC does not intend such a
preemptive strike on recovery.
Rather than having the AMOC convene and chair an advisory group (note b) , FWS
should “cut out the middle man,” reconvene the Mexican Gray Wolf recovery Team
and comprehensively address: (1) establishing more than one viable population in at
least one additional reintroduction area, (2) ensuring continued full ESA protection
for any Mexican Wolves crossing the border from Mexico, and (3) the appropriate
relationship among the present MWEPA, the proposed BRWRZ, one or more
additional reintroduction zones, and establishing a distinct population segment that
also addresses the likelihood of wolves dispersing from northerly states.
AMOC Recommendation #6
The recommendation to establish 100 as a population objective in an expanded
MWEPA immensely larger than the present BRWRA is a disingenuous and cynical
proposal to “gut” even the weak provisions of the present 10(j) Rule
Page ARC-4: Under the present 10(j) Rule, the reintroduction project is only ‘the first
step toward recovery of the Mexican wolf in the wild.” 63 Fed. Reg. 1752 (January 12,
1998) The FWS’ interpretation of the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan is that the
FWS’ “objective” is “re-establishing a viable, self-sustaining populations of at least 100
Mexican wolves in a 5,000 square mile area . . ..” 63 Fed. Reg. at 1753 (emphasis
added). That 5,000 square mile area is not the present MWEPA – let alone some new
and expanded area that includes all of Arizona and New Mexico: “In the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area, . . . family groups will be released . . . with the goal of reaching a
population of 100 wild wolves.” 63 Fed. Reg. at 1754 (emphasis added). Thus, the
service’s publicly announced interpretation of its recovery plan and of its goal for the
reintroduction under the present 10(j) Rule is to establish a viable self-sustaining
population of at least 100 wolves not dissipated and diluted across two states but
within the present BRWRA
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Without significant discussion – or warning – the AMOC is recommending that FWS
drastically dilute the goal and intent of the present 10(j) Rule. The agency’s present
interpretation of its recovery plan and its stated goal for the reintroduction will not be
satisfied until there is a viable, self-sustaining, i.e. no need for new releases, population
of at least 100 in the Apache and Gila National Forest. (This means that the Hon-Dah
pack and wolves on the FAIR do not count as part of the objective. 26) Using the FWS’
own goal and criteria, after seven (7) years FWS – and the AMOC -- had achieved barely
one-third of the objective. The AMOC now proposes that FWS lower the bar and accept
a goal of at least 100 wolves scattered throughout not just the present MWEPA, but an
unspecified but clearly larger area which under the ambiguous wording of
Recommendation #5 could well include all of the states of Arizona and New Mexico.
The drastic change contained in AMOC Recommendation #6 is aggravated by the lack of
any explicit AMOC recommendation that would permit even well-behaved wolves who
do not fall afoul of the draconian provisions of SOP 13.0 to establish home ranges outside
the BRWRA (or proposed BRWRZ). A close reading of each of the recommendations
discloses an ambiguity that could be interpreted as implying that some wolves will be
tolerated outside the BRWRA/BRWRZ (AMOC Recommendation #6; assessment at
ARC-17/19) – but which literally only addresses take and removal criteria for wolves that
depredate livestock, wolves that are deemed a nuisance, and wolves who cause “local
unacceptable impacts on native ungulate populations.” (AMOC Recommendations 9-11)
If the AMOC means that wolves who can pass through the eye of a needle (i.e. SOP 13.0)
will be tolerated outside the BRWRA/BRWRZ – until they offend state or tribal
authorities by leaving livestock alone and eating too many deer or elk –
Recommendation #6 drastically dilutes the present 10(j) Rule objective and contains
no provisions which will benefit either reintroduction or recovery.
The defects in Recommendation #6 could easily be cured by substituting “BRWRA” for
MWEPA. That would preserve the original, and present, objective of the recovery plan
and the 10(j) rule. Further, if the AMOC and FWS want to adopt a new, enlarged
BRWRZ there would be no problem -- as long as the population objective for this larger
area would be the number of wolves above 100 in a proportion of the total area of the
BRWRZ to the size of the original/present BRWRA. For example, if a new BRWRZ
contains 1.5 times the area of the BRWRA, Recommendation #6 would contain a
population objective to establish and maintain a total of at least 150 wolves. Anything
short of the AMOC’s offering (or FWS’ taking on its own) these corrective measures

26

Because the WMAT was not a participant at the time the 10(j) Rule was established,
the BRWRA clearly did not include the Fort Apache Indian Reservation. “The Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area includes all of the Apache National Forest and all of the Gila
National Forest . . . .” 63 Fed. Reg. at 1764. The determination that the 10(j) Rule calls
for a viable wolf population at least 100 in the BRWRA and not the MWEPA is bolstered
by the current 10(j) Rule’s requirement that wolves setting up outside the BRWRA be
recaptured and removed. 63 Fed. Reg. at 1769, 1771.
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would amount to FWS attempting to evade the provisions of both its present recovery
plan and the 10(j) Rule which it is presently obligated to follow.
AMOC Recommendation #7
Redefining the present BRWRA into a new Blue Range Wolf Reintroduction Zone
(BRWRZ) that abolishes the present primary and secondary recovery zones and
adds the Fort Apache Indian Reservation and allowing initial releases and
translocations throughout that zone is a science-supported, long recommended
improvement which should be proposed by FWS immediately
Pages ARC3/4: From at least the 2001 Paquet Report, and as confirmed by empirical
evidence since then providing the IFT with greater flexibility for reintroduction and
translocation would significantly benefit the reintroduction program. Because of the
comprehensive nature of the FEIS and subsequent experience with translocations in New
Mexico, this change should not require additional environmental impact analysis. (ARC18) However, as discussed under Recommendation #1, above, there is no need or
justification for FWS delaying another year before publicly noticing its intent to make
this change to the existing 10(j) rule.
AMOC Recommendation #8
Because of the “context of Recommendation (5)” which is problematic as discussed
above, the otherwise logical proposal to provide predictability by limiting initial
releases to within a BRWRZ with provisions for possible future expansion to Tribal
Trust Lands is similarly flawed
AMOC Recommendation #9
The recommendation to only translocate wolves removed from the MWEPA to
other portions of that area and to translocate wolves removed from the BRWRZ
only to other parts of that zone appears to unnecessarily limit the flexibility of the
IFT and the ability to employ adaptive management to the reintroduction.
Page ARC-4: Recommendation #9 has a certain symmetry, but does not appear to be
supported by any discussion or reasons why it is appropriate. Given the size of the FiveYear report, I may have overlooked explanation or discussion to clarify why it would be
appropriate. However, on the face of the recommendation, there is no obvious reason
why it would not be better to recommend that, unlike initial releases into the BRWRZ,
when a wolf needs to be translocated, the IFT will have the flexibility to address the
specific circumstances of the problem, and then place the wolf in a location least likely to
create future problems, regardless of whether it is in a redefined MWEPA or BRWRZ.
Specifically, if a wolf creates a problem within the BRWRZ because of overpopulation of
that zone and competing home ranges, it would be an almost certain invitation to failure
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to parachute it in on top of a different pack. On the other hand, if a wolf were to cause a
problem outside the BRWRZ, in a new MWEPA the particular history and circumstances
might make translocation into the BRWRZ the preferred option. Why further restrain the
people on the ground who already have so many restrictions and constraints placed upon
them?
AMOC Recommendation # 10
The recommendation to further increase killing of wolves and authorize other nonlethal but highly disruptive take by revising AMOC SOP 13.0 and applying it
throughout the entire MWEPA would quickly result in a perpetual cap of 100
wolves in the MWEPA and would likely result in their re-extirpation in the wild
Page ARC-5: The recommendation to delegate to private parties the ability to kill wolves
allegedly attacking domestic dogs on private lands would immediately result in baiting of
wolves by reintroduction opponents who would, of course, deny access to their land and
operate in complete obscurity and with complete impunity. The recommendation to
delegate to private parties the ability to use non-lethal but highly disruptive means, such
as explosions and supposedly non-lethal rubber bullets, against wolves attacking
domestic dogs on public lands would be a blank check for reintroduction opponents to
induce miscarriage, the abandoning of den sites and pups, and generally totally disrupt
the complex pack structure of wolves – resulting in AMOC and FWS permitted
decreased reproductive success and increased mortality among wolf pups. Compounding
the damage of the specific provisions of this recommendation is the cross-reference to
Recommendations 5 and 6 which would extend the radically increased take to an
expanded MWEPA – at the same time that even the objective for that area would be only
100 wolves. Under the language of Recommendation 10, in the context of the language
of Recommendations 5 & 6, the AMOC and FWS could permit wolves in the wild to
be re-extirpated for killing fewer than 100 domestic dogs on private land or 100
livestock on public land. In light of the AMOC’s continued application of SOP 13.0,
with lethal controls and permanent removals, and disruptive translocations not even
required under the present Rule – and directly contributing to the shortfall in projected
population and breeding pairs – the public can have no confidence in the results of
Recommendation 10. This recommendation, alone, is sufficient to demonstrate that
FWS has exceeded its authority by attempting to abdicated approval to the AMOC
of an SOP which not only prevents achieving the reintroduction goal under the
present Rule but would make recovery impossible.
AMOC Recommendation #11
The recommended expanded killing of wolves not only conflicts with the existing
reintroduction objective, but arbitrarily, capriciously, and without any scientific
support that it would be consistent with recovery, establishes a permanent cap of
125 wolves in the wild – even if Recommendation #10 is rejected
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ARC-5: In response to a question from the audience at the January 27, 2006, public
meeting in Silver City, New Mexico, the Chair of the AMOC admitted that the figure of
125 wolves was not based on any scientific evidence but simply selected to initiate
discussion of the underlying proposed measures. FWS was present and offered no
comment, qualification – nor reservation -- about this astonishing admission. If adopted,
this recommendation would pass from FWS, and the AMOC through the states and
tribes, permission to kill “as many wolves as necessary” (above 125) to “resolve local
unacceptable impacts on ungulate populations.” Recommendations 10 and 11,
individually and together, constitute an audacious attempt at de facto delisting of
the Mexican Gray Wolf.
The exact number of reintroduced populations and total number of wolves required for
recovery is unknown because of repeated delays in recovery planning by FWS. What is
known is that 125 wolves in an enlarged MEWPA falls far short of even the 100 wolf
objective in the BRWRA – which in turn is only a small fraction of even the present
MWEPA, let alone an enlarged one. The substantive measures in Recommendation 11
appear similar to measures proposed in conjunction with state management plans for the
Gray Wolf in Montana, and Idaho – except that at least there, the states must obtain
federal approval for each killing. Here, the Mexican wolf is much farther from any
possible definition of recovered which might justify delisting. The recommendation to
increase take as if recovery has happened is ironic when considered with
Recommendation #35, that the AMOC will advocate “a clear and appropriate distinction”
between reintroduction and recovery. No matter how much the AMOC and FWS might
want to delegate lethal take from FWS to the AMOC which would re-delegate to the
states which in turn would authorize (based on presently unknown but undoubtedly
unmonitored procedures) individuals to kill and otherwise take wolves, FWS retains the
legal – and ethical – responsibility for overall recovery. With its sole effort at
establishing any population in the wild
a shambles, for FWS to adopt
Recommendations 10 or 11, would be prima facie proof of, at best, an attempt to
evade its responsibilities and, at worst, an intentional effort to short-circuit and pull
the plug on recovery.
AMOC Recommendation # 12
The recommendation to defer until the middle of 2006 a report proposing an
incentives program for livestock producers while prejudging the issue of whether to
even advocate regulatory changes to address livestock removal is a capitulation to
special interests which does not promote reintroduction or recovery
Pages ARC5/6: It is biased and contradictory for the recommendation to specifically
place on the table one regulatory change – further lowering the already uneconomic
federal grazing fee drain on the public in order to favor one special interest – while
categorically rejecting in advance any prospect of enhancing wolf recovery through
reasonable regulation of the privilege of grazing on public lands. There is growing
evidence, both in the literature and in the non-negotiable demands of the Catron County
Commission, that compensation programs will not erase opposition to wolf
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reintroduction. Nevertheless, as long as private entities are willing to pay compensation
and some livestock producers have expressed interest in possible “buy outs” of grazing
allotments, FWS and the AMOC should continue to explore possible methods of
reducing wolf-livestock conflict and mitigating reintroduction impacts that unfairly fall
disproportionately on individuals. All possible means – both positive and negative –
should remain as options. For example, under SOP 13, p. 5, the six common-sense
precautions to preventing wolf behavior that could trigger a “management response” up
to and including killing are explicitly undermined by stating they are not legal
requirements. Further, SOP 13, contains no provision making failure to comply with
them grounds (within the areas of discretion permitted by the present Rule) for declining
to take adverse actions against wolves that might otherwise be appropriate had reasonable
conflict-prevention measures been taken.
The provisions in Recommendation 12 for convening an advisory group, which presently
does not exist, and having it generate a report by the end of June 2006 is patently
impossible and can only serve to further delay needed rule change. To accept the
proposed deadline would guarantee either no report or a superficial one; to extend the
deadline would cascade into other recommendations in a way which would guarantee that
even the excessively delayed deadline for recommending rule change to FWS would
recede further into an indefinite future. Many of the potential pieces of at least a partial
solution to the problem do not depend on Rule change. Therefore, the report of any
technical advisory group should be uncoupled from any timeline for Rule change and the
information and recommendations should be presented to the AMOC as quickly as
possible, but with a reasonable deadline.
Recommendation #13
The proposed group of not more than 50 stakeholders to report on the impact of any
boundary expansion under Recommendation #5 would not be a legally sufficient
substitute for public comment on any proposed rule change, would not generate
agreement, and would further delay the urgently needed changes already identified
Page ARC-6: Assuming that the presently non-existent proposed stakeholders group
could not even begin its work until receiving the report of a presently non-existent
technical advisory group, the December 31, 2006, deadline is a stalking horse which
would become yet another bureaucratic process excuse for FWS’ delaying taking actions
that it knows are necessary for reintroduction (and recovery). The entire subject of the
proposed report is unnecessary and misguided because of the inappropriateness of
proposing changing the present MWEPA before FWS completes a recovery plan. (see
comments on Recommendation #5, above) Even if a MWEPA boundary change were
indicated, a group of 50 would inevitably exclude some persons entitled to comment on
any proposed Rule change – about social implications or whatever topic concerned them
– while being so large and diverse as to make any unified, agreed recommendations
impossible.
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Recommendation #14
Instead of expending resources in 2006 on planning for a review that would not even
be initiated until 2009, the AMOC should concentrate on reversing the precipitous
“slippage” and preventing the extinction of wolves in the wild
Page ARC-6: One of the excuses offer for failure to adequately plan for and address the
continued decline in breeding pairs and overall population in 2005 was that team
personnel were too busy responding to comments on the Five-Year review. Unless the
AMOC and FWS take prompt action, there will be no reintroduction to review in 2009.
Recommendation #15
Evaluation and improvement of databases is appropriate and reasonable in scope
and timing – provided that it in no way drains resources from or delays Rule change
Recommendation #16
The recommendation to convene yet another advisory group has apparently already
missed the March 1, 2006, deadline and in any case the proposed mission of the
group substantially overlaps the technical component of the (presently stalled)
recovery team and is an unnecessary bureaucratic creature because the same
information could be obtained by the AMOC through taskings in annual work plans
Recommendation #17
No comment
Recommendation #18
In addition to treating releases to enhance genetic diversity separately from the IFT
Annual Work Plan process, the AMOC should expressly require contingency plans
to release up to five wolves for every one illegally killed
Page ARC-7: As discussed above, the incentive to illegally kill wolves is enhanced by
virtual certainty that the criminals will not be caught, let alone prosecuted or punished.
Relying solely on law enforcement places an unrealistic burden on too few agents and
simply has not worked over the life of the reintroduction. The greatest deterrent to
illegal killings – and a far less expensive method of avoiding population decline due to
criminal activity -- is for criminals to know that FWS and the AMOC will respond
decisively to ensure the population will increase. The 5:1 ratio should be sufficient to
create a strong deterrent without entailing unacceptable expense or logistical difficulties.
However, the IFT should have the flexibility to release multiple individuals or a single
pack of less than five in appropriate cases.
Recommendation # 19
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Because of the adverse impact on recovery as well as reintroduction of some SOPs,
e.g. 13.0, FWS should modify the MOU and resume approval authority to ensure
SOPs promote recovery
Recommendation #20
In making budgetary and outreach information available to the public, the AMOC
should publish the criteria by which any information is withheld as “confidential
personal information” – and the legal authority for doing so. In the past and
continuing in the present some information has been withheld, apparently because
of FWS or AMOC interpretation of court decisions which are not binding in New
Mexico or Arizona.
Recommendation#21
No comment
Recommendation # 22
Rather than a single report to FWS on June 30, 2006, the AMOC should be
continuously communicating with FWS law enforcement about preventing illegal
wolf killings and passing leads on unsolved killings and takings – even if the statute
of limitations may bar prosecution
Recommendation #23
As previously discussed, limiting outreach activity outside the BRWRA to less than
25% will undermine potentially expanding the BRWRA and hobble generating
regional and national interest in and support for reintroduction and the proven
economic and social benefits experienced in the Yellowstone area
Recommendation #24
The inclusion of a recommendation to provide “a balanced, objective perspective”
on wolves in outreach activities unfortunately implies that such balance has been
lacking to date when in fact my wife and I have attended multiple outreach activities
that have been scrupulously factual and non-judgmental or accusatory
Recommendation #25
No comment
Recommendation #26
No comment
Recommendation #27
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As noted above, for the AMOC to review FWS prerelease recovery protocols
appears to be both unnecessary because of the considerable experience FWS has
gained and also an unwarranted blurring of the separation of the reintroduction
and recovery programs advocated in Recommendation #35
Recommendation #28
No comment, other than a December 2007 deadline seems arbitrary because
training and skill enhancement is a constant process whose needs change every time
a staff member comes or goes
Recommendation #29
The note to proposing an IFT position for minimizing wolf-livestock conflicts which
again disavows even the possibility of the AMOC seeking regulatory change to
address carcass removal may reflect some sort of compromise among the different
AMOC agencies, but is an unsound and unnecessary foreclosure of options to
achieve the modest and insufficient reintroduction objective and enhance the
prospects of successful recovery (see comments on Recommendation #12, above)
Recommendation #30
While reviewing staffing needs in light of experience and anticipated project
changes is appropriate, conducting a staffing needs assessment posited on adoption
of a new Rule incorporating Recommendations 1&2 is inappropriate for the reasons
contained in the comments on Recommendations 1-14, above
Recommendation #31
Although the specific staffing needs assessment in Recommendation #30 is not
appropriate, stationing at least one IFT member from each lead agency in the
Alpine field office is a logical and important measure to enhance interagency
communication and cooperation
Recommendation #32
Although obtaining additional scientific data is necessary and appropriate, it is a
premature expenditure of resources to devote any time or money to contemplating a
habitat/population viability analysis for an as yet un approved BRWRZ to be
completed in 2010 -- when FWS has yet to complete updating the plan for recovery
Recommendation #33
As discussed regarding AC-10/13, above, the AMOC’s recommendation that FWS
complete a Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan by June 30, 2007 -- followed by a comment
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that the deadline is “impractical” -- does not sufficiently convey or acknowledge the
urgency of the task or FWS’ unjustified delay in addressing it
Recommendation #34
If the AMOC is to improve “adaptive management” processes it should begin by
refining the definition in the MOU to be less of an open-ended invitation to learn by
doing and more closely confine it to the process described in the relevant literature.
The goal of meaningful opportunities for participation by the “full spectrum” of
stakeholders and parties requires more than meeting twice a year with the IFT at
their duty station and offering to meet with county commissions or boards of
supervisors. At a minimum, the AMOC should offer to meet with NGOs at a
location convenient to them, e.g. Tucson, Phoenix, or Silver City.
Recommendation #35
The AMOC’s advocacy of distinguishing between the Mexican wolf reintroduction
project and the wolf recovery plan requires communication and restraint by both
the FWS and the AMOC to avoid confusion and conflict. However, both entities
should acknowledge and accept that FWS can not evade or delegate responsibility
for ensuring that reintroduction actions or procedures do not impede recovery and
that reintroduction is not a project or goal unto itself but simply one of several steps
toward recovery. To ensure compatibility with and support of recovery, FWS
should exercise approval authority over reintroduction policies and procedures
(even if that requires revision of the MOU).
Recommendation #36
The recommendation that AMOC agencies and cooperators request funding to
cover all aspects of AMOC and AMWG participation in changing the MWEPA in
the present Rule is a further illustration of why any proposed changes to the
MWEPA should be deferred until FWS has completed the recovery plan
Recommendation #37
It is unclear whether the AMOC recommendation that agencies and cooperators
request FY 2007 funding by the end of April 2006 has been/can be met, but in any
case it seems odd that such funding requests would include “landowner incentives”
when there have been no specific proposals presented and the AMOC report on
such incentives (see recommendation 12, above) is not even due until June 30, 2006
VI

Conclusion

I do appreciate the immense difficulty for the AMOC Chair in bringing a committee of
independent agencies and sometimes not so cooperative cooperators together on a
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controversial program. I also appreciate your personal efforts in trying to further the
recovery of this top predator and in representing an otherwise faceless federal agency
before the public. However, intellectual honesty and a sense of urgency compelled
making the extensive, critical comments above.
In an effort to offer constructive comments and stimulate drafting a revised 10(j) Rule,
enclosed is a sample revision which addresses the two critical issues of boundary change
and direct release. (Carcass removal, although important is not addressed because I have
not received the legal opinions of the respective Attorneys General and agency general
counsel – which I continue to suggest should be requested by the AMOC and provided to
the public.) In keeping with the principle that “the best is the enemy of the good.,” FWS’
publication of these changes for scoping now would not foreclose adding other changes
in the future, during the formal rulemaking procedure or even in subsequent rule changes.
I respectfully, but unequivocally, suggest that there is no need and no justification
for further delay in acting upon the simple but critical removal of arbitrary
boundaries for wolf dispersal and broadening the AMOC’s management options for
initial releases.
Sincerely,

Peter M. Ossorio
Attachments
ABCD-

Letter, June 8, 2005 to AMOC Chair and H. Dale Hall
Correspondence regarding using volunteers
Catron County demands, July 20, 2005
Oakleaf et al. (2003) Journal of Wildlife Management 67(2): 299-306

PROPOSED CHANGES TO RELEVANT PORTIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FINAL RULE, PUBLISHED
IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER , VOLUME 63, No. 7, pp. 1752-1772, January 12,
1998
Proposed deletions /

PROPOSED INSERTIONS
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p. 1755 Conflicts with State and Local Policies
Catron and Sierra Counties in New Mexico have land use planning
ordinances that call for equal authority with Federal agencies over decisions
affecting Federal lands within these counties. Similar assertions are made by
both Apache and Greenlee counties in Arizona . . . .[delete language in
between] The Act, Mexican wolf experimental population rule, and other
Federal authority would preempt any conflicting local ordinances
p.1756 Key Changes in Final Rule as a Result of Public Comment
(4) The definition of “secondary recovery zone” was modified DELETED to
clarify that, WOLVES MAY BE RELEASED INITIALLY INTO EITHER OF THE
FORMER RECOVERY ZONES [WITHIN THE BLUE RANGE WOLF RECOVERY AREA]
following the initial release of wolves in the primary recovery zone, wolves
may be translocated and released in the secondary recovery zone for
authorized management purposes.
(15) Language was added to clarify that packs WOLVES whose established
territories consist of portions of designated wolf recovery areas and portions
of adjacent public lands WHO LEAVE THE RECOVERY ZONE will not be
routinely captured or translocated OR REMOVED.
p.1758 Issues Raised in Public Comments, and Service Responses; (4)
Prevention of Dispersal.
Comment: For wolves that establish territories on public lands
outside the designated recovery areas, the management approach should not
be automatic removal . . . .
Response: A limited and defined area is considered necessary . . .
.[delete entire original response]
THE SERVICE WITHDRAWS ITS ORIGINAL RESPONSE IN LIGHT OF THE CHANGES
TO THE FINAL RULE WHICH PROVIDE THAT WOLVES WHO LEAVE THE RECOVERY
ZONE WILL NOT BE ROUTINELY CAPTURED, TRANSLOCATED OR REMOVED.
PP.1764-65

(amendment to part 17, Subchapter B, of Chapter I, Title 50,
Code of Federal Regulations § 17.84 Special Rules—vertebrates ****(k)
Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus baileyi)
****
(9) The two designated wolf recovery areas . . . .
(i) The Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area includes . . . (Figure 1).
Initial releases, of captive-raised Mexican wolves, AND RE-RELEASES OF
WOLVES PREVIOUSLY REMOVED FROM THE MEXICAN WOLF EXPERIMENTAL
POPULATION AREA will take place, generally as described in our Preferred
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Alternative in the FEIS on Mexican Wolf reintroduction, within the Blue
Range Recovery Area “primary recovery zone” within the Recovery Area
ACCORDING TO THE PROVISIONS OF A SERVICE-APPROVED MANAGEMENT PLAN
OR ACTION [see definition in paragraph (k)(15) of this section]. This is the
area within the Apache National Forest bounded . . . .[rest of section deleted]
p.1766 Fig. 1: Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
PRIMARY RECOVERY ZONE and delete shaded area and change U.S.
highway 666 to 191.
p.1768 Fig. 2: White Sands Wolf Recovery Area
PRIMARY RECOVERY ZONE and delete shaded area [or delete entire
figure]
p.1769
(iii) The boundaries of the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area are .
. . . The Service is not proposing wolf establishment throughout this area,
but only within the Blue Range Recovery Area WILL NOT ROUTINELY
CAPTURE, TRANSLOCATE OR REMOVE WOLVES WHO LEAVE the Blue Range
Wolf Recovery Area ,and possibly later in the White Sands Wolf Recovery
Area, respectively described . . . . If a member of the nonessential
experimental population is captured inside the Mexican Wolf Experimental
population Area, but outside the designated wolf recovery areas . . . .
p.1770 Fig. 3: Mexican Wolf Geographic Boundaries
PRIMARY RECOVERY ZONES SECONDARY RECOVERY ZONES and
delete shaded areas
p.1771
(10) If Mexican wolves of the experimental population occur on public lands
outside the designated wolf recovery area(s), but within the Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Area, the Service or an authorized agency will
attempt to capture any radio-collared lone wolf and any lone wolf WOLVES
or member of an established pack IF THEY POSE AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO
HUMANS OR HAVE CAUSED THREE OR MORE UNCOMPENSATED livestock
“depredations [see definition in paragraph (k)(15) of this section.
OTHERWISE Tthe agencies will not routinely capture and return pack
members that make occasional forays WOLVES WHO GO onto public land
outside the designated wolf recovery area(s) and uncollared lone wolves on
public land . . . .[delete rest of section] .
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(11) If any wolves move onto private land outside the designated recovery
area(s), but within the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area, the
Service or an authorized agency will develop management actions in
cooperation with the landowner including capture and removal of the wolf or
wolves IF THEY POSE AN IMMEDIATE THREAT TO HUMANS OR HAVE CAUSED
THREE OR MORE UNCOMPENSATED LIVESTOCK DEPREDATIONS [SEE DEFINITION
IN PARAGRAPH (K)(15)] if requested by the landowner.
(12) If any wolves move onto tribal reservation land outside the designated
recovery area(s), but within the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population
Area, the Service or an authorized agency will develop management actions
in cooperation with the tribal government WHICH MAY, BUT ARE NOT
REQUIRED TO, includEing capture and removal of the wolf or wolves if
requested by the tribal government.
p.1772 Primary Recovery zone means an area . . . .
Secondary Recovery zone . . . [delete entire definition]
Uncompensated livestock depredation means any depredation [see paragraph
(k)(15) of this section] for which the owner has applied for but not received any
monetary compensation from any source, public or private.
Forest Guardians’ Supplemental Scoping Comments 1
December 27, 2007
Brian Millsap
State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Re: Scoping Comments pursuant to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 4406544069: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Notice of Scoping Meetings
and Intent to prepare and 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 Dr. Millsap:
Thank you for providing us with a chance to comment on the above referenced proposal
to revise the current Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 10(j) rule, which established
and governs the management of Mexican gray wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area (BRWRA). These comments are submitted on behalf of Forest Guardians and our
3,500 members, who care about, and are affected by, the management of Mexican gray
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wolves in the Southwest.
Forest Guardians is a non-profit public interest organization dedicated to preserving the
wildlands and wildlife of the American Southwest. Forest Guardians has a long history
of interest and involvement in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS’s) management
of endangered species, including, but not limited to, the Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus
baileyi). The members and staff of Forest Guardians have recreational, scientific,
spiritual, educational, aesthetic, and other interests in a viable, healthy population of
Mexican wolves in the BRWRA.
FWS should consider these comments as supplemental to the scoping comments of The
Rewilding Institute (TRI comments), which were separately submitted but fully endorsed
by Forest Guardians. We hereby incorporate by reference the TRI comments in their
entirety. We write separately to elaborate on four points we feel deserve extra support
and/or clarification. These four points are addressed below.
Forest Guardians’ Supplemental Scoping Comments 2
FWS Should Immediately Commence Recovery Planning
While we applaud the FWS’s much-needed reassessment of the Mexican gray wolf
management scheme, we sincerely caution FWS from creating a new management
paradigm before developing a current recovery plan for this subspecies. The 1982
Mexican gray wolf recovery plan is totally obsolete and provides no direction for present
day management of wolves within the BRWRA. Not only is this plan drastically out of
date, it was never- even in its original form- adequate under federal law.
ESA §§ 4(f)(1)(B)(ii) and (iii), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1533(f)(1)(B)(ii) and (iii), require that FWS
“incorporate in each plan…objective, measurable criteria which, when met, would result
in a determination, in accordance with the provisions of this section, that the species be
removed from the list; and…estimates of the time required and the cost to carry out those
measures needed to achieve the plan’s goal and to achieve intermediate steps toward that
goal.” The 1982 Mexican gray wolf recovery plan incorporates no such criteria, but
instead, identifies only the very vague objective of establishing a viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves in the wild. This objective has never
been identified as an indicator of subspecies recovery nor a threshold for delisting, as
such identification is accepted universally as improper.
Without first identifying objective, measurable criteria and benchmarks for recovery, as
well as detailed strategies for achieving those criteria and benchmarks, FWS has no
framework within with to create a new management scheme for the Mexican gray wolf.
This is because FWS cannot possibly determine how to best manage wolves in the
BRWRA to meet the goals of recovery without knowing what those recovery goals are.
While we are in no way dissuading FWS from rethinking the current Mexican wolf
management scheme, if FWS continues to undertake this restructuring without first
setting measurable recovery goals and benchmarks for the subspecies, we can only
assume that FWS is not, in fact, interested in managing this population in order to further
its conservation or recovery.
FWS Should Abandon the “Experimental, Nonessential” ESA § 10(j) Designation
The current designation for the Mexican gray wolf population in the BRWRA of
“experimental, nonessential” (ENE) under ESA § 10(j), U.S.C. §1539(j), is wholly
inappropriate and should be immediately abandoned. The Mexican gray wolf is the
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smallest, rarest, and most genetically distinct of the gray wolf subspecies. Even though
FWS has identified it as “the most endangered mammal in North America,” FWS
maintains the Mexican wolf’s endangered species listing under the umbrella of the gray
wolf species (Canis lupus). It is solely by this listing design that FWS is able to justify
its ENE designation of the one and only remaining population of wild Mexican gray
wolves on Earth. Because pragmatically the fewer than 50 remaining wild Mexican
wolves are incredibly essential to the survival and recovery of Canis lupus baileyi, this
listing design is authorizing a gross abuse of Section 10(j) never intended by Congress,
which must, therefore, be inherently flawed.
Forest Guardians’ Supplemental Scoping Comments 3
ESA § 3(6), 16 U.S.C. § 1532(6), defines “endangered species” to mean “any species
which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range…”
Under ESA § 3(16), “‘species’ includes any subspecies of…wildlife…” Because the
Mexican gray wolf is in imminent danger of extinction throughout all of its former range,
the ESA authorizes- and indeed requires- FWS to list Canis lupus baileyi as separate and
distinct from Canis lupus, thereby properly affording this subspecies with the full
protections of the Act.
ENE designations, on the other hand, are reserved for populations of endangered species
that are “wholly separate geographically from nonexperimental populations of the same
species.” See ESA § 10(j)(1). Because there are no nonexperimental populations of
Mexican gray wolves, the ENE designation now governing the population of wolves in
the BRWRA is hardly rational. It is only by denying the well-documented biological
uniqueness of this subspecies in lieu of generic, bulk listing that FWS could introduce the
ENE designation in 1998.
Though never “based on the best available information,” ten years into a failed program,
justification for this ENE designation continues to wear thin. See ESA § 10(j)(2)(B).
That FWS would choose to maintain the ENE designation for the Mexican gray wolf,
which continues to quite literally teeter on the brink of extinction, is laughable. FWS
must immediately abandon the ENE designation, less it finds itself responsible for the
second effective extinction of the very subspecies it is charged with conserving.
FWS Should Examine and Adopt a “Conservation Alternative”
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to consider
alternatives to their proposed actions, and examine the environmental impacts of those
alternatives. This requirement implements NEPA’s environmental policies. It requires
federal agencies to consider whether they can carry out their proposed action in a less
environmentally damaging manner, and whether alternatives exist that make the action
unnecessary. In fact, the Counsel on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has described the
alternatives requirement as the “heart” of environmental review. See 40 C.F.R. §
1502.14. Courts have been correspondingly emphatic, calling the alternatives
requirement the “linchpin” of the environmental impact statement (EIS). See Monroe
County Conservation Council, Inc. v. Volpe, 472 F.2d 693 (2nd Cir.1972).
Importantly, even before the development of an EIS, the alternatives requirement also
applies to the preparation of an environmental assessment (EA). See e.g. Greater
Yellowstone Coalition v. Flowers, 359 F.3d 1257 (10th Cir.2004). NEPA § 102(2)(E), 42
U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E), requires all agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropriate
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alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources” (emphasis added). The CEQ
regulations require that an EA include “brief discussions of the need for the proposal, of
alternatives as required by [NEPA § 102(2)(E)], [and] of the environmental impacts of
the proposed action and alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). Courts, too, have stressed
the importance of the alternatives requirement in the development of EAs. In so doing,
Forest Guardians’ Supplemental Scoping Comments 4
they have required federal agencies “to study alternatives to any actions that have an
impact on the environment, even if [it is ultimately determined that] the impact is not
significant enough to require a full-scale impact statement.” See City of New York v.
United States Dep’t of Transp., 715 F.2d 732 (2nd Cir.1983), appeal dismissed, 465 U.S.
1055 (1984).
Some courts have concluded that the duty to discuss alternatives in an EA under NEPA §
102(2)(E) is at least as broad and may be broader than the duty to discuss alternatives in
an EIS. For instance, the Fifth Circuit has held that NEPA § 102(2)(E) is “supplemental
and more extensive” than the alternatives requirement of an EIS. Environmental Def.
Fund. Inc. v. United States Army Corps of Eng’s, 429 F.2d 1123 (5th Cir.1974); accord
Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223 (9th Cir.1988). That court further stated
that the purpose of NEPA § 102(2)(E) is “to insist that no major federal project would be
undertaken without intense consideration of other more ecologically sound courses of
action, including shelving the entire project…” Id.
The range of alternatives to be set forth in an EA or EIS is governed by the “rule of
reason,” and defined by the “purpose and need” of the action itself. See 40 C.F.R. §
1502.13. Here, the CEQ requires FWS to present in comparative form all reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action identified in its forthcoming NEPA documents. See
40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. A proper alternatives analysis should “rigorously explore” and
“objectively evaluate” these alternatives, which means it should “devote substantial
treatment to each alternative considered in detail- including the proposed action- so that
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.” Id. See also CEQ, “Forty Most
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations,”
46 Fed. Reg. 18026, 18027, 18028 (1981).
Certainly, FWS need not consider an infinite range of alternatives; but it must seriously
consider all reasonable and feasible alternatives for fulfilling the project purpose.
Because the underlying purpose of reworking the management structure of any
endangered species must be furtherance of the conservation of that species, incorporating
a “conservation alternative” into FWS’s NEPA documents concerning this issue most
definitely falls within the “rule of reason.” An appropriate conservation alternative was
set forth in the TRI comments. We reiterate the request made in those comments to
evaluate and ultimately adopt such alternative, and further assert that doing as much is
the legal obligation of FWS.
FWS Should Earmark Project Funds for Voluntary Grazing Permit Buyout
Unquestionably, the ubiquity of cattle grazing in and around the BRWRA has retarded
the Mexican gray wolf program to the point of barring recovery of the subspecies.
Because the BRWRA is a seamless patchwork of grazing allotments where neither the
U.S. Forest Service (FS) nor its permittees make room for wolves, wolf-livestock
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conflicts, which are to some extent necessarily inevitable, have been encouraged and
even induced. Moreover, FWS’s past and present “top down” approach to “resolving”
such conflicts, i.e., removing “problem” wolves, has legitimized FS apathy and fueled
local intolerance.
Forest Guardians’ Supplemental Scoping Comments 5
FWS simply cannot kill its way to Mexican wolf recovery. Instead, FWS must adhere to
the conservation mandate of the ESA by participating in “bottom up” approaches to
conflict resolution. These include engaging short term solutions, such as working with
grazing permittees to implement proactive strategies for better avoiding conflicts before
they occur. Importantly, these also include engaging long term solutions like reducing
the number of cattle with which wolves may eventually conflict. FWS can effectively do
this by fiscally supporting the voluntary permanent relinquishment of grazing permits.
FWS has shown a willingness to earmark program funds for conflict resolution, as
evidenced by its recent Interdiction Program proposal. Unlike programs that overly and
unduly further compensate permittees for continuing to use public lands for private
enterprise, grazing permit buyout compensates permittees for voluntarily giving up their
privilege to graze before their permit term ends, and thus frees up the public land for
other, non-consumptive uses. Also unlike other compensation programs, because
voluntary grazing permit buyout eliminates cattle from the landscape, buyout leaves no
room for participants to continue to acquire “strikes.” Rather, permittees who participate
in buyout forever exit the system, leaving their allotment as a place of species
recoverynot
predator control.
The past decade has shown that in the BRWRA, where permittees graze large, unattended
allotments, wolf-livestock conflicts present the number one hurdle to successful wolf
recovery. Permanently removing wolves as the only means of dealing with these
conflicts is ineffective and unacceptable. FWS must engage in long term solutions to
better avoid wolf-livestock conflicts. Fiscally supporting voluntary grazing permit
buyout is the preferred way of achieving this goal. This is because buyout is a permanent
and guaranteed means of avoiding conflicts, which engages only willing participants who
seek to exit the grazing game financially whole. Supporting buyout imposes nothing on
uninterested permittees. Supporting buyout does, however, promote a win-win solution
for grazing permittees and Mexican wolves.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. We intend to stay
engaged with FWS throughout the NEPA process, and we look forward to your adoption
of a better, more biologically based Mexican wolf management scheme.
Respectfully submitted,
Melissa Hailey, Esq.
Forest Guardians
312 Montezuma Ave., Suite A
Santa Fe, NM 87501
505.988.9126 x1159
mhailey@fguardians.org
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Brian Millsap
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US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Alburquerque
New Mexico
87113
Comments:
My husband and I attended the public consultation in Flagstaff on 27 November 2007. I met with several
USFW employees, a wildlife ranger dealing with rogue wolves and a representative of the native American
reserve. I felt overall the attitude to wolves was positive and that they themselves felt much more needed
to be done to help wolves recover, and that it should be done. I list my comments under the following
headings:
Wolf Territory; Benefit to the Environment; Compensation to Farmers; Stance by USFWS; Rogue Wolves;
Rule Changes; My Responsibilities.
1.

Wolf Territory: this needs to be extended forthwith to allow wolves to regulate their own numbers
in the wild. That is, much less ‘management’ and more ‘management by nature’ allowing the
wolves to recover. Do not relocate wolves that move outside the designated territory by not
having geographically excluded areas. Relocation is currently very disruptive to wolf recover.
Allow more releases of captive wolves into the BRWRA allowing greater opportunities for selfsustainability.

2.

Benefit to the Environment: improvement in wolf populations over a more extensive area will
allow greater natural predation of wild grazing animals and allow vegetation to recover. It will
also curb coyote predation of small mammals.

3.

Compensation to Farmers: where predation occurs of farm animals (the wolf cannot be expected
to know the difference) then wolf deterrent practices should be encouraged (or mandatory) by the
USFWS and compensation offered to farmers providing the basis to tolerance by farmers of the
wolves.

4.

Stance by USFWS: it is important that the USFWS makes it clear to the public that wolf recovery
is the USFWS policy because they are important to the ecology/environment and the preservation
of ‘wilderness’ in America/Arizona. The wilderness is not a theme park, controlled and made for
human entertainment, it offers a different experience of the wild/nature, and needs to be preserved
as such for current and future generations. The wolf is an important species and its reintroduction
and federal protection will prove the case of the USFWS ability to keep the wilderness wild and
promote species recovery.

5.

Rogue Wolves: Have ‘no kill’ rule/policy. The sanctuaries (Wildlife NGO’s) of which there are
many will always take the wolves. Currently too many are being killed but we the public fund
charities to save every wolf. A comment by one USFWS representative to me was why should
every rogue wolf be saved? I answered that we give money to sanctuaries to save every wolf and
maximise the life of every wolf. Thus, the so-called Wildlife Service who currently kill rogue
wolves should be stopped, with only capture and re-release or placement in sanctuaries the
rule/policy. To me this shows respect of the animals themselves and those willing to provide them
sanctuary.

6.

Rule Changes: to achieve some of the suggestions in 1-5 there should be an endangered species
designation to give wolves greater protection; boundaries should be extended; more wolves should
be introduced; dead livestock should be moved to reduce incidence of ‘rogue wolves’; the
recovery plan should be revised to maximise wolf recovery options which are currently
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closely with NGO’s to maximise wolf recovery efforts.
7.

My Responsibilities: keep my dogs on leashes and penned by the house to ensure dog control;
keep my toddlers close on hikes and the dogs on leashes. I back onto the National Forest Service
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 Service land and I
expect the presence of wild animals and take suitable precautions. I believe people should take
responsibility for their domestic animals (I keep my cats indoors) if they live in or next to the
wilderness.

Deborah and Howard Davies
155 Stations West Drive
Sedona
Arizona
86336

Three-Up Outfit
P. O. Box 25
Mule Creek, NM 88051
575.535.4334

December 27, 2007
To: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Re: Suggestions for Modifying Mexican Wolf
Reintroduction Program
Commenter: Morgan and Becky Gust
Three-Up Outfit
P. O. Box 25
Mule Creek, NM 88051
575.535.4334
morganmont @yahoo.com
Basis for Comments: Largest individual landowner on Upper Eagle Creek, AZ; large
deeded landowner and Forest Service grazing allotment permittee on the
Gila National Forest, Mule Creek, NM.
1. Modify program to reduce opportunity for human-wolf interaction.
- Keep 100 wolf experimental population goal but expand the primary recovery
areas to include other, smaller, geographically dispersed, Primary and Secondary
Recovery Areas in Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, southern Colorado, and
southern Utah.
Examples include White Sands Missile Range, Grey Ranch area of Hidalgo
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County, San Mateo Mountains in New Mexico, Carson National Forest, Mesa
Verde, San Juan Mountains, Arches/Canyon Lands/Kiaparowits Plateau, Sheldon
National Wildlife Refuge, Escalante, Grand Canyon National Park, Kofa Game
Range, 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 located near highways or major secondary roads.
- 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 secondary roads.
- Greatly reduce (and eliminate where at all possible) “two-tracks”, four-wheel
drive, “hunting”, unused logging and woodcutting, and other small roads and
trails in Primary and Secondary Recovery Areas. Eliminate off-road and ATV
vehicle use in National Forests and Primary and Secondary Recovery Areas.
- Allow initial wolf releases only in a Primary Recovery Zone. Allow re-releases
only in a Primary Recovery Zone.
-Wolves that establish 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 secondary roads.
These modifications will reduce the opportunity for human-wolf interaction by spreading
the population over a much larger area, reduce the number of interactions, and spread the
wolf impact over a much wider area but at a much reduced level.
2. Increase the opportunity for wild wolves to be truly wild.
- Reduce wolf handling by people to an absolute minimum – eliminate tagging,
vaccinations, and collars. No supplemental feeding. Reduce or eliminate regular
monitoring. Reduce necessity for recapture by allowing re-release only in
Primary Recovery Areas and taking the steps set forth above.
- Allow “take” of wolves when attacking domestic animals, including dogs and
horses, wherever those encounters may occur.
- Allow “take” of all wolves on deeded land.
- Allow private individuals to “harass” wolves engaged in nuisance behavior or
livestock depredation on private, public or tribal lands.
- Reject suggestions to remove carcasses and frequent riding by ranchers. These
activities will only increase human-wolf interaction.
These suggestions may seem extreme but, over time, they will greatly reduce human-wolf
interaction by encouraging wolves to be wild and avoid humans. Mountain lions and
bears live and thrive under these same rules and people accept them as part of nature.
These suggestions will also reduce the need for USFWS monitoring and recapture.
3. Give people an incentive to live with wolves.
- Increase peoples’ control and safety of the situation by allowing the activities in
2. above, (like they do with lions and bears).
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- USFWS take over the responsibility for paying for livestock depredation.
Abandon specific identification of wolf kills and use a statistical based method of
determining calf and cattle loss for reimbursement.
- Issue hunting permits to land owners and allotment permittees, which may be
resold to hunters to eliminate problem wolves and excess wolf populations.
This has worked well with elk.
- Pay private landowners and allotment permittees a “use and acceptance fee”
based upon the number of wolves that live in or regularly use their lands.
4. Reject all comments of the Defenders of Wildlife, Forest Guardians and other such
groups whose primary agenda is elimination of cattle on public lands and elimination of
Multiple Use. Their comments are aimed at making it extremely difficult or impossible
to raise cattle (removal of carcasses, weekly riding, etc.), not at making the Wolf
Reintroduction Program a success.
Please confirm you have our address and contact information in all appropriate data
bases.

______________________________
Morgan Gust

Three-Up Outfit
______________________
Morgan Gust, Partner

______________________________
Becky Gust

Sometimes people make mistakes and suffer the consequences—the worst of which are
irreversible. A classic example is Easter Island, the most remote of all populated islands on earth
and famous for its giant stone statues. Polynesian settlers who arrived over a thousand years ago
found many useful tree species including a giant palm on this subtropical island. Covering less
land area than Albuquerque, the island’s forests harbored numerous bird species that could be
hunted for meat as well as sea birds and porpoises in the ocean. Although the inhabitants could
have achieved a sustainable existence, they eventually cut every tree, causing massive erosion
and permanently destroying Easter Island’s abundant environment. The human population
collapsed and the few survivors maintained themselves only at a subsistence level. My point in
discussing this debacle is not to deride the settlers or their descendents for their lack of foresight
or bad judgment, but rather to ask how differently might have they acted had they known what
was to be in store for them and their home. While there still was time, they might have ceased
some of their disastrous practices (including intense tree cutting and overpopulating the island)
thus reversing the environmental decline. But that time has long since passed, and now there is no
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driven to extinction.
Now more than 4,000 miles away and a millennium later we New Mexicans can and should ask
ourselves how we might be destroying our own environment and what we can do to rehabilitate
it. Among the worldwide pressures of overpopulation, pollution and demise of top predators in
the sea is a more local issue: the kill-off and possible reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf.
Although we can survive without the Lobo, we are surely worse off with it gone (see the latter
paragraphs of David R. Parson’s Rethink Program Before Lobo’s 2nd Extinction, Albuquerque
Journal, 12/6/2007).
Although it is tempting to think about the Lobo and its rehabilitation as a local issue, such is not
the case. There are numerous factors linking this problem to regional, national and worldwide
issues. Among these are population pressure, species preservation and knowledge about the
interaction among species as it regards impact on the environment. The Lobo and the polar bear
are both top predators in their respective home ranges, and both act a bit like a canary in a coal
mine—they are first to fall when things go badly in the local environment.
The earth’s population of more than six and a half billion is by my estimate more than thirty times
what it was a thousand years ago before significant use of fossil fuels. But one hears little on the
news about the increased impact of population on land and sea environments. A regional impact:
it appears that so many hungry mouths, many of them in search of a fresh hamburger, are a force
behind the government giveaway of public lands in the American west to cattle ranchers. In
summary, we have sacrificed the canary (Lobo), oblivious to the possibility that we may choke on
the noxious gases in the “mine” (ruined environment in the American west and elsewhere).
We New Mexicans should pay attention to signals of our impending demise. One way to make a
start is to combat forces interfering with reintroduction of the Lobo, especially in the Gila
Wilderness of southwestern New Mexico. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has clearly
underperformed in its reintroduction efforts within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area
(BRWRA). Not only should the wolf population goals be met, but the whole effort be
strengthened by upgrading the classification from “experimental, non-essential” to “endangered”.
Furthermore livestock-wolf conflicts should be resolved in the short term with livestock
remaining (e.g., by requiring dead stock cleanup) and in the long term by prohibiting livestock
presence entirely.
We do not wish to become another Easter Island. The federal government must do its part to
assure this does not happen.
John M. Covan
1717 Anderson Pl SE
Albuquerque, NM 87108-4405

To: John Slown, US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Email: John Slown <r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
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Dear John,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping. I’d like to see you take the following steps:
•
•
•
•

•

Revise the Recovery Plan to ensure full recovery of Mexican gray wolves so
that so that there is a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 wolves.
Expand the number of wolves in the wild population and the area for initial
releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area. .
Eliminate restrictions to dispersal and movements -- allow wolves to expand
their territory.
Stop killing and removing wolves – reduce ‘take’; the current rules allow too
much ‘take’, preventing our reaching the re-introduction objective of 100
wolves in the BRWRA population.
Change their classification to “experimental, essential” or “endangered” to
give wolves more protection. They are not being recovered under the existing
classification.

Wolves are a valuable part of our southwest heritage. We appreciate your help in
ensuring they survive in our ecological community.
Thanks for your consideration,
Jack C. Williams
4509-III Bunny Run
Austin, TX 78746
Tel: 512-689-5040
John Slown
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
December 20, 2007
Dear Mr. Slown,

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’’)
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The Gila Livestock Growers Association previously submitted scoping comments for the
10(j) rule changes for the Mexican Gray Wolf on November 11. Our Board of Directors,
have further instructed me to submit the following additional scoping issues. They are:
1.

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

2.

Analyze information that has been issued as public education during scoping
meetings including the power point presentation as well as the contents of
posters that contain faulty or out of date information relating but not limited
to wolf removals, livestock depredation and food sources for wolves and
impacts to the human element.

3.

Identify unproven information distributed as fact in the scoping meetings,
remove biased and subjective information and make those corrections
available to the public.

4.

Livestock kills as a result of poor wolf management procedures or biased
decision-making, should be analyzed rather than speculation on year round
grazing cycles as a potential cause of increased depredation. Currently the
IFT and other managers are using subjective and speculative information to
validate increased depredation problems in the Mexican wolf program. An
example of which is the claim made in the scoping information education
posters that year round grazing causes increased livestock depredation.

5.

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
data 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 too small to legitimately make the claim advertised. There is
also reason to believe the study is biased as scat from areas where livestock
were present was not used in the analysis although it was made available
under the same collection procedures. Any NEPA analysis should provide
for better information compilation in a new rule rather than outdated biased
data.

6.

Site specific economic analysis on ranches that have been harmed should be
conducted as well as plans to analyze ongoing harm on ranches that will
suffer wolf damage in the future.

7.

Analysis of livestock operation size as it relates to ability to withstand
depredation by wolves in relation to average size of wolf impacted ranches in
the Northern Gray wolf recovery program.
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8.

Definition addition of LEGALLY PRESENT LIVESTOCK: should be
defined as livestock occurring in the boundaries of a grazing allotment where
the owner has beneficial use water rights on Federal land. (see federal land
definition in prior GLGA comments.)

9.

Insure that the scope of the economic impact analysis be limited to the
individual rancher and only as widespread as county level. An analysis that
is national or regional in scope, fails to depict the real impacts to local
economies as required by NEPA.

10. Cumulative impacts of wolf reintroduction and recovery should also be
analyzed using local, county level information on jobs, poverty and local
economies.
11. Analysis of problems associated with zoonotic 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. Just some
diseases I think need to be considered. Rabies would be of the utmost
concern. With the incidence of grey fox rabies in Catron County and other
SW AZ and NM Counties. It is of the utmost urgency to know the
vaccination status of the released wolves as well as wild born undocumented
wolves in the BRWRA and plan improved vaccination and documentation of
these animals.
12. Considering the prior EIS made claim that all wolves would be vaccinated
and this is obviously not occurring and has not occurred for several years.
Consider also that there are no licensed vaccines approved for use in wolves,
and the legality of using the rabies vaccine in this wolf recovery, in the light
of the current rabies outbreak.
13. There are also several zoonotic diseases of concern, especially those that are
known to be shed in feces and urine of infected wolves. Some of these
zoonotics would be sarcocystosis, echinococcus, ascariasis, cysticercosis and
neospora caninum. These are parasites passed in feces that can cause disease
in both humans and livestock. Neospora causes abortion in cattle and wolves
have been proven to be an intermediate host to this parasite increasing
outbreaks in livestock and wildlife. Other viral and bacterial diseases of
concern would be distemper, adenovirus, brucellosis and leptospira.
Leptospirosis and brucellosis are both a concern for humans and livestock.
Some of these parasites and diseases can be transmitted to pets then on to
their owners, which is another consideration. Analysis of the impacts of all
of the above and a plan to mitigate impacts of these diseases is imperative to
public health in the region. Particularly important due to the advent of
sarcocystosis in elk in wolf occupied regions between Reserve NM and
Winston NM. Documents available though NMDG&F.
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14. A takings implication assessment of disease in livestock caused by wolves.
See above listing of potential harm.
15. Analysis of wolf occupancy of lands both private and federal, where
domestic livestock are present, as well as analysis of impact on private land
and homes where children reside and where domestic animals may
potentially contract a parasite or disease and potentially spread it to humans
or where wolves may directly deposit infectious materials from their urine or
scat near residences is imperative to adequately address human health
concerns. Especially considering the fact that wolves are occupying and
frequenting private property in areas where children live and have been
photographed leaving waste in these places.
16. 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 wolves.
17. The termination of the introduction effort should be a legal and reasonable
option in a new EIS.
18. Finally it must be considered that this program is resulting in the loss of
agricultural lands to subdivisions because these wolves have put ranches out
of business. How will USFWS mitigate impacts on numerous families that
will that move in, in place of one ranch family.

Sincerely
Laura Schneberger
Gila Livestock Growers Assn.

December 12, 2007
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Attn: Wolf Program
New Mexico Ecological Service Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM, 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
SCOPING PROCESS COMMENTS FOR MODIFYING THE MEXICAN WOLF
RECOVERY PROGRAM
To Whom It May Concern:
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I am writing as both an ecologist and a resident of New Mexico. I have long been aware of
the problems associated with the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program. I am extremely disturbed
by the US Fish and Wildlife’s continued and increased killing of reintroduced wolves and of
their management of the program as a whole. The program is so riddled in politics that it
lacks sound science and conservation.
There are several key problems to the current recovery program. Principally, much of the
habitat the wolves are being reintroduced into is located on public land, being leased for
grazing. Indeed, these are our public lands, and the goals associated with them need to be
oriented towards conservation and restoration of our natural heritage, not towards the benefits
of only a few –the federally subsidized ranching community. The ranching community in this
region is particularly opposed to wolf recovery. A change in land stewardship is
fundamental to Mexican wolf recovery. The US Forest Service and other public lands
within the recovery area should be designated for wolf recovery, and grazing leases should be
retired or allowed to be bought-out so that the land stewardship can change towards the goal
of Mexican wolf recovery. Importantly, as a keystone species, wolf recovery is also about
ecosystem recovery, not only wolf recovery. Yellowstone provides a key example of this.
Second, the current recovery goal is limited to establishing a population of 125 animals
within a defined, limited area. The recovery goal should not be confined to a limited area and
limited number of animals, rather, the FWS should promote the recovery of their
populations throughout the entire Southwest, greatly increasing the recovery area and
population recovery goal.
Third, the shooting of wolves is destructive on many levels, genetically, socially, and
ecologically. Carcass removal and responsible livestock husbandry should be mandated
throughout the recovery region. The FWS needs to implement a significant amount of
resources to work with these local communities occurring within the recovery area. For wolf
recovery it is necessary for the federal government to retire grazing leases and allow
permits be bought out, and, in areas where livestock grazing must continue, requiring
carcass removal and responsible cattle husbandry. Ranchers should, therefore, be required
to look after their own cattle and to remove carcasses that otherwise attract wolves.
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Fourth, fundamentally, the FWS needs to reclassify the Mexican wolf as a separate DPS
(distinct population segment) because at this time they only are a nonessential experimental
population. This nonessential experimental status is a fundamental cause to the problems
with the Mexican wolf recovery program. Even if they were reclassified into essential
experimental, they still would be subjected to a 4d rule in the 10j package that would
continue to allow take. Therefore, reclassifying them to be a DPS, as defined by their
subspecies status, will allow them to be recognized as an endangered subspecies and provide
them with the protection they are warranted.
Fifth, the FWS needs to implement significant public education and outreach programs,
especially within recovery areas.
Further, as a long-time member of the American Society of Mammalogists, I concur with
their recent 2007 resolution, stating that, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the American
Society of Mammalogists, meeting at the 87th Annual Meeting at the University of New
Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 6–10 June 2007, calls upon the U.S. Forest Service to
revise its land management policies to allow recovery of this federally endangered taxon, and
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to: 1) expedite a revision of the 25-year-old Mexican
Wolf Recovery Plan, prior to finalizing a rule change, to develop a recovery goal and identify
new recovery areas; 2) suspend all predator control directed at Mexican gray wolves at least
until the interim 100-wolf goal of the current reintroduction program has been achieved; 3)
protect wolves from the consequences of scavenging on livestock carcasses; 4) ensure the
recovery and sustainability of populations of Mexican gray wolves; and 5) allow wolves to
roam freely throughout the Southwest.
The goal of the FWS needs to be to restore both the populations and the functional role of the
Mexican wolf throughout the American Southwest.
Sincerely,
Ana Davidson, Ph.D.
National University of Mexico (UNAM)
University of New Mexico (UNM)
Ana Davidson, Ph.D.
Instituto de Ecología
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México
Apdo Postal 70-275
México D.F. 04510
México
Tel y fax (52) 55-56229004

Mr.Brian Millsap, State Administrator

November 30, 2007

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Alburquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr. Millsap,
These are my comments regarding changes to the rules governing the Mexican gray wolf
reintroduction project. My comments are intended to assure Mexican gray wolf survival in the wild.
The classification of the Mexican gray wolf should be changed from "experimental, non-essential"
to "experimental, essential” or to “endangered”. A "non-essential" or captive population of wolves
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will not assure their survival in the wild or protect them from extinction.
Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. Mexican gray wolves need access to
good habitat throughout their historic range and often cross political lines invisible to them in search
of dens and prey. In the revised rule, there should be no exclusion of geographic areas from potential
occupation by Mexican gray wolves.
By expanding the area for initial wolf releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area, the portion of the wolf population living in New Mexico could benefit from genetic diversity
within the Mexican gray wolf population. The new rules should allow new wolf releases in New
Mexico and throughout the BRWRA.
Under the current rules, ranchers using public lands are not required to remove or
render inedible the carcasses of livestock that die. Wolves are attracted to, and often scavenge on
these carcasses, then may prey on other livestock nearby. A rule change must require livestock
owners using public lands to clean up dead stock before wolves find and scavenge on them. No longer
should the wolves be penalized in these cases.
Also regarding livestock grazing on public lands in the BRWRA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
should be in the business of offering cash to retire grazing allotments to those ranchers who wish to
do so.
A viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 wolves is a minimum objective for the BRWRA.
No maximum should be set for the number of wolves in the wild through this rule change.
Thank you for accepting these comments.
Sincerely, Brad Lagorio
2405 Meadow Rd SW
Alburquerque, NM 87105
Ivan Lucero
40B Los Colonias
Algodones, NM 87001
John Slown,
My name is Ivan Lucero and I am a currently attending Northern Arizona
University. I would like to see the procedures for Mexican Gray Wolves change to ensure
a population of Wolves that can become self-sustaining. I believe that the current
programs and laws we are enforcing are wrong and we are putting too many limitations
on these animals. The initial release points need to be expanded and/or different ones
need to be established. Something needs to be done so livestock owners do not leave dead
carcasses around for wolves to pick up, so that the temptation is removed for fresh beef.
These wolves need to be able to survive by themselves and for themselves without human
interference.
Our attitude towards these animals needs to change. In order for wolves to be
successful they need our help. Simply expanding their territory is not the only thing that
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is going to save these animals. We need to develop a plan that will minimize human
interference on these animals. Our recovery plans need to be updated and they need to be
open for revisions. We need to understand that nature changes constantly and we need to
be able to change and adapt our laws with nature to ensure that these animals can survive
without us.
Getting the public educated on this issue is really important because if wolves are
not accepted by the people they will have a hard time sustaining themselves. The public
needs to understand that these animals have every right to this land. I understand that
restoring these animals is no simple task but I have faith that you can ensure the safety
and well being of these beautiful animals. Below is my contact information, I know that
the entire future of these animals is not in your hands. However, I would like to assist you
in accomplishing the fore mentioned goals.
Sincerely,
________________________
Ivan C. Lucero

E-Mail:
IL7@nau.edu

Dear Sir / Madam
Comments on the proposed EIS related to the Mexican Gray Wolf
The Mexican gray wolf is an endangered species within its historical range. While the
species exists in captivity in sufficient numbers to ensure probable survival, the wolf has
in the past become functionally extinct in the wild and only current reintroduction
programs have the potential to establish a viable wild population in Arizona and New
Mexico. We believe, as did the FWS in its initial 1996 EIS, that this should be a national
goal.
In order to achieve this goal, we believe that the “take” of wolves in the BRWRA,
whether by governmental or private means, must be reduced. While the perfect situation
would be a classification of the Mexican gray wolf as endangered, political realities
mitigate against this approach. Therefore, we have the following comments;
1) The burden of responsibility of livestock operators using federal land must be
increased. Operators who do not use non-lethal “harassing” solutions such as
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livestock protecting dogs or who persist in feeding livestock when calving in
known wolf areas should have their grazing rights restricted or removed.
Livestock carcasses must be buried and wolf scavenging cannot be considered
evidence of depredation.
2) Taking of wolves by non-governmental action must be investigated and strict
penalties enforced. Any evidence of unwarranted take should result in loss of
grazing rights and criminal penalties. This is an area where endangered listing
would be of great help.
3) Wolf livestock depredations must be traceable to specific animals for action to be
taken. Livestock depredation by wolf breeding pairs during breeding / whelping /
early pup rearing periods should not be cause for removal.
4) “Wolf free” zones to protect livestock operators should not be allowed. Livestock
operators are using public land and therefore must accept the wolf reintroduction
goals of the USFWS and the provisions of the endangered species act.
Reimbursement for livestock losses is available to the operators but the wolves
have no alternatives.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments. The reintroduction and
establishment of the Mexican gray wolf within a portion of its historical range is and
should be a national goal. Sufficient space exists within the national forest and
wilderness areas of Arizona/New Mexico to allow this goal and to also allow livestock
use. However, the balance must tilt to the wolf who has no other real alternative other
than functional extinction.
Scott and Joann MacKenzie
512 Clark
Webster Groves, Mo 63119
314-963-0352
Email: sjmackenzie@prodigy.net or
Joann.mackenzie@lfg.com
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455 N. Galvin Parkway
Phoenix, Arizona 85008
602-273-1341

December 18, 2007
Mr. Brian Millsap
State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Re: Comments pursuant to Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151, Pages 44065-44069:
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent
to prepare and 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 Dr. Millsap:
The Arizona Zoological Society and the Phoenix Zoo are concerned with the Mexican
gray wolf reintroduction program, and would like to submit the following observations
and comments:
Mexican gray wolves are listed as “endangered” under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). Establishment of a “non-essential, experimental” population of Mexican gray
wolves in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA) was initiated in 1998 and
continues to this day. The objective of the BRWRA reintroduction project is to establish
a population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves, including 18 breeding pairs – intended
to be achieved by the end of 2006. However, by the end of last year there were only 59
wolves with 6 breeding pairs in the wild population. This can hardly be considered a
successful reintroduction process.
In 2007 twenty one Mexican wolves have gone missing, been killed, or been removed
from the wild population. Eleven pups have been observed among five packs. When
next the official count is made in January 2008, a population decline in both wolf
numbers and breeding pairs appears extremely likely.
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While we agree with the Service and numerous NGO’s that some provisions of the
existing rule severely impair the possibility of recovery, we also believe the
reintroduction program’s problems are deeper than the rule itself. The overriding issue is
that many, if not most, of the management actions taken relevant to the reintroduction
program fail to meet the legal requirement of the Endangered Species Act ESA
§10(j)(2)(A) that the reintroduction further the conservation of the species, and also do
not live up to the Service’s promise in the Final EIS (page 2-16) that its actions, while
achieving the least impact on private activity, would be consistent with wolf recovery.
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Page Two
We believe that there are at least six reasons that the reintroduction program is stalled and
appears to be failing: the requirement that wolves stay within the boundaries of the Blue
Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA); the prohibition on “naïve” releases in New
Mexico; poaching; the US Forest Service’s disregard of its obligations in regard to
endangered species; failure to consider genetic issues, and excessive removal of wolves
from the wild. Our greatest concerns, as a zoo and a zoological society, have to do with
the last three of these issues.
It is of utmost importance that the Service to consider Mexican wolf genetics. Because
the genetics of the individual wolves contribute to their reproductive fitness and the
population’s ability to adapt, they have a profound effect on the subspecies’ ability to
recover. The first and more obvious point is to consider the genetic importance or value
of individual wolves when making management decisions. Wolves with moderate to
high genetic value have been lethally controlled with complete disregard of the resulting
effects on recovery of the subspecies. A recent paper by Fredrickson et al. (Genetic
rescue and inbreeding depression in Mexican wolves. Proc Roy Soc B 274:2365-2371,
2007) discusses the state of the captive and wild populations and the crucial role of
mixed-linage animals in the “genetic rescue” of the wild population. This paper also
touches on the necessity of growing the wild population, which has not just demographic
significance, but genetic significance as well. The red wolf re-introduction program came
close to failing completely due to a parallel situation with hybridization and excessive
genetic loss. Along those same lines, recent zoo-based publications have helped reenforce the presence of inbreeding depression in the taxon. A paper by Asa et al
(Relationship of inbreeding with sperm quality and reproductive success in Mexican gray
wolves. Anim Conserv 10:326-331. 2007) has supported earlier findings and reports of
inbreeding depression in the work of Frederickson.
Another issue merits the Service’s attention. A recent paper by Frankham (Genetic
adaptation to captivity in species conservation programs. Molecular Ecology: Online
Early Articles, 2-Aug-07 doi: 10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03399.x) clearly states that
species cannot be maintained in captivity for long before they become unfit for life in the
wild. A paper by Leonard et al (Legacy lost: genetic variability and population size of
extirpated US grey wolves (Canis lupus). Molec Ecol 14:9-17, 2005) found that historical
samples from pre-extermination wolves had more that twice the genetic diversity of their
modern captive bred descendants. The Mexican wolf belonged to a unique southern
clade, according to this study. The adaptive fitness of the Mexican wolf will be further
jeopardized by continuing to limit its remaining genetic diversity and delaying its
survival in the wild. This work underscores the importance of the current wild population
to recovery, and provides a warning that the captive Mexican wolf population may not be
able to provide suitable replacement animals for those removed, or candidates for new
reintroductions, in the future.
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Zoos have been crucial to the work involved in re-establishing Mexican wolves in the
BRWRA, but we feel that, as it stands, the reintroduction program is counting on zoo’s
continuing to supply animals for release and, apparently, subsequent removal. This
situation is not only extremely frustrating, expensive, difficult, and laborious; it is also
untenable, since the animals will only become less likely to have the genetic and adaptive
fitness to successfully survive in the wild. By definition, a non-essential experimental
population is not essential to the continued existence of the species. We feel, given the
results of recent research on the genetics that affect this process, that each and every
Mexican wolf is sufficiently important to the health and eventual survival of the whole to
deem complete protection. We therefore respectfully propose the following:
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Page Three
1) Reclassify the reintroduced population of Mexican wolves as Endangered as
stipulated by the Endangered Species Act, affording the remaining wolves the full
protection they deserve. We understand such a designation may compromise the
management flexibility to deal with livestock depredation and other negative impacts.
2) Eliminate legal take unless such circumstances as described by the ESA and applied
to other endangered and fully protected carnivores. You must consider population
size and structure, number of breeding pairs, genetic importance of individuals and
genetic health of the wild population, as well as progress toward the reintroduction
goal and recovery. The only take allowed, once established, would be in defense of
human life.
3) Allow more options for non-injurious harassment of wolves as a way to adversely
condition them to avoid livestock and human habitations. Specifically, the rule
should be amended so that the Service’s proposed paint-ball program can be initiated
and tested.
4) Make no restrictions on where wolves can disperse or establish territories.
5) Make no restrictions on where wolves can be released, including the release of
“naïve” wolves directly from captivity.
6) Make no provisions that allow circumstances for legal take. For example, the
proposed allowance for the public to kill wolves attacking pets should never have
been seriously considered. Pet owners can take fairly simple precautions to keep their
pets safe. Leash laws exist in urban areas for the protection of the pet. They can also
be applied to pets in wolf release areas. The program could be severely impacted by
opponents shooting wolves after “baiting” them with animals. The Service is aware of
rumors if not incidents of baiting with livestock. Doing so with dogs would be easy,
and opening this possibility would greatly frustrate law enforcement efforts to
distinguish between legal and illegal take.
7) Make no provisions that would limit future recovery options – for example no
constraints on population size, geographic distribution of wolves, or the number,
location or size of future reintroduction areas.
Under the existing rule, the Fish and Wildlife Service is not fulfilling its mandate under
the ESA to recover Mexican gray wolves. As a zoo and a Zoological Society, it is our
goal to see Mexican wolves not only survive, but fully recover as a vibrant, active,
genetically sound population that also acts as an indicator of the environmental health
and balance of the area. The Blue Range population of Mexican gray wolves is essential
to long-term recovery of this endangered subspecies; captive populations will not
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safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term. An Endangered designation
will give these wolves the stronger protections they need to succeed in the wild.
Sincerely,

Jeff Williamson
President
Arizona Zoological Society

Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
John Slown
U.S. Fish and wildlife Services
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
This is what I think it will take to establish a recovery plan for the Mexican Gray Wolf.
•
I do not believe ranchers on public land should be allowed to kill wolves no matter
how many livestock the wolf is thought to have killed. This would be different if the
kills were on private land.
•
The wolf population should be allowed to expand to over 100, to establish an
ongoing long term recovery.
•
There should be no boundaries on the wolf. The existing range is not large enough
for the 100+ wolves.
•
The three strikes and you’re out law should be eliminated.
•
Based on the good examples of wolf introductions in other states, New Mexico needs
to do more to change the public opinion on living with wolves.
•
Make the public aware that no one has ever been killed by a wolf and that dogs kill
many people each year.

Dennis A. Muirhead
P.O. Box 732
Tijeras, NM 87059

I'm writing this as an addition to my previous comments, submitted on November
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30, 2007. This
specifically regards the effort to reimburse ranchers for livestock
predations from Mexican gray wolves,
as a means of precluding killing or
trapping.
Perhaps it would be more acceptable to ranchers for the
administration of the reimbursement to be taken over by a citizen
committee of their peers, or some form that is more acceptable to them.
Perhaps, also, the actual money reimbursed, per animal, should be
increased. I consider these things capable of being negotiated to
everyone's satisfaction.
There is one thing that is not negotiable, however, that is: Those who
participate in the program of reimbursement must agree that the
Mexican gray wolves have a right to exist in the wild - in New Mexico’s
National Forests.
One more late comment. Mr. Mike Miller, employee of the Adobe
Ranch near the Gila National Forest was recently quoted in the “High
Country News” : “we would sacrifice a calf to get a third strike”. The
USFWS must investigate this and other such possible incidents with the
highest priority, and use the full extent of your authority to prosecute
those responsible. This, sir, is genocide.
Sincerely,
Brad Lagorio
2405 Meadow Rd SW
Alburquerque, NM 87105

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:28 PM
----mcbobaz@aol.com
12/24/2007 11:05
To
AM
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
bbickel@ecoisp.com
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping Comments from the Sonoran Audubon
Society
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December 2007
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear John Slown,
Please accept the following comments on the Mexican gray wolf EIS scoping process on behalf of the
members of the Sonoran Audubon Society in central
Arizona:
Sonoran Audubon members value Arizona’s wildlife, birds, and natural ecosystems. We are strongly
supportive of the reintroduction of Mexican gray wolves. Wolves are considered a keystone species, since
they influence the presence and abundance of many other species, while their absence may cause a decline
in the function of the entire ecosystem.
As you know, studies in Yellowstone are showing that interactions between the gray wolf and its prey are
affecting riparian plant communities and the diverse array of species dependent on them. Woody browse
species including cottonwood and willow, once heavily browsed by elk, are returning in greater abundance
to riparian corridors. Riparian and wetland areas in Arizona provide critical habitat to birds and other
wildlife species, and Arizona has lost much of its healthy riparian areas. In addition to their role in restoring
riparian areas, wolves balance other aspects of the ecosystem, including coyote populations. We believe
that Mexican gray wolves have a vital role to play in restoring healthy ecosystems in Arizona and New
Mexico, and support the following measures to ensure the successful recovery of Mexican gray wolves to
ecologically effective levels.
Include a Conservation Alternative that will change the classification to “experimental, essential” or
“endangered”. The current “experimental, nonessential” classification is not resulting in successful
recovery. This population of wolves is essential to the long-term recovery of Mexican wolves.
Eliminate all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements. Current rules require the capture of wolves that
disperse outside the arbitrary boundary.
This has resulted in wolf injuries and disruption of pack relationships. It also wastes valuable time of the
Recovery Team, and prevents wolves from occupying high quality habitat outside the artificial boundary.
Also consider allowing wolves to disperse and/or direct releases into high quality habitat within the Grand
Canyon Ecoregion.
Expand the area for initial releases to anywhere within the Blue Range Recovery Area. This would allow
biologists to release wolves based on considerations such as existing pack territories and genetic variability,
rather than on political constraints.
Resolve wolf-livestock conflicts in ways that keep wolves in the wild and achieve progress towards
reintroduction objectives. Ranchers who enjoy the privilege of grazing livestock on public lands must take
responsibility for their livestock, including removing or rendering inedible livestock that have died of other
causes before wolves scavenge on them.
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releases, while limited by excessive “take”. The revised rule must allow less “take” to allow population
recovery.
Revise the recovery plan. The Recovery Plan has not been revised for 25 years and does not include
objectives for full recovery.
Place no cap on the number of wolves in the wild population. A self-sustaining population of 100 wild
wolves is a minimum for successful recovery. No maximum should be set through this rule change.
Include nothing in the amended rule that would preclude future recovery options. This rule should not
include any provisions that would limits future options for recovery of Mexican gray wolves anywhere
outside the current boundaries of the BRWRA.
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important recovery effort. Please keep us informed of
future opportunities to participate.
Sincerely,
Robert McCormick, President
Conservation Chair
Sonoran Audubon Society
Society

Bettina Bickel,
Sonoran Audubon

More new features than ever. Check out the new AOL Mail! (See attached
file: SAS_wolf_scoping_comments.wps)

Enough is enough!
I have sat back and watched this paper promote the agenda of the poor, poor, wolf long
enough! Let look at a few of the facts regarding this reintroduction and some of the
impacts this reintroduction has had on the American taxpayer.
1) We have spent in excess of 80-150 million dollars reintroducing the wolf across the
country and the American taxpayer and sportsman has been saddled with the costs. The
costs associated with this program have exceed the federal budget by millions and are
going up every day with these special interest groups filing legal action to stop the states
from managing them. The American taxpayer’s are footing the bill for these legal
expenses and for the reintroductions!
2) The wolf has already been well established in the states of Wyoming, Idaho, Montana,
and a several other states. The reintroduction numbers have far exceeded the federal
guidelines and the game management agencies in those states plans have all been
approved by the federal government to control their numbers. The special interest groups
constantly are filing legal proceeding to stop the states. The wolf is no longer endangered
according to our federal government’s approval of these plans!
3) The establishment of wolves if not managed properly can have a huge detrimental
impact on the economies of many areas that rely on tourism dollars brought in through
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all facets of outdoor activities. Hotels, restaurants, gas stations, grocery stores, lumber
yards, feed stores and hundreds of other small businesses are dependent upon these funds
to create jobs in many areas with their fragile economies.
4) Cities and states are dependent upon the revenues and the supplemental tax revenues
these activities bring in to help fund many programs across our country. Many residents
are dependant on these programs or funds for day to day living.
5) There’s certainly no longer any biological proof that the wolf is in any danger of
becoming extinct in this country.
6) It’s time we sat down and exercised reason with this matter and diverted those tax
dollars to programs that will be more beneficial to the majority in the end! The wolf is no
longer endangered and as such it’s time to let the states manage the resource and move
on. It’s time to end the crusade and put our dollars to work on programs that actually
benefit mankind. I like the call of the wild just as much as the next guy, but in all
fairness, it’s time we listen to the call of reason!
You have my permission to print this. Chris Agnew 4042 W. Aire Libre Ave Phoenix, AZ 85053(See
attached file: Enough is enough.doc)

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:32 PM
----Howard Hutchinson
<aznmc@earthlink.
net>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
12/18/2007 04:09
cc
AM
Subject
Scoping comments for the Proposed
Amendment of the Rule Establishing
a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Wolf

December 18, 2007
Brian Milsap
State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Service New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
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Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings and Intent To Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and SocioEconomic 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 Mr. Milsap,
The Coalition previously submitted scoping comments for the 10(j) rule changes for the Mexican Gray
Wolf on November 29. At the December 1 meeting of the Board of Directors, I was instructed to submit
two additional scoping issues. They are:
1.
The termination of the introduction effort; and
2.
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.
As in the past please feel free to contact the Coalition to assist in coordinating the cooperation of member
counties in the process.
Sincerely,
Executive Director
-Howard Hutchinson
Executive Director
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties P.O. Box 125 Glenwood, New Mexico 88039 Phone 575-5392709 Please Note New Area Code aznmc@earthlink.net "Compromise is but the sacrifice of one right or
good in the hope of retaining another--too often ending in the loss of both." Tryon
Edwards,1809-1894
"A principle cannot be compromised, for once compromised it is actually abandoned and no principle
exist." Christine Smith, December 13, 2007(See attached file: 07 Additional Scoping Comment 10j .doc)

November 27, 2007
Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Brian:
Please understand that the citizens of New Mexico and Arizona want the Lobo to stay
and make a full recovery. While reintroduced wolves have thrived in the Northern
Rockies - now numbering over 1,500 - the Mexican gray wolf population remains
dangerously low, with only about 60 wolves in an area twice the size of Yellowstone.
The difference is in the rules governing the program. Because of these rules, 11 wolves
have been shot by the government, 20 more died inadvertently because of capture, and at
least 24 have been trapped and permanently removed from the wild since the
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reintroduction began. Northern Rockies wolves are allowed to expand their territory.
Mexican gray wolves are confined to the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area, which
includes the Gila National Forest in New Mexico and the bordering Apache National
Forest in Arizona. But with good habitat outside of these areas, wolves often cross the
political lines in search of new homes and prey. When they choose to live outside the
boundaries, they are captured and relocated back into the Blue Range, which thwarts
expansion of the population, disrupts packs, and sometimes causes serious injuries to
individual wolves .Current rules do not require ranchers using public lands to remove or
render inedible (as by lime, for example) the carcasses of livestock that die for a number
of non-wolf related reasons like disease and starvation. Wolves are attracted to and often
scavenge on these carcasses, and then begin to prey on live cattle or horses nearby.
After three livestock kills in a year, the wolf is either killed or placed in captivity. The
gray wolf reintroduction rule for the northern Rocky Mountains in Yellowstone National
Park and central Idaho required ranchers to remove such “attractants” and specified that
wolves that prey on stock near to where they were drawn by carcasses would not be
“controlled.” But the Mexican wolf never received this protection. Please don’t let them
be destroyed Mexican gray wolves are critical to our natural environment. A healthy
wolf population will keep our elk and deer herds healthy and bring balance back to our
wild lands. This process is our chance to correct the mistakes of the past and ensure a
bright future for wolf recovery. Please spare their lives we should all be glad we are not
an animal, nobody seems to care especially for the Wolves.
Sincerely
Wendy Morris
219 W. Campbell Ave
Phoenix, AZ 85013

2136 N. Rosburg Dr.
Mesa, AZ 85215
December 17, 2007

US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Service Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113
Attention: Wolf Program
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Gentlemen:
The Arizona Republic wrote a compelling editorial this day, explaining why the Mexican
Wolf Program should continue and offering several changes that would make the
Program more viable and more success oriented. I am in total accord with the content
of the editorial. Among other things, they pointed out that
1. Ranchers could do more to prevent wolf depredation by removing dead cattle
from the wolf recovery area or treating the carcasses with lime to make them
inedible.
2. Additional acreage should be opened up to wolf habitation as the wolf
population grows.
3. The Government should re-assign the wolf designation to “endangered
species” (NOT the current “non-essential, experimental”).
The Defenders of Wildlife is compensating ranchers for cattle killed by wolves. This top
predator of the food chain should be allowed every opportunity to re-establish itself in the
appropriate areas. I worked with P.A.W.s early in the 1990’s to help re-introduce the
Mexican Wolf to the wild and I am dismayed that progress is so slow and lethargic.
Please move forward with this important effort.
Sincerely yours,

Patty A. Williams

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:38 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
dan@djcase.com
cc
12/04/2007 10:57
Subject
AM
Fw: Attn: Mexican Grey Wolf NEPA
Scoping
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----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/04/2007 10:57 AM
----Tito Meyer
<tito@zianet.com>
11/27/2007 12:21
PM

To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Attn: Mexican Grey Wolf NEPA
Scoping

Dear Mr. Millsap,
The rule change process should be used to correct past mistakes in the wolf recovery system and to ensure
the expansion and future success of Mexican Wolf recovery in Arizona and New Mexico.
These wolves are helping restore ecological balance, by reintroducing necessary predator pressure on the
indigenous animal population.
Eco-tourists' interest in wolves make the wolves beneficial to the areas' local economies also.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Robert (Tito) Meyer
1155 S. Telshor Blvd, Suite 302A
Las Cruces, NM 88011-4788
(See attached file: tito.vcf)

Wolf reintroduction:
Regarding:
(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for ‘‘take’’ of wolves in the act of
attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal Trust lands.

Why limit this to just private land? Since so much of AZ and NM is federally controlled,
people should have the right to defend themselves or their property and livestock/pets
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whenever they see wolves attacking. That includes the ability to defend themselves as
well.
R. Benne
POB 113
Young, AZ 85554

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:41 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
dan@djcase.com
cc
12/04/2007 09:36
Subject
AM
Fw: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/04/2007 09:36 AM
----"Claudia"
<greytdogs@cox.ne
t>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
12/01/2007 08:25
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

We need wolves!!!
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subspecies; captive populations will not safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term. An
"essential"
or
an "endangered" designation will give these wolves the stronger protections they need to succeed in the
wild. Congress provided for "experimental, essential" as a classification, yet it has never been used by the
Fish and Wildlife Service. If ever a case can be made for the first ever designated "essential" experimental
population, this is it.
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 BRWRA population. A revised rule must allow less "take" of wolves. And
why is there a magic 100 number of wolves? 100 should be the minimum.
Ranchers need to follow the rules!!!! Under the current rules, ranchers using public lands are not required
to remove or render inedible the carcasses of livestock that die for various reasons like disease and
starvation. Wolves are attracted to and often scavenge on these carcasses, and may begin to prey on live
cattle or horses nearby. Wolves that kill three head of livestock in a year are either killed or placed in
captivity for the rest of their lives. A revised rule must require owners of livestock using the public land to
clean up dead stock before wolves find and scavenge on them.
Wolves are part of the landscape, cows are not. While people can make a living from ranching in the desert
west, their needs should not cause extinction of any species. I have heard the howling of wolves while
camping in the white mountains, please don't let that sound be replaced with the sounds of cattle.
Claudia Bloom
1623 N. Avoca
Mesa, Az. 85207
480-641-7449

(See attached file: winmail.dat)

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:40 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
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----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/04/2007 10:42 AM
----Howard Hutchinson
<aznmc@earthlink.
net>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 10:17
cc
PM
Subject
Scoping comments for the Proposed
Amendment of the Rule Establishing
a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Wolf

November 29, 2007
Brian Milsap
State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Service New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Re: Notice of Scoping for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolf
Dear Mr. Milsap,
These comments are being submitted by the Arizona Counties, Apache, Cochise, Gila, Graham,
Greenlee and Navajo and the New Mexico Counties, Catron, Chaves, Eddy, Harding, Hidalgo, Lincoln,
Otero, Rio Arriba, Sierra, and Socorro along with representation from the timber, farming, livestock,
mining, small business, sportsman and outfitter industries as members of the Coalition of Arizona/ New
Mexico Counties (Coalition). Our representation currently exceeds 592,923 in combined county
populations.
The Coalition appreciates the opportunity to offer scoping comments on the Mexican wolf EIS for the
amendment of the 10(j) rule.
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.
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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 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. 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.
7. 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 exhibit 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.
8. The 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 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 through appropriate mapping 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. Maintenance 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 wolf
Experimental population area, including 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 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

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -291LIVESTOCK: 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.
14. 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.
15.
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.
16. 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.
17. 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.
18. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by
introduced wolves.
The Coalition will provide our services to facilitate cooperation with our affected county members. We
look forward to working with the Service to insure an efficient and accurate EIS process.
Sincerely
-Howard Hutchinson
Executive Director
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties P.O. Box 125 Glenwood, New Mexico 88039 Phone 575-5392709 Please Note New Area Code aznmc@earthlink.net "The world always needs heretics to challenge the
prevailing orthodoxies.

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -292Since I am heretic, I am accustomed to being in the minority. If I could persuade everyone to agree with
me, I would not be a heretic." Freeman Dyson(See attached file: 07 Scoping Comment 10j Mexican
Wolf.doc)

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:41 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
dan@djcase.com
cc
12/03/2007 03:24
Subject
PM
Fw: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 03:23 PM
----"Comments"
<info@mexicanwolf
eis.org>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
12/03/2007 01:33
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

To whom it may concern:

I am an avid supporter of releasing the Mexican Gray Wolves into the Grand Canyon National Park, as a
northern tier recovery locale. I am a staff instructor educator with the Grand Canyon Field Institute and the
canyon is essentially my other office. As both a geologist and naturalist, also a competent ecologist, I
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numbers and the excessive amount of deer and elk living inside GCNP I believe there may be an alternative
to, what some people have proposed, hunting inside the park's boundaries. But wolves, as one of nature's
finest and most efficient predators don't need such licenses. They need only your approval to be released
and so let the new studies begin by way of monitoring and all other essential information your agency
requires.

I sincerely believe everyone involved in this operation is doing the best they can with what information is
now at hand. I also believe there is win-win scenario in the wolf recovery program if we all give it trial
chance, say, a few years. As to whether or not the wolves will remain safely inside park boundaries remains
to be seen, though it is worth the risk to see if they will act according to the wolf recovery program's hope
and prior experience in monitoring the wolf population.

I would LOVE to help you folks in any way I can, a free, volunteer service for field research. I have
worked for the U.S. Forest Service, and for the past ten or so years with the NPS, which oversees the
educational outreach of the field institute via the non-profit parent, the Grand Canyon Association.

Thank you for considering there really is merit in the wolf recovery program for GCNP. The wolves need a
good voice and I believe their nuisance reputation by a relative few people is not founded on good
information.
Let's use science and the wisdom of our respective research to counter the blemish these wonderful
predators really have going for their genus.

Sincerely,

Dr. Richard Holtzin
Staff, Grand Canyon Field Institute
1407 W Romney Ave
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
(928) 635.4932
e-mail: richholtzin@hotmail.com
(See attached file: winmail.dat)
I think that people should be allowed to protect and defend their pets
from wolves. I enjoyed the presentation! Anika Lyon
Mormon Lake AZ 86038
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I strongly believe that the Mexican Grey Wolf should continue to be protected in the Southwest. As a
biologist, I am aware of the extreme importance of top predators in maintaining healthy ecosystems. The
Mexican Grey Wolf was an integral part of th southwest's fauna and should be allowed to reclaim its place
in the food web. I support Defenders of Wildlife and all they do to protect endangered species. Wolf
reintroductions should continue and serious measures should be taken to ensure their survival and safety
from poachers.
Rachel Curmi
1920 Marion Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Hello -

My eight year old daughter and I are wanting to convey our deep concern that the Mexican gray wolf needs
a much larger release area in order to be re-established as a viable population. We want there to be wolves
in Flagstaff, Arizona so that future generations of people can see these beautiful and graceful animals. We
also believe scientists should be able to study wolves here in Arizona. We believe that all animals have a
right to habitat that supports their healthy growth, and that the cost of some livestock is worth the value of
wild animals.

We humans are dependent on a healthy environment and we believe that wolves are important to a healthy
ecosystem in the southwest.

Thanks so much for your good work.

Kirsten Mueller Page
Delaney Grace Page
1430 E. Appalachian Rd
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
SUMMARY:

(1) The opponents of wolf reintroduction have succeeded in changing the
focus from wolves to cows. Please correct this problem. Wolves are central; the cows are peripheral.
Remember, the cows are grazing on PUBLIC land!
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suitable areas in both Arizona and New Mexico. In Arizona, such regions include the Mogollon Rim and
the North Rim of the Grand Canyon.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Gordon B. Haxel
Geologist
6755 M Bader Rd.
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Dear Mr. Sloan, et. al,

I am concerned that the recovery has given over too much control to AMOC, rather than the USFWS being
the lead agency.

I feel the leadership and direction of the recovery has stalled, as numbers have shown. Opposition to the
wolf remains so very strong, in part, I feel, due to the low numbers of animals on the ground and the
relatively weak leadership on the recovery. The numbers are low, the project struggles along, and those
opposed believe that the project can still be halted and wolves vanish from this landscape again.

I believe a short period (3 years perhaps) of strong leadership from the USFWS as the lead agency and a
much reduced role of AMOC could give the project and the animals on the ground a strong boost, perhaps
enough to go back to more "experimental" management, giving local ranchers more options and agency
officials more room to make decisions on the ground.

In the No. Rockies, I feel it took this period of strong federal leadership to protect and establish wolves. As
the populations grew to a stable number, more authority could be transferred back to the state and local
levels. I feel this approach was vital to the success of the No. Rockies and I feel it would help the animals
on the ground, the affected communities, those working on the project and local ranchers. Right now there
is too much belief that this can be reversed.

Additionally I feel that until there is a modification to three strikes rule, even a minor one dealing with the
time period in which it takes for strikes to expire, and a modification of the recovery zones, the project will
struggle. These limitations are too great right now to establish the desired number of breeding pairs.
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in this process...I would have expected both the wolf and the rancher to be depicted. Minor, but interesting.

I would like to see pets be considered given similar protection as livestock, especially if the animal is a
working dog or a hunting dog. It would seem a fair, but small step to take.

Thank you for the countless hours devoted to this process. Enjoy your holidays.

John J. Meyer
PO BOX 971
Alpine, AZ
85920
My name is Emery Chee, retired member of the Navajo Tribe. I have a grazing permit for an area south of
Gallup where I run cattle. I would like to submit the following comments for the scoping on the Mexican
Wolf 10J (experimental/non-essential rule).

It is well known that the Natives by culture and tradition have great love animals, domestic and wild. Due
to the risk wolves pose to these animals, the proposed extension of the reintroduction boundary as far north
as I-40 I believe is a bad idea. I am really troubled by the amount of information that was provided to the
permittees in the eastern portion of the Navajo Nation. As you look in the audience this evening in Grants,
there is hardly any representation from the Navajo Nation.

Of all the news that I have seen and heard there are more negative impacts from the re-introduced grey
wolves in the current re-introduction area.
The
other thing that bothers me with this proposal is that the Navajo people are still herding sheep on foot;
school children are still dropped off from far away from their homes at the end of the day; and the elderly
people are still gathering herbs in the mountains where the roads have been condemned by the U.S. Forest,
so they too are on foot. It appears that there is extreme danger for all of these people.

For these reasons I ask you not to expand the Mexican Wolf re-introduction boundary and to expand your
process so that the Navajo will understand what may happen to them, their families and their livestock.
They must have a voice in the decisions.

Thank you for accepting these comments.
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58 County Road 5192
Bloomfield, New Mexico 87413
I understand there are concerns with limits on the potential for wolf population growth and range
competition in the current establishment area for the MGW. An additional site for introduction with high
potential for public acceptance is within the Santa Fe National Forest. Both the Santa Fe and Taos
communities are generally very conscientious and receptive to wildlife and endangered species issues. I
would suggest at least holding scoping meetings in these cities. A second possible introduction site is the
Carson National Forest, where a large and well-established elk population currently exists. According to
your maps, both of these areas are within the historic range of the MGW and would benefit from the
presence of the predator.

Russ Bennett
russhbennett@earthlink.net
To whom it may concern:

I am an avid supporter of releasing the Mexican Gray Wolves into the Grand Canyon National Park, as a
northern tier recovery locale. I am a staff instructor educator with the Grand Canyon Field Institute and the
canyon is essentially my other office. As both a geologist and naturalist, also a competent ecologist, I
understand the problems the wolf recovery program is facing. But in view of their limited population
numbers and the excessive amount of deer and elk living inside GCNP I believe there may be an alternative
to, what some people have proposed, hunting inside the park's boundaries. But wolves, as one of nature's
finest and most efficient predators don't need such licenses. They need only your approval to be released
and so let the new studies begin by way of monitoring and all other essential information your agency
requires.

I sincerely believe everyone involved in this operation is doing the best they can with what information is
now at hand. I also believe there is win-win scenario in the wolf recovery program if we all give it trial
chance, say, a few years. As to whether or not the wolves will remain safely inside park boundaries remains
to be seen, though it is worth the risk to see if they will act according to the wolf recovery program's hope
and prior experience in monitoring the wolf population.

I would LOVE to help you folks in any way I can, a free, volunteer service for field research. I have
worked for the U.S. Forest Service, and for the past ten or so years with the NPS, which oversees the
educational outreach of the field institute via the non-profit parent, the Grand Canyon Association.

Thank you for considering there really is merit in the wolf recovery program for GCNP. The wolves need a
good voice and I believe their nuisance reputation by a relative few people is not founded on good
information.
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predators really have going for their genus.

Sincerely,

Dr. Richard Holtzin
Staff, Grand Canyon Field Institute
1407 W Romney Ave
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
(928) 635.4932
e-mail: richholtzin@hotmail.com

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 03:49 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
dan@djcase.com
cc
12/03/2007 02:35
PM

Subject

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:35 PM
----"rev. joseph
burns smith"
<joseph@reverendj
To
bsmith.org>
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
08/08/2007 07:57
PM
Subject
wolves
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as conflicts between wolves and cattle appear to be an issue, one option is to buy out the grazing rights in
the area of the reintroduction. such action would have a series of positive aspects.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:35 PM
----"Nancy Kaminski"
<kaminski_nancy@h
otmail.com>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
09/25/2007 11:51
cc
AM
kaminskinancy@hotmail.com
Subject
Scoping

Mexican wolves would be better able to recover if we allowed them the freedoms listed below.
1 The wolves need the boundries removed. Allow wolves to set up territory
outside the Blue
Range Recovery Area.
2 Direct release wolves into New Mexico.
3 Amend SOP 13 so that wolves who have scavenged on dead cows cannot be removed for depredations
on cattle after being habituated to eating beef by
the failure to remove cow carcases from wolf territory.
4 Remove White Sands Missle Range from possible recovery areas for the Mexican wolf due lack of
sufficient prey density.
5 Mexican wolves need to be treated as the Endangered Species that they
are. They should not be killed when killing any domestic animal.
6 All residents within the wolf recovery area need up-to-date common sense
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their own misinformation.
Nancy L kaminski
General Delivery
San Lorenzo, NM 88041
kaminskinancy@hotmail.com
_________________________________________________________________
A place for moms to take a break!
http://www.reallivemoms.com?ocid=TXT_TAGHM&loc=us
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:35 PM
----Christine Wells
<cwells@newmex.co
m>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
09/30/2007 05:39
cc
PM
Subject
wolf recovery program in AZ and NM

Brian Millsap
State Administrator
NM Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr Millsap:
I support the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program---even though it has met with dire circumstances and
difficulties.
I believe that wolves should be able to roam beyond the artificial boundaries of the recovery area, and that
trapping and shooting of wolves must halt until recovery goals are met.
Ranchers should be REQUIRED to to practice responsible husbandry, which includes proper care of ill
livestock and of young calves and their mothers. Penned calving areas may be the answer. Herding with
dogs may also be an appropriate practice.
The USFWS has a responsibility to protect the biome and to restore that
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cattle.
I urge you to do whatever you can to ensure Mexican Wolf Recovery.
Sincerely,
Christine L. Wells, Ph.D.
PO Box 730
Arroyo Seco, NM 87514
cwells@newmex.com

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:35 PM
----Doug Fine
<fine@well.com>
To
10/05/2007 08:00
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
AM
cc
Nancy Kaminski
<Kaminskinancy@hotmail.com>
Subject
Support of Mexican Wolf Program

I just sent a support email for the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program via the contact form on the F&W
Service Wolf Web site. I wanted to point out that the Federal Register Notice PDF download ends right
where it is about to give contact addresses. I would request that this be fixed so people can make
comments on the program. I hope my email from the "contact" link at the top of the Web page is
considered an official comment. Thanks.
-Doug Fine, New Mexico
------ Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:35 PM
----Bob Brister
<bbrister@greens.
org>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
10/17/2007 07:29
PM
Subject

cc

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -302wolves

Please require ranchers to remove or render inedible dead cattle in wolf territory.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Bob Brister
1102 S 800 E #A
Salt Lake City, UT 84105
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----coper1658@aol.com
10/18/2007 07:34
AM
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Wolves

More Wolves
Less humans
cal lash
Email and AIM finally together. You've gotta check out free AOL Mail!
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----no-reply@erulemak
ing.net
10/22/2007 02:40
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
Subject
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Please Do Not Reply This Email.
Public Comments on Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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):========
Title: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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) FR Document Number: E7-14626 Legacy Document ID:
RIN: 1018-AV40
Publish Date: 08/07/2007 00:00:00
Submitter Info:
First Name: Daryl
Last Name: Gray
Mailing Address: 31 Quail Hollow Rd.
City: Tijeras
Country: United States
State or Province: NM
Postal Code: 87059-6306
Organization Name:
Comment Info: =================
General Comment: The wolves numbers are not where they need to be to sustain a healthy ecosystem. With
only 58 wolves in the entire southwest and only 1300 wolves in the entire northern Rockies. Add to it the
fact that the elk and caribou populations are at record numbers proves this fact. When alligators were
hunted down and murdered in Florida almost to the brink of extinction there they were put on the
endangered species list and now their numbers are over 1 million strong in Florida alone, how can any one
with any knowledge of what a properly balanced ecosystem should be say that only 58 wolves in New
Mexico and Arizona and 1300 wolves in the entire northern Rockies and 10,000 wolves in a state that is
vast as Alaska is too much, that number is just a fraction of where the wolf populations should be to sustain
a healthy ecosystem. The individual states themselves have already stated if the the wolves are de-listed
they plan to eradicate them to the minimum acceptable level which is only 100 wolves in the northern
states. So Alaska is like the last sanctuary for this beautiful animal to live with healthy numbers. What has
happened to the days where nature decides what wildlife populations should be and allowing nature to
balance the ecosystem like it has been for millions of years instead of politicians who spread misleading,
false information and try to use scare tactics about wolves to pass their agenda and decide how many
should be allowed to live and die in this country and on this planet for that matter. Essentially man is trying
to play God and in doing so creating more harm to this worlds fragile ecosystem and this topic concerning
the wolves just goes to prove this theory. Acts of violence towards this beautiful species is an outrage and

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -304needs to be stopped immediately, Wolves are one of the most intelligent, precious, and deserving of life
species there is, and humanity needs to start recognizing their importance in this world. These people are
murdering an animal that's on the endangered species list and this is absolutely unacceptable. These
animals are on this list for good reason. If they were to be de-listed it would allow for states like Idaho,
Alaska, and Wyoming to implement their hate wolf laws and start eradicating their species and this MUST
not be permitted. Look how many needless murders of wolves is taking place with them on the list, imagine
what would happen if they were removed from the list. There are laws in place protecting these animals and
laws need to be enforced. This is a disgrace to what this country stands for, allowing aerial gunners,
hunters, and ranchers to break the law and murder these great animals due to loopholes in the laws, this is a
travesty and it must be stopped immediately. This is one of the biggest reasons why the wolves must
remain on the endangered species list with even more strict consequences to those murdering them. I can
only pray humanity will awake from it's ignorance of these animals and start treating them with the love
and respect they deserve. To try and use the excuse that the wolves predation of elk and caribou is to great
but the fact is the northern Rockies states and Alaska are reporting 17-20% above the projected numbers for
elk and caribou and their numbers are at record high levels according to the FWS. Furthermore, wolves
make up for less than1% of cattle deaths to ranchers herds and then they are compensated by Defenders of
Wildlife and the US government for the cattle they do lose. Not to mention the huge $70 million a year
economical tourism boost the wolf watchers like myself bring to Alaska, and the northern Rockies states.
It
just seems like certain people are looking for any reason to hunt and kill them without care or consequence,
what kind of world is this anyway where killing a wonderful family oriented species like the wolf is being
allowed. It seems these people want take out their own personal frustrations out on the wolves.
Hopefully we can help by standing up and being the voice for the wolves.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----John
Cornely/R6/FWS/DO
I
To
FWS All Refuge Employees, FWS FA
10/29/2007 09:34
ALL, FWS Regional Research
AM
Coordinators, FW2 LE, FW2 AZ ES,
FW2 ES NewMexico@FWS, FW2 FR
NewMexico@FWS, FW2 NM ES, FW2 OK
ES, FW2 RO ES, FW3 All Employees
R3, FW4 ALL R4, FW5 ES ALL, FW5
Fire@FWS, FW5 FR ALL, FW5 LE ALL,
FW5 MB, FW6 All Employees, FW7 All
Users, FW8 All Employees, FW9 MBSP
ARLINGTON, FW9 NCTC-ALL, FW9
OMA-STAFF, FW9 Science Advisor@FWS,
FW9 WO-EA, FWS Directorate &
Deputies
cc
Subject
Heritage Committee Graduate
Thesis/Dissertation Archive Project
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Heritage Committee Graduate Thesis/Dissertation Archive Project
The FWS Heritage Committee is collecting copies of Masters Degree Theses and Doctoral Dissertations
completed by retired, former, and current FWS employees. These documents will be cataloged and
become part of the FWS Archives at the National Conservation Training Center and made available to
researchers using the Service archives. This collection will be an important contribution in the preservation
of the history and accomplishments of FWS employees in keeping with the Mission of the Heritage
Committee. For questions regarding this project, please contact John Cornely at (303) 933-9861 or
johncornely@msn.com.
Please share with anyone who may not have gotten a copy.
If you have a thesis or dissertation that you would like to donate or can make a copy of one to donate please
send to:
Dr. Mark Madison, Historian
National Conservation Training Center
698 Conservation Way
Shepherdstown, WV 25443-9713
304 876-7276
mark_madison@fws.gov
John E. Cornely
Volunteer
Migratory Birds and State Programs
Mountain--Prairie Region
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 25486, Denver Federal Center
Denver, CO 80225
Cell Phone: (303) 910-9360
Home E-mail: johncornely@msn.com
"Life is short and we have not too much time to gladden the hearts of those who travel the way with us.
Oh, be swift to love. Make haste to be kind."
--Henri Frederic Amiel (1868)
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----Doug Fine
<fine@well.com>
10/30/2007 08:18
AM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Wolf Recovery Comment
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I wish to fully support the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program.
Predator/pray balance is good for people as well as forest ecosystems.
As a New Mexico resident and neighbor of the Gila National Forest, I, like many of my neighbors, urge the
agency to continue and grow this program so that healthy, wild populations of wolves repopulate our area
as nature intended and as benefits the ecosystem. Any concerns about livestock predation on private land
should be mitigated with timely, market-based financial payments until the program is complete.
Sincerely,
Doug Fine
New Mexico
-"Half the Story Has Never Been Told." --Bob Marley
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----Chjastch@aol.com
10/31/2007 08:21
AM
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Wolves

I'm all for the reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf, how bout letting us keep some single track
motorcycle trails open, we can trade support.
Thanks,
Charlie

See what's new at AOL.com and Make AOL Your Homepage.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
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<drawest@gmail.co
m>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
11/04/2007 11:33
cc
AM
Subject
MEXICAN GREY WOLF NEPA SCOPING

November 04, 2007
Subject: Public Comment Regarding The Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
To: Brian Millsap, et al
From: Dr Anthony West
Dear Mr Millsap, et al,
Thank you for taking time to read this personal input regarding the rule changing process at hand. In
preface to the viewpoint offered here, it may be helpful to consider the underlying premise to my public
comment. Simply stated, it is inextricably seated in the democratic ideals we cherish, ergo, "we the people"
believe the single most important role of government, above all else, is to exact the will of the majority.
Growth and development of the West are unarguably on an historic acclivity from sparsity to density in
some areas. On the rise as well, is an increasingly informed resident population with a sensitivity to the
issues the Fish and Wildlife Service must grapple with in the Southwest's theater of change. To this extent
may I suggest, given the constant of change, the demographic majority served by the Fish and Wildlife
Service has shifted over the years. Clearly in the past, the appropriate response of the Fish and Wildlife
Service was to address the public majority concerns of ranchers and gaming sportsmen.
In this present day, public majority concerns are now represented by a resident population far outnumbering ranchers and sportsmen. The vox populi arising from this mass tends to nourish a desire for an
aesthetic lifestyle characterized as nearly as practicable to a natural environment thought of as the "Old
Southwest".
To this end, may I ask the Fish and Wildlife Service to expand the rules associated with the protection of
the Mexican Gray wolf. Doing so will reintroduce a natural balance to the region that lends to the
Southwestern aesthetics sought by a majority of concerned residents. This is not to say ranchers and
sportsmen are not without formidable issues, but those issues might now more realistically be regarded as a
representation of minority concerns. In keeping with our democratic principles, ranchers' and sportsman's
issues might be more properly processed and resolved secondary to the majority will of the people, which I
believe in this instance to be:
broadened protection of the Mexican Gray wolf.
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Anthony West
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----"Todd Hilson"
<todd@thhilson.co
m>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
11/04/2007 10:08
cc
PM
Subject
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping

As an interested party of endangered species, in general, and the Mexican Gray Wolf, in particular, I would
like to extend my approval for most of the proposed issues suggested in the amendment. I am in full
agreement with issues: a, b, c and f. However, I disagree with the Fish & Wildlife’s suggestions for issues
d and e, as I believe these suggestions will result in the injury and/or death of increasing numbers of
wolves. If additional harassment methods and the authority to “take” wolves are granted to private citizens,
this will prove to be detrimental to the endangered wolf population. Better suggestions might be to provide
additional training for the public (e.g. public service announcements, etc.) and to post additional warning
signs throughout the BRWRA, where the majority of conflicts will arise. As long as private citizens have
been educated and warned about the potential conflicts the Mexican Gray Wolves pose, it is their
responsibility to avoid engaging in behavior that might attract these animals to encroach on their private
land. In other words, if you own a domestic dog and live near the BRWRA, don’t leave your dog
unsupervised in your yard. Similarly, if you are a farmer and have livestock near the BRWRA, it is your
responsibility to protect your livestock from predation using non-lethal means of deterrence. Farmers
located in this area will need to keep a closer watch over their livestock. What is the point of spending all
of the time and resources into reintroducing an endangered species if you are going to let a private citizen
or farmer kill the endangered species because that animal encroached on their land?... isn’t this a violation
of the Endangered Species Act?
Sincerely,
Todd H. Hilson
1N119 Wheatberry Drive
Carol Stream, IL 60188
todd@thhilson.com
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 02:34 PM
----cdebbiemay@aol.co
m

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -309To whom it may concern:

I am an avid supporter of releasing the Mexican Gray Wolves into the Grand Canyon National Park, as a
northern tier recovery locale. I am a staff instructor educator with the Grand Canyon Field Institute and the
canyon is essentially my other office. As both a geologist and naturalist, also a competent ecologist, I
understand the problems the wolf recovery program is facing. But in view of their limited population
numbers and the excessive amount of deer and elk living inside GCNP I believe there may be an alternative
to, what some people have proposed, hunting inside the park's boundaries. But wolves, as one of nature's
finest and most efficient predators don't need such licenses. They need only your approval to be released
and so let the new studies begin by way of monitoring and all other essential information your agency
requires.

I sincerely believe everyone involved in this operation is doing the best they can with what information is
now at hand. I also believe there is win-win scenario in the wolf recovery program if we all give it trial
chance, say, a few years. As to whether or not the wolves will remain safely inside park boundaries remains
to be seen, though it is worth the risk to see if they will act according to the wolf recovery program's hope
and prior experience in monitoring the wolf population.

I would LOVE to help you folks in any way I can, a free, volunteer service for field research. I have
worked for the U.S. Forest Service, and for the past ten or so years with the NPS, which oversees the
educational outreach of the field institute via the non-profit parent, the Grand Canyon Association.

Thank you for considering there really is merit in the wolf recovery program for GCNP. The wolves need a
good voice and I believe their nuisance reputation by a relative few people is not founded on good
information.
Let's use science and the wisdom of our respective research to counter the blemish these wonderful
predators really have going for their genus.

Sincerely,

Dr. Richard Holtzin
Staff, Grand Canyon Field Institute
1407 W Romney Ave
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
(928) 635.4932
e-mail: richholtzin@hotmail.com
(See attached file: winmail.dat)
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competition in the current establishment area for the MGW. An additional site for introduction with high
potential for public acceptance is within the Santa Fe National Forest. Both the Santa Fe and Taos
communities are generally very conscientious and receptive to wildlife and endangered species issues. I
would suggest at least holding scoping meetings in these cities. A second possible introduction site is the
Carson National Forest, where a large and well-established elk population currently exists. According to
your maps, both of these areas are within the historic range of the MGW and would benefit from the
presence of the predator.

Russ Bennett
russhbennett@earthlink.net
Dear Mr. Sloan, et. al,

I am concerned that the recovery has given over too much control to AMOC, rather than the USFWS being
the lead agency.

I feel the leadership and direction of the recovery has stalled, as numbers have shown. Opposition to the
wolf remains so very strong, in part, I feel, due to the low numbers of animals on the ground and the
relatively weak leadership on the recovery. The numbers are low, the project struggles along, and those
opposed believe that the project can still be halted and wolves vanish from this landscape again.

I believe a short period (3 years perhaps) of strong leadership from the USFWS as the lead agency and a
much reduced role of AMOC could give the project and the animals on the ground a strong boost, perhaps
enough to go back to more "experimental" management, giving local ranchers more options and agency
officials more room to make decisions on the ground.

In the No. Rockies, I feel it took this period of strong federal leadership to protect and establish wolves. As
the populations grew to a stable number, more authority could be transferred back to the state and local
levels. I feel this approach was vital to the success of the No. Rockies and I feel it would help the animals
on the ground, the affected communities, those working on the project and local ranchers. Right now there
is too much belief that this can be reversed.

Additionally I feel that until there is a modification to three strikes rule, even a minor one dealing with the
time period in which it takes for strikes to expire, and a modification of the recovery zones, the project will
struggle. These limitations are too great right now to establish the desired number of breeding pairs.

Also, I find it interesting that the paper comment form shows only ranchers and range land. Balance is key
in this process...I would have expected both the wolf and the rancher to be depicted. Minor, but interesting.
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I would like to see pets be considered given similar protection as livestock, especially if the animal is a
working dog or a hunting dog. It would seem a fair, but small step to take.

Thank you for the countless hours devoted to this process. Enjoy your holidays.

John J. Meyer
PO BOX 971
Alpine, AZ
85920
SUMMARY:

(1) The opponents of wolf reintroduction have succeeded in changing the
focus from wolves to cows. Please correct this problem. Wolves are central; the cows are peripheral.
Remember, the cows are grazing on PUBLIC land!

(2) Wolves should be allowed and encouraged to recolonize many other
suitable areas in both Arizona and New Mexico. In Arizona, such regions include the Mogollon Rim and
the North Rim of the Grand Canyon.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Gordon B. Haxel
Geologist
6755 M Bader Rd.
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Hello -

My eight year old daughter and I are wanting to convey our deep concern that the Mexican gray wolf needs
a much larger release area in order to be re-established as a viable population. We want there to be wolves
in Flagstaff, Arizona so that future generations of people can see these beautiful and graceful animals. We
also believe scientists should be able to study wolves here in Arizona. We believe that all animals have a
right to habitat that supports their healthy growth, and that the cost of some livestock is worth the value of
wild animals.
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We humans are dependent on a healthy environment and we believe that wolves are important to a healthy
ecosystem in the southwest.

Thanks so much for your good work.

Kirsten Mueller Page
Delaney Grace Page
1430 E. Appalachian Rd
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
I strongly believe that the Mexican Grey Wolf should continue to be protected in the Southwest. As a
biologist, I am aware of the extreme importance of top predators in maintaining healthy ecosystems. The
Mexican Grey Wolf was an integral part of th southwest's fauna and should be allowed to reclaim its place
in the food web. I support Defenders of Wildlife and all they do to protect endangered species. Wolf
reintroductions should continue and serious measures should be taken to ensure their survival and safety
from poachers.
Rachel Curmi
1920 Marion Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
I think that people should be allowed to protect and defend their pets
from wolves. I enjoyed the presentation! Anika Lyon
Mormon Lake AZ 86038

Po box 29
Reid Watkins
thomasreidwatkins@yahoo.com

I've been working directly with wolves the last few months I've really come to realize that reintroduction is
not only feasible, it should be our responsibility. Our presence alone, not to mention poaching and
poisoning, have led to the predicament wolves are in today. The logical change that needs to be made is to
expand the area available for reintroduction. Also, there should be some government backed program to
compensate ranchers for lost livestock. Wolves in North America have been thoroughly vilified by those
who don't understand their true, caring nature. Show them respect and you will receive it in kind.
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----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 04:03 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
dan@djcase.com
cc
12/03/2007 01:03
PM

Subject

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----"bill berlat"
<billinthewild@ms
n.com>
To
<mexwolf@azgfd.gov>,
08/08/2007 12:23
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
PM
cc
Subject
NEPA scoping & AMOC

Gentlemen or Gentleladies, whatever may be the case
I really like this line:
"The Service established a nonessential, experimental population of the Mexican gray wolf in 1998 and has
since introduced more than 90 wolves into Arizona and New Mexico."
The key words here are "non essential" and "experimental." Not the first
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years ago. This non essential experiment should never have been allowed without the consent of those
being experimented on, the residents of Alpine and the Blue area.
I see the term Endangered Species Updates. These critters were never an
endangered species in Arizona, they were an extirpated species. Next thing one knows some basket case
will be arguing for a critical habitat designation.
My comments are as follows:
1. This Mexican wolf project has been an abysmal failure from the get go.
2. A waste of tax dollars that could have been better spent in maintaining and enhancing existing wildlife
resources and species in Arizona.
3. A abuse of federal power by inflicting these critters on the people of the Alpine and Blue area, and other
areas since then, without their consent.
4. A creation of a continuing source of income for those engaged in this forced nuisance.
Suggestions:
1. Eliminate AMOC
2. End the project
3. Enlarge ability to shoot the devils when any domestic animal, dogs included, are threatened, or, 4. Issue
permits for their take.
5. Request a psychiatric exam for all those engaged in and pursuing this "project."
6. Get the AZ G&F department and the commission back on its intended course. Hunting and fishing, and
management and protection of existing wildlife resoruces.
The people of Arizona and New Mexico deserve a better use of their tax dollars. Critters once having been
rendered extinct by act of nature or by act of man, should not be reintroduced. The changing human and
increased population in these areas does not lend itself to reintroduction without great inconvenience to
those affected.
End the project.
Bill Berlat
Past member, AZ G&F Commission
Box 2651
Pinetop, AZ 85935

"If we ever forget that we are one nation under God, then we will be a nation gone under."
Ronald Reagan
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----"rev. joseph
burns smith"
<joseph@reverendj
To
bsmith.org>
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
08/08/2007 07:57
PM
Subject
wolves
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as conflicts between wolves and cattle appear to be an issue, one option is to buy out the grazing rights in
the area of the reintroduction. such action would have a series of positive aspects.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----"Nancy Kaminski"
<kaminski_nancy@h
otmail.com>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
09/25/2007 11:51
cc
AM
kaminskinancy@hotmail.com
Subject
Scoping

Mexican wolves would be better able to recover if we allowed them the freedoms listed below.
1 The wolves need the boundries removed. Allow wolves to set up territory
outside the Blue
Range Recovery Area.
2 Direct release wolves into New Mexico.
3 Amend SOP 13 so that wolves who have scavenged on dead cows cannot be removed for depredations
on cattle after being habituated to eating beef by
the failure to remove cow carcases from wolf territory.
4 Remove White Sands Missle Range from possible recovery areas for the Mexican wolf due lack of
sufficient prey density.
5 Mexican wolves need to be treated as the Endangered Species that they
are. They should not be killed when killing any domestic animal.
6 All residents within the wolf recovery area need up-to-date common sense
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their own misinformation.
Nancy L kaminski
General Delivery
San Lorenzo, NM 88041
kaminskinancy@hotmail.com
_________________________________________________________________
A place for moms to take a break!
http://www.reallivemoms.com?ocid=TXT_TAGHM&loc=us
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----Christine Wells
<cwells@newmex.co
m>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
09/30/2007 05:39
cc
PM
Subject
wolf recovery program in AZ and NM

Brian Millsap
State Administrator
NM Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr Millsap:
I support the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program---even though it has met with dire circumstances and
difficulties.
I believe that wolves should be able to roam beyond the artificial boundaries of the recovery area, and that
trapping and shooting of wolves must halt until recovery goals are met.
Ranchers should be REQUIRED to to practice responsible husbandry, which includes proper care of ill
livestock and of young calves and their mothers. Penned calving areas may be the answer. Herding with
dogs may also be an appropriate practice.
The USFWS has a responsibility to protect the biome and to restore that
which our predecessors have destoyed. Wolves were here before man or
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I urge you to do whatever you can to ensure Mexican Wolf Recovery.
Sincerely,
Christine L. Wells, Ph.D.
PO Box 730
Arroyo Seco, NM 87514
cwells@newmex.com

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----Doug Fine
<fine@well.com>
To
10/05/2007 08:00
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
AM
cc
Nancy Kaminski
<Kaminskinancy@hotmail.com>
Subject
Support of Mexican Wolf Program

I just sent a support email for the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program via the contact form on the F&W
Service Wolf Web site. I wanted to point out that the Federal Register Notice PDF download ends right
where it is about to give contact addresses. I would request that this be fixed so people can make
comments on the program. I hope my email from the "contact" link at the top of the Web page is
considered an official comment. Thanks.
-Doug Fine, New Mexico
------ Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----Bob Brister
<bbrister@greens.
org>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
10/17/2007 07:29
PM
Subject
wolves

cc
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Please require ranchers to remove or render inedible dead cattle in wolf territory.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Bob Brister
1102 S 800 E #A
Salt Lake City, UT 84105
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----coper1658@aol.com
10/18/2007 07:34
AM
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Wolves

More Wolves
Less humans
cal lash
Email and AIM finally together. You've gotta check out free AOL Mail!
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----no-reply@erulemak
ing.net
10/22/2007 02:40
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Public Submission
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Please Do Not Reply This Email.
Public Comments on Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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):========
Title: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 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) FR Document Number: E7-14626 Legacy Document ID:
RIN: 1018-AV40
Publish Date: 08/07/2007 00:00:00
Submitter Info:
First Name: Daryl
Last Name: Gray
Mailing Address: 31 Quail Hollow Rd.
City: Tijeras
Country: United States
State or Province: NM
Postal Code: 87059-6306
Organization Name:
Comment Info: =================
General Comment: The wolves numbers are not where they need to be to sustain a healthy ecosystem. With
only 58 wolves in the entire southwest and only 1300 wolves in the entire northern Rockies. Add to it the
fact that the elk and caribou populations are at record numbers proves this fact. When alligators were
hunted down and murdered in Florida almost to the brink of extinction there they were put on the
endangered species list and now their numbers are over 1 million strong in Florida alone, how can any one
with any knowledge of what a properly balanced ecosystem should be say that only 58 wolves in New
Mexico and Arizona and 1300 wolves in the entire northern Rockies and 10,000 wolves in a state that is
vast as Alaska is too much, that number is just a fraction of where the wolf populations should be to sustain
a healthy ecosystem. The individual states themselves have already stated if the the wolves are de-listed
they plan to eradicate them to the minimum acceptable level which is only 100 wolves in the northern
states. So Alaska is like the last sanctuary for this beautiful animal to live with healthy numbers. What has
happened to the days where nature decides what wildlife populations should be and allowing nature to
balance the ecosystem like it has been for millions of years instead of politicians who spread misleading,
false information and try to use scare tactics about wolves to pass their agenda and decide how many
should be allowed to live and die in this country and on this planet for that matter. Essentially man is trying
to play God and in doing so creating more harm to this worlds fragile ecosystem and this topic concerning
the wolves just goes to prove this theory. Acts of violence towards this beautiful species is an outrage and
needs to be stopped immediately, Wolves are one of the most intelligent, precious, and deserving of life
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murdering an animal that's on the endangered species list and this is absolutely unacceptable. These
animals are on this list for good reason. If they were to be de-listed it would allow for states like Idaho,
Alaska, and Wyoming to implement their hate wolf laws and start eradicating their species and this MUST
not be permitted. Look how many needless murders of wolves is taking place with them on the list, imagine
what would happen if they were removed from the list. There are laws in place protecting these animals and
laws need to be enforced. This is a disgrace to what this country stands for, allowing aerial gunners,
hunters, and ranchers to break the law and murder these great animals due to loopholes in the laws, this is a
travesty and it must be stopped immediately. This is one of the biggest reasons why the wolves must
remain on the endangered species list with even more strict consequences to those murdering them. I can
only pray humanity will awake from it's ignorance of these animals and start treating them with the love
and respect they deserve. To try and use the excuse that the wolves predation of elk and caribou is to great
but the fact is the northern Rockies states and Alaska are reporting 17-20% above the projected numbers for
elk and caribou and their numbers are at record high levels according to the FWS. Furthermore, wolves
make up for less than1% of cattle deaths to ranchers herds and then they are compensated by Defenders of
Wildlife and the US government for the cattle they do lose. Not to mention the huge $70 million a year
economical tourism boost the wolf watchers like myself bring to Alaska, and the northern Rockies states.
It
just seems like certain people are looking for any reason to hunt and kill them without care or consequence,
what kind of world is this anyway where killing a wonderful family oriented species like the wolf is being
allowed. It seems these people want take out their own personal frustrations out on the wolves.
Hopefully we can help by standing up and being the voice for the wolves.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----John
Cornely/R6/FWS/DO
I
To
FWS All Refuge Employees, FWS FA
10/29/2007 09:34
ALL, FWS Regional Research
AM
Coordinators, FW2 LE, FW2 AZ ES,
FW2 ES NewMexico@FWS, FW2 FR
NewMexico@FWS, FW2 NM ES, FW2 OK
ES, FW2 RO ES, FW3 All Employees
R3, FW4 ALL R4, FW5 ES ALL, FW5
Fire@FWS, FW5 FR ALL, FW5 LE ALL,
FW5 MB, FW6 All Employees, FW7 All
Users, FW8 All Employees, FW9 MBSP
ARLINGTON, FW9 NCTC-ALL, FW9
OMA-STAFF, FW9 Science Advisor@FWS,
FW9 WO-EA, FWS Directorate &
Deputies
cc
Subject
Heritage Committee Graduate
Thesis/Dissertation Archive Project

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -321-

Heritage Committee Graduate Thesis/Dissertation Archive Project
The FWS Heritage Committee is collecting copies of Masters Degree Theses and Doctoral Dissertations
completed by retired, former, and current FWS employees. These documents will be cataloged and
become part of the FWS Archives at the National Conservation Training Center and made available to
researchers using the Service archives. This collection will be an important contribution in the preservation
of the history and accomplishments of FWS employees in keeping with the Mission of the Heritage
Committee. For questions regarding this project, please contact John Cornely at (303) 933-9861 or
johncornely@msn.com.
Please share with anyone who may not have gotten a copy.
If you have a thesis or dissertation that you would like to donate or can make a copy of one to donate please
send to:
Dr. Mark Madison, Historian
National Conservation Training Center
698 Conservation Way
Shepherdstown, WV 25443-9713
304 876-7276
mark_madison@fws.gov
John E. Cornely
Volunteer
Migratory Birds and State Programs
Mountain--Prairie Region
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 25486, Denver Federal Center
Denver, CO 80225
Cell Phone: (303) 910-9360
Home E-mail: johncornely@msn.com
"Life is short and we have not too much time to gladden the hearts of those who travel the way with us.
Oh, be swift to love. Make haste to be kind."
--Henri Frederic Amiel (1868)
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----Doug Fine
<fine@well.com>
10/30/2007 08:18
AM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Wolf Recovery Comment
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I wish to fully support the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program.
Predator/pray balance is good for people as well as forest ecosystems.
As a New Mexico resident and neighbor of the Gila National Forest, I, like many of my neighbors, urge the
agency to continue and grow this program so that healthy, wild populations of wolves repopulate our area
as nature intended and as benefits the ecosystem. Any concerns about livestock predation on private land
should be mitigated with timely, market-based financial payments until the program is complete.
Sincerely,
Doug Fine
New Mexico
-"Half the Story Has Never Been Told." --Bob Marley
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
----Chjastch@aol.com
10/31/2007 08:21
AM
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Wolves

I'm all for the reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf, how bout letting us keep some single track
motorcycle trails open, we can trade support.
Thanks,
Charlie

See what's new at AOL.com and Make AOL Your Homepage.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 01:00 PM
-----
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<drawest@gmail.co
m>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
11/04/2007 11:33
cc
AM
Subject
MEXICAN GREY WOLF NEPA SCOPING

November 04, 2007
Subject: Public Comment Regarding The Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
To: Brian Millsap, et al
From: Dr Anthony West
Dear Mr Millsap, et al,
Thank you for taking time to read this personal input regarding the rule changing process at hand. In
preface to the viewpoint offered here, it may be helpful to consider the underlying premise to my public
comment. Simply stated, it is inextricably seated in the democratic ideals we cherish, ergo, "we the people"
believe the single most important role of government, above all else, is to exact the will of the majority.
Growth and development of the West are unarguably on an historic acclivity from sparsity to density in
some areas. On the rise as well, is an increasingly informed resident population with a sensitivity to the
issues the Fish and Wildlife Service must grapple with in the Southwest's theater of change. To this extent
may I suggest, given the constant of change, the demographic majority served by the Fish and Wildlife
Service has shifted over the years. Clearly in the past, the appropriate response of the Fish and Wildlife
Service was to address the public majority concerns of ranchers and gaming sportsmen.
In this present day, public majority concerns are now represented by a resident population far outnumbering ranchers and sportsmen. The vox populi arising from this mass tends to nourish a desire for an
aesthetic lifestyle characterized as nearly as practicable to a natural environment thought of as the "Old
Southwest".
To this end, may I ask the Fish and Wildlife Service to expand the rules associated with the protection of
the Mexican Gray wolf. Doing so will reintroduce a natural balance to the region that lends to the
Southwestern aesthetics sought by a majority of concerned residents. This is not to say ranchers and
sportsmen are not without formidable issues, but those issues might now more realistically be regarded as a
representation of minority concerns. In keeping with our democratic principles, ranchers' and sportsman's
issues might be more properly processed and resolved secondary
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----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
John Slown/RO/R2/FWS/DOI
cc
12/03/2007 08:08
AM

Subject

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:07 AM
----"Tia Triplett"
<tia@anlf.com>
11/30/2007 10:51
AM

To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
cc

Subject
"Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping"

(Embedded image moved to file: pic25667.gif)
Please save these magnificent animals. Do not hurt or kill them. They
deserve to be left alone and live out their life especially the pups
with their Mothers. It would be inhumane/cruel to trap or kill them.
Sincerely,
Tia Triplett
4073 Bledsoe Avenue
Los Angeles, Ca., 90066
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----"alan seegert"
<alan.se@gmail.co
m>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 10:53
cc
AM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Greetings: As a Catron County resident, I want to express my
disappointment with the performance of the reintroduction effort to
date. It seems obvious to me that the program is faltering, and that
not enough protection is being afforded the wolves. The recent
decision to remove more wolves from the Aspen pack is a good example.
The ranchers should be reimbursed for any losses, and the wolves
should be left alone. There simply isn't enough genetic diversity in
the subspecies to be killing or removing animals just because they
preyed on a few cattle. Regards, Alan.
Alan Seegert
Box 44
Glenwood, NM 88039
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:07 AM
----"Chip Cunningham
| Uncharted
Outposts"
<Chip@unchartedou
tposts.com>

To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
cc

11/30/2007 11:01
Subject
AM
FW: Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping
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Dear Mr. Millsap,
Having been involved in Africa wildlife conservation for many years I have
seen the damage done to the habitat by the killing of species like the
African wild hunting dog what was systematically destroyed in the same way
and for the same reasons the Grey Wolves are being killed here in the US.
You need to stop trying hyper-manage this animal and find alternative
solutions to the present situation.
Please reconsider your ordered for the immediate removal of two important
female wolves and their pups from the wild.
Respectfully,
Charles Cunningham
Charles "Chip" Cunningham
Uncharted Outposts, Inc.
9 Village Lane
Santa Fe, NM 87505
1 (888) 995-0909 or (505) 795-7710
www.UnchartedOutposts.com
P Please consider the environment before printing this email
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:07 AM
----"Lynn Ledgerwood"
<lynnledgerwood@n
wpavement.com>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
11/30/2007 11:29
cc
AM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

November 30, 2007
I was APPALLED to hear that the US Fish and Wildlife Service, while holding
meetings on the future of wolves in New Mexico, have ordered the immediate
removal of two important female wolves and their pups from the wild. I was
further DISTRESSED to learn that federal officials are already searching
the Gila Forest for these wolves and if they cannot be easily trapped, you
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I truly expect the destruction of wild places and the wildlife that reside
there from the Bush Administration – they have shown nothing but contempt
for sound science and the wishes of a MAJORITY of US citizens that our wild
places and wildlife be saved. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is expected
to be ABOVE political interference.
In closing, I am begging you to save the Lobo. If we allow these
magnificent creatures to pass into extinction, then there is little hope
for the remaining wild places and creatures that reside there. Please do
the right thing and fully protect the Mexican Gray Wolves now. Save the
Lobo!
Lynn Ledgerwood
2605 Otis St. SE
Olympia, WA 98501
360-570-3392
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:07 AM
----leon fager
<desertf@swcp.com
>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 12:47
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear US Fish and Wildlife Service:
11/30/2007
I would like to go on record opposing the removal of Mexican Gray Wolves
from public lands in Arizona and New Mexico.
The Mexican Gray Wolf is public property using public lands. Domestic
Livestock are private property with the privilege, not a right, to use
National Forest lands. Public use of public lands should take precedent
over private use. If ranchers lose livestock to wolves they are more
than compensated by the ultra-low grazing fees they are charged. Loss of
livestock to predators is one of the risks the ranchers take by using
public land for their private activities.
I want my public lands used for wildlife, recreation and water quality
rather than subsidizing the life style of ranchers. As far as I am
concerned all livestock should be removed from public lands and there is
no compelling reason that their use is compatible with the other uses of
the land. The wolf is part of our national heritage and biodiversity
and should be protected and recovered by all possible means. If the
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species on our public lands the them find another line of work.
I think it's time that when a wolf is trapped or killed because of
livestock loss that a cow be trapped or killed and I am ready to take
this action.
Sincerely,
Leon Fager
2500 Chip Ct
Rio Rancho, NM
87124
505-891-1906
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:07 AM
----Gary Cascio
<design@lateniteg
rafix.com>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 01:36
cc
PM
tom.udall@mail.house.gov,
ask.heather@mail.house.gov,
senator_domenici@domenici.senate.go
v,
scheduling@richardsonforpresident.c
om, letters@sfnewmexican.com,
kwalz@abqjournal.com,
editor@sfreporter.com
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE, Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Sir:
In case you were not alerted to this, please read the following carefully:
Governor Richardson has instructed the Director of the Department of
Game & Fish and members of the State Game Commission to work with the
state’s partners in the Mexican Gray Wolf Recovery Program to review
and revise standard operating procedures related to the control of
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The Governor has also called for the immediate suspension of the use
of Standard Operating Procedure 13 (SOP 13) procedures in New Mexico
pending these revisions.
“I strongly support the effective recovery of endangered Mexican
wolves in the Southwest, done in a responsible and sensitive way,”
said Governor Bill Richardson. “Changes must be made to the protocol
for the wolf re-introduction program.”
From the head of our state government, Bill Richardson, to a vast majority
of New Mexico citizens, we all seem to be saying the same thing . . . .
your government agency's handling of the wolf reintroduction in New Mexico
is unacceptable. In polls, time and time again, we New Mexicans have stated
we were FOR wolf reintroduction in New Mexico. We don't want to see
endangered wolves destroyed for killing a few cattle, who, last time I
checked, were no where near being listed on the Endangered Species List.
But, in the case of the Aspen Pack removal, it sounds like the US Fish and
Wildlife Service is conducting business as usual.
So, my question to you is, exactly whose wishes are you carrying out by
proceeding as usual and what are you doing to comply with Governor
Richardson's, and a majority of New Mexican's, stated wishes?
I await your response.

Sincerely;
Gary Cascio
P.S. And if you haven't figured it out by now, you can add my name to the
list of New Mexicans who are against the way you are currently running this
program. We demand you run this program FOR WOLF RECOVERY and not kowtow
to a minority group of activists ranchers.
Late Nite Grafix, Inc.
3600 Cerrillos Road • Suite 729 A
work (505) 984-0941
fax (505) 471-2861
Santa Fe, NM 87507
www.latenitegrafix.com
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General Comment:Wolves have little chance of survival with mankind being
its predator. Mankind, what an
oxymoron that is. Allowing private citizens to hunt and kill these animals
should not be
allowed. Killing these animals because they hunt, as they were meant to
do, and
because humans continue to destroy and encroach upon more and more of their
habitat is deplorable. Humans are supposed to be smarter than animals. If
so, then let
us find a way to keep our livestock safe without murdering innocent
animals.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"Cyndy Wicker"
<cyndywicker@eart
hlink.net>
To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
11/30/2007 02:32
cc
PM
Subject
AttN: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping

Dear Brian Millsap,
I can not attend the meeting in Tucson regarding the Mexican Gray Wolf, but
want to forward my comments as I am extremely interested in the future of
wolves in Arizona and New Mexico.
This program of reintroduction has struggled for 10 years, and there have
been many mistakes made.
The political and artificial boundaries imposed on the wolves is a direct
cause of many problems for this species.
The wolf is an important predator for this region and should be allowed to
play out its natural role in the environment. Certainly concessions have
to be made for the welfare of people and livestock, but the actions of your
agency have been too restrictive and therefore the reintroduction has
suffered and many wolves have unnecessarily died in the process.
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in the right direction. Let’s truly give these magnificent animals the
right to claim some space without meaningless boundaries being imposed only
for the sake of politics. You have the opportunity to preserve an
endangered species and restore the ecological balance. Please don’t let
that slip away.
Thank you for reading this message.
Cynthia Wicker
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"jobe_l"
<jobe_l@sbcglobal
.net>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
11/30/2007 02:39
cc
PM
Subject
[FR Doc: E7-14626];[Page
44065-44069]; Endangered and
threatened species: Mexican gray
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|0001
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I am writing to comment on the above proposal. It is imperative to protect
the Mexican wolf from extinction. Ranchers do not own public land and need
to be more responsible ranchers. They need to pick up dead livestock so
the wolves will not become acclimated to livestock as well as many other
ways of making it hard for wolves to endanger their livestock. Wolves do
not know boundaries and ranchers should not be allowed to graze on public
land where wolves are located. There is no need to get rid of the wolves rein in the ranchers. The ranchers seem to think, for some reason, they do
not have to obey the law like everyone else does. There needs to be some
sanity in this program somewhere. The Mexican wolf should be allowed to
live and thrive in its native areas without the inteference of man.
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losses but get the credit for everything. This characterization by the
ranching community needs to be stopped. If everything that kills livestock
was destroyed, there would be very little wildlife in America.
Thank you.
Laura Jobe
Pearland, TX
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Comment Info: =================
General Comment:First of all, you need to stop using the euphemism "remove"
and replace it with
what you are really doing: "killing" the animals. People who read the word
could get it confused, and think you are actually moving the animals to
another
place, which you are not doing, you are killing the wolves, who are on the
brink
of extinction.
While I appreciate that people need to make a living, people are animals as
well, and don't deserve any special treatment because of the profession
they
chose to go into in terms of being allowed more lenience to kill the wolves
who
threaten "their" livestock. The wolves are only doing what they were
created to
do: prey on animals that are weaker than them. If humans had chosen not to
encroach on their lands, we wouldn't be having this problem today.
A better reintroduction plan has been needed since the first one was
drafted,
but it should not include leniency for human beings to kill more wolves.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----Smattison@aol.com
11/30/2007 04:46
PM
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc
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ATTN: MEXICAN GRAY WOLD NEPA SCOPING
I am submitting these comments solely as a private individual interested in
wildlife and the environment. Please withhold my personal identifying
information from public review to the greatest extent possible.
Clearly, the reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf is not doing as well
as hoped. Therefore, I offer the following comments, using the Federal
Register listing as a guideline:
a) Current management stipulations that require wolves that establish home
ranges outside the BRWRA to be removed and re-released into the BRWRA or
taken into captivity:
These stipulations need to be changed to give the Service the authority to
allow wolves to establish territories outside the BRWRA so that the
reintroduction project objective can be met and, preferably, exceeded.
b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf
releases from captivity only into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA:
Since management experience has show that this stipulation sets impractical
limits on the reintroduction process, it should be limited, allowing wolves
from the captive breeding populations to be released into New Mexico.
c) Definition of the White Sands Missile Range as the White Sands Wolf
Recovery Area:
Since it is not of sufficient size to function as an independent recovery
area, it should not be designated as such.
d) Limited provisions for private individuals to "harass" wolves engaged in
nuisance behavior or livestock depredation, or which are attacking domestic
pets:
I strongly disfavor permitting any treatment which could potentially injury
or kill Mexican gray wolves. The line must remain firm on this point.
Livestock and pet wellbeing is not a priority in this situation. The
survival of a wild species is the priority.
e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that don't allow for
"take" of wolves in the act of attacking domestic dogs on private or Tribal
Trust lands:
I do not consider the "taking" of Mexican gray wolves in favor of domestic
dogs to be justifiable. Permitting individuals to kill an endangered,
nearly extirpated wild animal which is barely functioning in only a portion
of its historic range is highly misguided. Again, the wellbeing of
domestic animals is not the priority here; humans will have to adjust to
that fact.
f) Livestock carcass management and disposal issue:
At the very least, livestock operators on public land should be exclusively
responsible for proper disposal of their livestock carcasses, and the terms
"nuisance wolves" and "problem wolves" should be redefined so as to exclude
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carcasses. I do not believe that wolves should be penalized at all for
scavenging on the carcasses of livestock. Furthermore, I do not believe
that wolves should be penalized for killing livestock. I do not believe
that livestock operators should be permitted to operate on public land in
the first place. The livestock, not the wolves, are the exotic animals inthis area, and their very presence is
at best neutral, more likely harmful
to the local ecosystem because of overgrazing. Again, in a clash of
interests, the wellbeing of the wild animals in their historic range has to
be the priority.
I urge the Service to make all necessary changes so that the reintroduction
can fully and quickly succeed.
Thank you for your attention to these comments.
Priscilla J. Mattison
351 Hidden River Road
Narberth PA 19072

Check out AOL Money & Finance's list of the hottest products and top money
wasters of 2007.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----Daisy Kates
<daisyklay@yahoo.
com>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
11/30/2007 05:25
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican gray wolf NEPA scoping

Att: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Dear Mr. Milsap,
In the past I never understood why certain
environmental groups pushed for the re-introduction of
the Mexican gray wolf. I always thought it was a
contentious issue that activists should stay away
from.
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healthy ecosystem. I now realize why certain groups
have taken it on as a cause...even though it evokes
anger in ranchers and other community members. As I
have become educated about the integral part the wolf
plays, I think in the end it benefits all members of
the community. I understand that ranchers have a
history of resentment towards wolves, but I believe
they can come to accept their place and beneficial
effect.
I hope you will look at the big picture of
environmental health when it comes to the rule changes
that will provide a place for the Mexican gray wolf in
Arizona and New Mexico.
Yours truly,
Daisy Kates
PO Box 661
Placitas, New Mexico 87043

____________________________________________________________________________________
Be a better sports nut! Let your teams follow you
with Yahoo Mobile. Try it now.
http://mobile.yahoo.com/sports;_ylt=At9_qDKvtAbMuh1G1SQtBI7ntAcJ
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"Charles Broder"
<CBroder1@msn.com
>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
11/30/2007 06:08
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear Sirs:
I am encouraged by the reintroduction of wolves into a small portion of
their former range, and especially by the gray wolf back into small
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We have seen numerous problems resulting from overpopulation of deer and
elk when their natural predators are eliminated. The eastern U.S. is a
good example. As a control measure, human hunting of deer and elk tends to
focus on the healthy and best specimens, and not the weakest and less able
of the prey who are instead more vulnerable to natural predators.
When wolves were introduced to the Yellowstone area, it was also observed
that resident elk become more wary and stopped congregating near water, and
in large groups, which damaged their environment. Presence of wolves
dispersed elk populations. There can be little argument that a healthy
predator population is good for the environment.
Of course we also have to contend with the human element and address the
concerns of some. One sector sees wolves as competition in killing of
prey. I think there is enough for all, and this need to limit wolf
populations to make deer and elk more available to human hunters becomes an
unfounded, and sometimes irrational argument. Another objection is that
wolves cause property losses because they kill livestock. This is a more
legitimate concern and not so easily dismissed. Our reintroduction
programs should address this by providing compensation and by selecting
wolves who don't depend excessively on livestock. Another partial solution
to decrease the number of complaints might be to avoid devoting some
government-owned land to ranching by leaseholders when the leases are for
less than market value. There is no universally acceptable solution, and I
think you have to reach a reasonable compromise. That decision should be
based first and foremost on good science and promotion of a healthy natural
environment. This will not provide an insurmountable impediment towards
beneficial reintroduction of the wolf.
Charles Broder
6171 N. Via Acacia
Tucson, AZ 85718
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----Brenda Fradin
<bfradin@qwest.ne
t>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 09:19
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf

cc
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Brian Millsap, State Administrator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Albuquerque, NM 87113
I am concerned about the Mexican Gray Wolf. There has to be a balance of
nature. The wolfs keep the rabbit population under control. Without them
the rabbits would totally destroy all the cactus plants by eating the roots
out. I am sure that the wolfs keep other things in balance as
well. Working together with agencies that care about the desert and it's
balance would benefit everyone. We have a responsibility to care for the
earth its animals, plants and atmosphere.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----Howard Hutchinson
<aznmc@earthlink.
net>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 10:17
cc
PM
Subject
Scoping comments for the Proposed
Amendment of the Rule Establishing
a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Wolf

November 29, 2007
Brian Milsap
State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Re: Notice of Scoping for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a
Nonessential Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of the Gray Wolf
Dear Mr. Milsap,
These comments are being submitted by the Arizona Counties, Apache,
Cochise, Gila, Graham, Greenlee and Navajo and the New Mexico Counties,
Catron, Chaves, Eddy, Harding, Hidalgo, Lincoln, Otero, Rio Arriba, Sierra,
and Socorro along with representation from the timber, farming, livestock,
mining, small business, sportsman and outfitter industries as members of
the Coalition of Arizona/ New Mexico Counties (Coalition). Our
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The Coalition appreciates the opportunity to offer scoping comments on the
Mexican wolf EIS for the amendment of the 10(j) rule.
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 translocating problem wolves.

4.

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. 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.
7. 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 exhibit 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.
8. The 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 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 through appropriate mapping 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. Maintenance of the livestock production in the release and recovery
area.
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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 wolf
Experimental population area, including 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 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.
14. 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.
15.

Takings implications assessments must be planned for and
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determine the scope of compensation necessary to private property owners
for depredation and losses caused by the program.
16. 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.
17. 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.
18. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities
and individuals affected by introduced wolves.
The Coalition will provide our services to facilitate cooperation with our
affected county members. We look forward to working with the Service to
insure an efficient and accurate EIS process.
Sincerely
-Howard Hutchinson
Executive Director
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties
P.O. Box 125
Glenwood, New Mexico 88039
Phone 575-539-2709 Please Note New Area Code
aznmc@earthlink.net
"The world always needs heretics to challenge the prevailing orthodoxies.
Since I am heretic, I am accustomed to being in the minority. If I could
persuade everyone to agree with me, I would not be a heretic." Freeman
Dyson(See attached file: 07 Scoping Comment 10j Mexican Wolf.doc)
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"SweetwaterLLC"
<jim@cleanairpure
water.com>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
11/30/2007 11:36
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
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It is curious to me that the reintroduction of the Mexican Gray Wolf has
been so difficult. Certainly, though cantankerous, ranchers in southern
Arizona and New Mexico are no worse than ranchers in Idaho where wolves
have repopulated quite successfully, much to the dismay of numerous locals.
If one is to believe the rumor mill or word of mouth, the difference is in
the tenacity of the USFWS staff in implementing the recovery, often bowing
to pressure from locals rather than holding firm on ESA, which is federal
law.
Certainly ranchers and other locals who choose to do so can undermine the
effectiveness of any restoration effort by willfully killing or poisoning
wolves, so perhaps there is some cause to placate them. However,
resistance is based on fear - fear of loss, fear of change, fear of not
being the top predator. Everyone must simply move past this and grow
accustomed to sharing the landscape with predators other than ourselves.
USFWS has picked too small a recovery zone and has too limited a vision for
recovery, along with a weak attitude toward success.
Using the 1998 10j rule to limit distribution of wolves is pointless. If
successful at breeding in the wild wolves will naturally expand their range
and should be allowed to go wherever they wish. Trapping wolves that
leave the recovery zone is a waste of taxpayer dollars and an endless
effort that serves no purpose.
Left to their own devices wolves will repopulate wherever suitable habitat
and food exists. They should be allowed to do so.
Also, it seems to me that the area of the Arizona Strip north of the Grand
Canyon, the Navajo and Hopi Reservations, the Kaibab Plateau extending into
the Grand Staircase National Monument and Zion National Park offers a
second recovery zone within historical habitat where there is currently
very little human population. This area would make an excellent choice for
a second recovery zone.
Finally, changes must be made to grazing practices on public lands. No
doubt promises were made to ranchers that their traditional grazing leases
on public lands wouldn't be affected by wolf reintroduction. This is
inappropriate and change is overdue. Wolves were present when the
grandfathers of current ranchers first introduced cattle to this landscape.
No doubt losses were incurred by wolves and this is in part what prompted
their extirpation.
Men have to make room for other species and for a fully functioning
landscape. Cattle grazing should be limited or eliminated entirely as
necessary to restore landscape function. Men and wolves can co-exist and
it is foolish to think that men aren't going to have to give up something
to allow this to happen.
The entire idea of some managed recovery area bounded by a zone where
animals will be trapped and relocated wreaks of big government and wasted

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -344dollars.
Let's just face the facts here folks and get on with recovery. Let the
wolves roam and fine or jail anyone caught shooting or poisoning them.
In summary then, I make the following points:
1) Establish a second recovery area in northern Arizona, southern Utah,
northwest New Mexico, and southwest Colorado.
2) Allow wolves to wander wherever they will and afford them full
protection under ESA.
3) Change the practice of year round grazing, eliminating grazing entirely
in key areas and employing rotational grazing schemes where appropriate in
order to benefit habitat on public lands.
4) Replace current USFWS staff with program staff that will get the job
done in spite of local attitudes or resistance.
James P McMahon
ecologist
375 Cedar Tree Drive
Brookside, UT 84782
435-574-2711
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"Peter Sinclair"
<pgsinclair@earth
link.net>
To
<r2fwe_al@FWS.gov>
12/01/2007 07:37
cc
AM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf
Please respond to
"Peter Sinclair"
<pgsinclair@earth
link.net>

The wolf is a natural part of the habitat. Without predators the ecosystem
is out of balance. Please make a sensible decision.
Peter Sinclair
Phoenix, Arizona
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----ellen dewitt
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oo.com>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
12/01/2007 08:05
cc
AM
Subject
wolves in New Mexico

Dear Bill Millsap,
I am writing to you to please consider my plea to let the wolves stay
living in the Gila Wilderness here in New Mexico.
Natural predators are an integral part of our ecosystem. Scientists have
been studying this and have proof of the great impact of changing
ecosystems, can essentially kill life as we know it. And inevitably even
killing humans by our own ignorant actions to kill everything that seems a
threat. If the climate is screwed up so will our chances of survival in
this fast changing world. If the building block diversity of life if
knocked down, us as humans at the top of the food chain will have a fast
fall. The balance is delicate. Every species that we can save is crucial.
i believe that many more people want the wolves here than dont want the
wolves here. Eradication is no different than genocide. The American
people have done hunted wolves and buffalo to practical extinction for
example. We regret this greatly. We dont have to hate and kill because we
have choice and solution and tolerance. Please. I hope the wolves can make
it with your help!
Ellen DeWitt
509 Valverde dr se
Abq, NM 87108
Be a better pen pal. Text or chat with friends inside Yahoo! Mail. See
how.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----"Anne Lewis"
<sumac2@cybermesa
.com>
To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
12/01/2007 08:15
cc
AM
Subject
Mexican wolf comment
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Attn:Mexican grey Wolf NEPA Scoping---The removal of the Aspen pack would
be a tragedy.
That said, I wonder why 3,000 Minnesota wolves and 300 in N.
Carolina are a tourist attraction, but 25 in New Mexico are a crisis?
Is there enough forage for deer and elk here? Are the deer and elk
overhunted(or over poached) by man?Have cattle eaten all the grasses?Or are
the S.W. wolves just cattle-hungry? I always thought it was a shame to go
into some remote supposed wilderness area to find the predominate species
is bovine.
Perhaps letting the Mexican wolves out of their artificial boundary
might take some pressure off them and off the ranchers in that area.
Maybe people from the International Wolf Center in Minnesota could
add their experiences to help.
Anne P. Lewis
P.O. Box 1501
Tijeras, N.M. 87059
sumac2@cybermesa.com
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----jane paulls
<jpaulls@yahoo.co
m>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
12/01/2007 09:09
cc
AM
Subject
Wolf endangered species and
re-capturing the Aspen Pack.

Jane Paulls [Mrs]
12609 Colony Place, Albuquerque,NM 87122. I am
confused by the state and country wide feeling at the grass roots level
that endangered animals, and the balance of nature, need preservation,which
conflicts with the news that the Aspen pack is being sought and hunted.
Will the pack be placed in a Preserve situation to keep the gene pool
healthy? Are livestock being lost because the ranchers are exterminating
natural prey? What is the plan? What are the contingency plans? I would
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Albuquerque at the IPCC last evening.Thank you for being available by
e-mail.
Get easy, one-click access to your favorites. Make Yahoo! your homepage.
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 12/03/2007 08:06 AM
----Phyl Morello
<fastphyl1@hotmai
l.com>
To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
12/01/2007 10:14
cc
AM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear Sir
My family & I fully SUPPORT PROTECTION FOR THE MEXICAN GRAY WOLVES.
It is morally wrong to kill them & to kill the 2 main females & their pups.
It is wrong for our woefully inadaquate government to order the killings &
We need wolves!!!
The Blue Range population of Mexican gray wolves is essential to long-term recovery of this endangered
subspecies; captive populations will not safeguard Mexican wolves from extinction in the long-term. An
"essential"
or
an "endangered" designation will give these wolves the stronger protections they need to succeed in the
wild. Congress provided for "experimental, essential" as a classification, yet it has never been used by the
Fish and Wildlife Service. If ever a case can be made for the first ever designated "essential" experimental
population, this is it.
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 BRWRA population. A revised rule must allow less "take" of wolves. And
why is there a magic 100 number of wolves? 100 should be the minimum.
Ranchers need to follow the rules!!!! Under the current rules, ranchers using public lands are not required
to remove or render inedible the carcasses of livestock that die for various reasons like disease and
starvation. Wolves are attracted to and often scavenge on these carcasses, and may begin to prey on live
cattle or horses nearby. Wolves that kill three head of livestock in a year are either killed or placed in
captivity for the rest of their lives. A revised rule must require owners of livestock using the public land to
clean up dead stock before wolves find and scavenge on them.
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west, their needs should not cause extinction of any species. I have heard the howling of wolves while
camping in the white mountains, please don't let that sound be replaced with the sounds of cattle.
Claudia Bloom
1623 N. Avoca
Mesa, Az. 85207
480-641-7449
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 04:05 PM
----Howard Hutchinson
<aznmc@earthlink.
net>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/30/2007 10:17
cc
PM
Subject
Scoping comments for the Proposed
Amendment of the Rule Establishing
a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Wolf

November 29, 2007
Brian Milsap
State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Service New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE
Albuquerque New Mexico 87113
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
Re: Notice of Scoping for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolf
Dear Mr. Milsap,
These comments are being submitted by the Arizona Counties, Apache, Cochise, Gila, Graham,
Greenlee and Navajo and the New Mexico Counties, Catron, Chaves, Eddy, Harding, Hidalgo, Lincoln,
Otero, Rio Arriba, Sierra, and Socorro along with representation from the timber, farming, livestock,
mining, small business, sportsman and outfitter industries as members of the Coalition of Arizona/ New
Mexico Counties (Coalition). Our representation currently exceeds 592,923 in combined county
populations.
The Coalition appreciates the opportunity to offer scoping comments on the Mexican wolf EIS for the
amendment of the 10(j) rule.
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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 translocating problem wolves.

4.

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. 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.
7. 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 exhibit 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.
8. The 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 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 through appropriate mapping 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. Maintenance 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 wolf
Experimental population area, including 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 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
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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.
14. 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.
15.
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.
16. 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.
17. 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.
18. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by
introduced wolves.
The Coalition will provide our services to facilitate cooperation with our affected county members. We
look forward to working with the Service to insure an efficient and accurate EIS process.
Sincerely
--
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Executive Director
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties P.O. Box 125 Glenwood, New Mexico 88039 Phone 575-5392709 Please Note New Area Code aznmc@earthlink.net "The world always needs heretics to challenge the
prevailing orthodoxies.
Since I am heretic, I am accustomed to being in the minority. If I could persuade everyone to agree with
me, I would not be a heretic." Freeman Dyson(See attached file: 07 Scoping Comment 10j Mexican
Wolf.doc)

November 27, 2007
Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Brian:
Please understand that the citizens of New Mexico and Arizona want the Lobo to stay
and make a full recovery. While reintroduced wolves have thrived in the Northern
Rockies - now numbering over 1,500 - the Mexican gray wolf population remains
dangerously low, with only about 60 wolves in an area twice the size of Yellowstone.
The difference is in the rules governing the program. Because of these rules, 11 wolves
have been shot by the government, 20 more died inadvertently because of capture, and at
least 24 have been trapped and permanently removed from the wild since the
reintroduction began. Northern Rockies wolves are allowed to expand their territory.
Mexican gray wolves are confined to the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area, which
includes the Gila National Forest in New Mexico and the bordering Apache National
Forest in Arizona. But with good habitat outside of these areas, wolves often cross the
political lines in search of new homes and prey. When they choose to live outside the
boundaries, they are captured and relocated back into the Blue Range, which thwarts
expansion of the population, disrupts packs, and sometimes causes serious injuries to
individual wolves .Current rules do not require ranchers using public lands to remove or
render inedible (as by lime, for example) the carcasses of livestock that die for a number
of non-wolf related reasons like disease and starvation. Wolves are attracted to and often
scavenge on these carcasses, and then begin to prey on live cattle or horses nearby.
After three livestock kills in a year, the wolf is either killed or placed in captivity. The
gray wolf reintroduction rule for the northern Rocky Mountains in Yellowstone National
Park and central Idaho required ranchers to remove such “attractants” and specified that
wolves that prey on stock near to where they were drawn by carcasses would not be
“controlled.” But the Mexican wolf never received this protection. Please don’t let them
be destroyed Mexican gray wolves are critical to our natural environment. A healthy
wolf population will keep our elk and deer herds healthy and bring balance back to our
wild lands. This process is our chance to correct the mistakes of the past and ensure a
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bright future for wolf recovery. Please spare their lives we should all be glad we are not
an animal, nobody seems to care especially for the Wolves.
Sincerely
Wendy Morris
219 W. Campbell Ave
Phoenix, AZ 85013

I am a full time resident of Alpine, AZ who will not be able to make the meeting tonight as I must be out of
town. I strongly support the reintroduction of the wolves.
There are people in the area who have strong (i.e. rabid) feelings about the issue and feel that road closure
is just a step on the route of the United Nations assuming actual control of our forests and the
condemnation of all private property with no compensation.
This group, as best I can tell, is the core of the opposition to the wolf program and road closures.
I have the greatest respect for ranchers and their traditions, but they are in the same spot as the
Pennsylvania steelworkers of the 1960's. (Perhaps not in Catron County, which will probably hold on for
another generation or
two) The value of land around here signals a shift in the economy of the area, and the future is going to be
hunting, tourism, and summer people, not cattle.
Wolves belong in this area. Incidentally, the wolf opposition group swears that they have proof that secret
plans are underway to reintroduce grizzly bears to the White Mountains.
On that cheerful note, I remain
Don MacGregor
P.O. Box 838
Alpine, AZ
#20 County Road 2310

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 04:06 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
John Slown/RO/R2/FWS/DOI
cc
11/28/2007 07:41
AM

Subject
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----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----"Morris, Wendy E"
<Wendy.Morris@phs
.com>
To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
11/27/2007 03:04
cc
PM
Subject
Wolves

W. Morris
Wendy Morris, Information Specialist
Peer Review Dept.
PacifiCare, A UnitedHealth Company
602-681-7406

This e-mail, including attachments, may include confidential and/or proprietary information, and may be
used only by the person or entity to which it is addressed. If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended
recipient or his or her authorized agent, the reader is hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this e-mail is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by
replying to this message and delete this e-mail immediately.(See attached file: WOLF LETTER DUE
123107.doc)
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----<asmcran@cox.net>
11/27/2007 04:24
PM
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf Meetings
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I will, unfortunately, be unable to attend any of the upcoming public scoping meetings.
I am a strong supporter of this reintroduction program, and have followed it since it started.
I recognize the rough going that the program has had, but have no proposed comments at this time.
Hopefully the wolf population can some day increase enough so that it becomes a "commercial tourist
attraction" like the Yellowstone wolves.
[I made the long drive there and back some years ago, and hope to go again this coming Summer.]
Alan McCready
P.O. Box 2260
Sierra Vista, Az 85636
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----Aihugh@aol.com
11/27/2007 04:26
PM
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

To

Subject
Speaking up for the Mexican Gray
Wolf

To: Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
Let the wolves stay. Bring them back. They belong there - they were there before us (and before farmers
and ranchers). I understand the position of farmers and ranchers, but often they can be reimbursed for any
losses due to wolves. Wolves are programmed to hunt animals like deer and elk, and they do a good job of
keeping those herds healthy. There are wolves all over the world. Farmers and ranchers in South America
or Europe, for example, look after their cattle, goats, and sheep and protect them from predators. Our
farmers and ranchers should do the same.
Aileen Hughes
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**************************************
Check out AOL's list of 2007's hottest products.
(http://money.aol.com/special/hot-products-2007?NCID=aoltop00030000000001)
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----"bettyt"
<bettyt@wt.net>
11/27/2007 06:55
PM

To
<r2fwe_al@fws.gov>
cc

Subject
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping

Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Mr. Milsap,
Please support the Mexican Gray Wolf recovery in New Mexico. I believe in helping the wolves survive
and thrive to help return the wilderness to a natural balance. I don't think cattle add to the viability of the
National Forests and wild places. I hope cattle will be restricted from grazing on public lands and leave the
wilderness to the creatures who belong there.
Thank you,
Betty Tichich
6724 Edgewood Dr. NW
Los Ranchos de Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107
bettyt@wt.net
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----"LindaInBenson"
<lindainbenson@ho
tmail.com>
To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
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cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear
I live in Benson, Arizona and was reading about the Wolf reintroduction program. Apparently, from what I
read, a person cannot kill one of these wolves if it is injuring their pet. I think that is absolutely inhumane
and ridiculous. I am disabled and cannot have human children. My dogs are my service animals, and my
dogs and cats also are like my children, and if something is injuring them, especially in my own backyard, I
should have every legal right to protect my animal, be it from a Wolf, Javalina, or what have you. We are
trying to bring nature back in balance by reintroducing wolves. That's fine. However, when Wolves ran
freely, so did people who used bows and arrows to protect their own animals and property. That IS part of
the balance. I should have every legal right to protect my animals. Hopefully, it wouldn't get to the point
of killing anything, as I love animals, but there is a very clear line between freedom and irresponsibility. If
you allow Wolves to run around in people's yards killing innocent and smaller animals who are not "wild,"
then you are being entirely inhumane and unjust to all of the animals involved.
I am all for the Wolf reintroduction program, but not if they are allowed to kill my "children", my animals,
and I have to sit back helplessly and watch it happen.
Sincerely,
Linda Culhane
Benson, Arizona
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----"JAN ROBERTS"
<jrob980@msn.com>
11/27/2007 09:41
PM

To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
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Mr. Brian Millsap
U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service
The Mexican Gray Wolf recovery program definitely needs to be continued and expanded. Keeping the
wolves in the designated area and away from livestock seems to be the biggest problems, along with their
small litter size. Could the grazing permits be cut back, reducing the area the cattle use, especially during
the times when calves are small and easy prey? Or require more supervision in the area to keep wolves
away from the livestock? This wold not be easy and could lead to more shooting of wolves.
As wolves need large areas to roam, their allowed range needs to be expanded. The Nature Conservance
purchases land the owners keep as a
conservation area. This approach could work as a way to expand the
wolves allowed areas
Thank you,
Jan Roberts
804 E Clubhouse
Queen Creek, AZ 85242

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/28/2007 07:41 AM
----kameron1@adelphia
.net
11/27/2007 09:58
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Scoping Comments pursuant to
Federal Register Vol. 72, No. 151,
Pages 44065-44069
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U.S. F&WS State Administrator Brian Millsap
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
Dear Dr. Millsap,
Thank you for this the opportunity to submit scoping comments on Fish and Wildlife Service's intent to
prepare and 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 Mexican Gray Wolf.
Please allow me to express my concern that today, almost a decade after wolves were reintroduced into the
Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA), fewer than 60 lobos exist in the wild.
The Mexican gray wolf is a charismatic and integral part of our ecological heritage, which deserves our
protection. Lobos belong in the American Southwest. We hope that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will
utilize this rule-making process to implement the conservation mandate of the ESA, and thus facilitate
success for our Mexican gray wolf program.
Sweeping changes will be necessary in order to get our wolf program back on track. First and foremost, the
Mexican gray wolf (canis lupus balieyi) should be listed as endangered in its own right, separate and
distinct from the gray wolf (canis lupus).
At the very least, the population of Mexican wolves in the BRWRA should be designated as "experimental,
essential" under ESA Section 10(j).
Beyond this initial "uplisting," the Service can and should make many changes to the ways in which wolves
are managed in the Southwest. These include: promulgating formal management procedures or guidelines
for improving or maximizing the genetic integrity and viability of the BRWRA population of Mexican
wolves; revising the current 10(j) rule to include authority to conduct initial releases of captive wolves
anywhere within the BRWRA; eliminating all restrictions to wolf dispersal and movements; requiring
livestock operators on public land to remove, bury, or render inedible carcasses of dead livestock to reduce
the likelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on livestock; formally support voluntary grazing
permit buyout in the Gila bioregion; repeal, or at least suspend Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 13
until the the species has been restored to all or a significant portion of its former range, as required by the
Endangered Species Act; and immediately reinitiate recovery planning on behalf of the lobos.
The ESA requires that our lobos be managed in order to "further the conservation of the species." Our
obligation to recover Mexican wolves, however, goes beyond a legal mandate. Returning wolves to their
rightful place on the landscape is both a moral and ecological imperative. Thank you for this opportunity to
be a voice for wolves.
Please do not make my personal contact information public as a result of participating in this comment
process.
Sincerely, TD Kameron
PO BOX 1132

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -359ASHLAND, NH 03217

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 01/23/2008 04:07 PM
----R2FWE_AL/R2/FWS/D
OI
Sent by:
To
Magdalena Etemadi
John Slown/RO/R2/FWS/DOI
cc
11/27/2007 07:57
AM

Subject

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----Faith Walker
<Faith.Walker@sci
.monash.edu.au>
To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
11/26/2007 12:52
cc
PM
Subject
Attn: Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA
Scoping

Dear Mr. Millsap,
Please consider these comments for Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping. I will be attending tonite's
meeting in Flagstaff, AZ, but prefer to submit my comments via email.
I am a wildlife biologist with extensive experience working with endangered mammals, and would like to
see the following in relation to the Mexican Gray Wolf reintroduction project:

John Slown
31 December 2007
Page -3601. An updated recovery plan, with very specific objectives regarding number of wolves defining recovery,
and no maximum number.
2. A change in wolf status to "endangered", or "experimental, essential".
3. Expansion of acceptable wolf boundary, as well as increased area for initial releases.
4. Non-lethal resolution of wolf-livestock conflicts, in a way that adequately compensates livestock
owners.
5. Decreased "take" of wolves.
and
6. Increased emphasis on genetic diversity of wolf population.
Thank you for your consideration,
Dr. Faith Walker
2700 Woodlands Village Blvd.
Ste 300-407
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----"Brian L.
Cardall"
<brian@ecological
genetics.com>

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

11/26/2007 02:21
PM
Subject
wolf reintroduction

Dear USFWS,
I simply wanted to state my support for wolf reintroduction in Arizona.
Apex predators provide an integral component of proper ecosystem function, and their extirpation has had
cascading effects throughout multiple trophic levels (the classic example is the Kaibab deer
population). In my opinion the return of wolves to Arizona will
benefit wildlife and promote ecosystem health. It is something that is long overdue.
Sincerely,
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------------------------------------Brian L. Cardall, MS
Science Foundation of Arizona Fellow
Department of Biological Sciences
Northern Arizona University
Flagstaff, AZ, 86011-5640
blc65@nau.edu
brian@ecologicalgenetics.com
(435)512-1488
-------------------------------------

----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----"Carole
Piszczek-Sheffiel
d"
<cpiszczek@msn.co
m>

To
<R2FWE_AL@fws.gov>
cc

11/26/2007 04:02
Subject
PM
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

To Whom it May Concern:
I am writing regarding the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Act (BRWRA) because I am concerned that the
number of wolves who are successfully surviving within the designated area appear to be going down
rather than stabilizing or growing. I believe that wolves are an integral part of the wildlife chain and wolf
populations need not only protection but encouragement to grow. The system as currently designed has
several flaws that prevent that from happening:
The classification of BRWRA wolves as "experimental, non-essential" must be amended to "experimental,
essential (or endangered") in order for this program to succeed to its full potential.
Like other valued natural entities -- air, water, bison, bald eagles -- wolves do not understand human
created political boundaries. Rather, they follow instinctual beckonings, moving into areas that promise
better food resources, habitat, or mating and territorial possibilities. Trying to restrict wolf movement to
"approved" areas shows little understanding of how Nature and its denizens function. Wolves require large
territories for healthy populations to survive or thrive. Please consider removing restrictions to wolf
dispersal and movement.
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Releasing Gray Wolves in areas outside the BRWRA will provide opportunities for more robust genetic
opportunities for the struggling Gray Wolf populations and decrease the possibility of inbred disease, etc.
Please consider releasing Gray Wolves in New Mexico to encourage strengthening of the species.
Killing wolves while promoting their return doesn't make sense. How can wolves hope to thrive if we keep
reducing the number of wolves available for breeding? This is senseless and has to stop.
Likewise, putting a cap on the total number of wolves makes no sense for the same reasons.
Make ranchers responsible for cleaning up carcasses of their cattle that have died as the result of disease,
starvation, or injury. Leaving dead cattle lie on public land only encourages wolves to "get a taste for" beef
and jeopardizes healthy cattle and their young. Opportunistic scavenging wolves eat what's available.
Ranchers' practices of leaving dead cattle lie only encourages such scavenging.
Lastly, please consider leaving options open for future recovery strategies. Wolf recovery is like a living
document and needs to remain flexible in order to make the best of this rare opportunity to bring a valuable
endangered species back to full recovery.
Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns and opinions.
Sincerely,
Carole Piszczek-Sheffield
PO Box 4388
Sedona, AZ 86340
(928) 204-1517
cpiszczek@msn.com
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----Stefan Sommer
<Stefan.Sommer@na
u.edu>
To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
11/26/2007 06:15
cc
PM
Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping
Please respond to
Stefan.Sommer@nau
.edu

Dear USFWS,
I am writing to encourage you to do everything you can to reintroduce Mexican Gray wolves to their
natural habitat in Arizona and New Mexico.
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effects throughout multiple trophic levels. In my opinion the return of wolves to Arizona and New Mexico
will benefit wildlife, promote ecosystem health, and provide the human communities with an important part
of our lost legacy. It is something that is long overdue.
Sincerely,
Stefan Sommer
Dr. Stefan Sommer
Executive Producer, A River Reborn, www.RiverReborn.org Director of Education, Merriam-Powell
Center, www.mpcer.nau.edu Vice President, Association of College and University Museums and
Galleries, www.ACUMG.org Faculty, Dept. of Biological Sciences Northern Arizona University Campus
Box 5640 Flagstaff, AZ 86011
Office: (928) 523-4463
FAX: (928) 523-7500
E-Mail: Stefan.Sommer@NAU.EDU
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----kas263
<kas263@nau.edu>
11/26/2007 09:19
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Hello,
I strongly support the reintroduction program. We have already seen the positive affects of wolf
reintroduction in the Yellowstone ecosystem and it is reasonable to expect there to be ecological benefits
here in the southwest.
In a time when so many factors are negatively impacting our wildlands, we really should support programs
that make positive contributions to ecosystem health.
Thank you for your efforts!
Ken Sterling
kas263@nau.edu
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----aja75
<aja75@nau.edu>
11/26/2007 10:33
PM

To
R2FWE_AL@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Hello,
I am emailing to express my support for the re-establishment project of Mexican Gray Wolves to NM and
AZ. As apex predators in these ecosystems, the wolves have a profound impact on all other animals in the
area.
Re-establishing the wolf population will begin to restore some of the profound impacts that humans have
made on this landscape. Thank you for your efforts.
Anthony Arena
101 S Agassiz St APT 3
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
----- Forwarded by Magdalena Etemadi/R2/FWS/DOI on 11/27/2007 07:57 AM
----"JAN ROBERTS"
<jrob980@msn.com>
11/26/2007 11:12
PM

To
r2fwe_al@fws.gov
cc

Subject
Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Mr. Brian Milsap, tate Administrator
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Sir:
I am writing to comment on the proposed rule changes that will determine the Mexican gray wolves future-or not. The rule update is long overdue, but should not include "poison-pill" provisions to sbotage their
recovery.
Scientists have made many recommendations you have failed to act on, starting in 1998. They warned then
if recommendations were not followed the wolf population would suffer. The wolves have important and
far
reaching impacts on the ecosystem in their surroundings. They affect
grazing, plant life and other animal life in their area.
Rules need updating to protect and help the wolf population thrive. They are at half of what the EIS
projected. It's time to step up and do the job right. It is Fish and Wildlife, not Big Business and Ranchers.
Ten years is too long to put this off.
Jan Roberts
804 E Clubhouse
Queen Creek, AZ 85242
Gentlemen or Gentleladies, whatever may be the case
I really like this line:
"The Service established a nonessential, experimental population of the Mexican gray wolf in 1998
and has since introduced more than 90 wolves into Arizona and New Mexico."
The key words here are "non essential" and "experimental." Not the first I have heard of the feds
"exerimenting" on folks without their consent, but thought that had been stopped years ago. This non
essential experiment should never have been allowed without the consent of those being experimented on,
the residents of Alpine and the Blue area.
I see the term Endangered Species Updates. These critters were never an endangered species in Arizona,
they were an extirpated species. Next thing one knows some basket case will be arguing for a critical
habitat designation.
My comments are as follows:
1. This Mexican wolf project has been an abysmal failure from the get go.
2. A waste of tax dollars that could have been better spent in maintaining and enhancing existing wildlife
resources and species in Arizona.
3. A abuse of federal power by inflicting these critters on the people of the Alpine and Blue area, and other
areas since then, without their consent.
4. A creation of a continuing source of income for those engaged in this forced nuisance.
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1. Eliminate AMOC
2. End the project
3. Enlarge ability to shoot the devils when any domestic animal, dogs included, are threatened, or,
4. Issue permits for their take.
5. Request a psychiatric exam for all those engaged in and pursuing this "project."
6. Get the AZ G&F department and the commission back on its intended course. Hunting and fishing, and
management and protection of existing wildlife resoruces.
The people of Arizona and New Mexico deserve a better use of their tax dollars. Critters once having been
rendered extinct by act of nature or by act of man, should not be reintroduced. The changing human and
increased population in these areas does not lend itself to reintroduction without great inconvenience to
those affected.
End the project.
Bill Berlat
Past member, AZ G&F Commission
Box 2651
Pinetop, AZ 85935

"If we ever forget that we are one nation under God, then we will be a nation gone under."
Ronald Reagan
Dear Sir,
I strongly obect to the undermining of the Mexican Gray Wolf program by
the priviledged cattle ranchers who rent federal lands for grazing for
19th century rated fees. If they are too lazy to remove, bury or lime
their dead cattle they should forfeit the privilege.
If we place any value on our rapidly receding natural heritage we
should guard carefully our small gains in our delicate ecosystems.
David E. Jeal
kjeal@cox.net
(See attached file: winmail.dat)
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