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December 28, 2007 DEC @ 1 2007
Mr. Brian Mill ]
Stato Administeator USFWS-NMESFO

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecolagical Services Office
2105 Osuna N.E.

Albuguerque NM 87113

Dear Mr. Milisap:
Re: Wolf

I am a cattle rancher in Otero County NM. I am 85 years old and have spent all my life
ranching in Otero Commty.

My grandfather and father were both lifelong ranchers who came to the Sacramento Mountains in
1887.

There were wolves here when they came to this area that were called “Lobos.”

The government put a $50.00 bounty on wolves because of the severe damage they did to the
livestock business.

The crippling, harassing and killing of animals is well documented as well as the threat to human
life.

Therefore, I am against the government’s managed wolf program with the proposed intention of
releasing additional wolves in New Mexico or increasing the proposed area in which wolves are
proposed to be relcased. ,

1 am a member of many farm and livestock organizations. They were all against the
government’s release of wolves when the program first started and continue to be strongly against
the release of any additional wolves in New Mexico.

The many sporting groups, that I am aware of, are also against releasing wolves because of the
threat to wildlife that wolves have.

The iInmting and figshing industey is a multi-million dollar industry not only in New Mexico, but
throughout the United States.

The sportsmen and women bring significant revenues to the local economies, counties and states
which has the probability of being drastically reduced with the release of any additional wolves,

The hmting and fishing mndustry hag already been severely impacted in those areas where
wolves have been released o5 evident from the continual information received from the Gila sves of
New Mexico.

The revennes lost to wolf depredations in both the livestock and hunting and fishing industries
cammot be recovered and should not be tolerated.

The U, 8. Fish & Wildlife Service should fumish wnbiased and “Sound Sclenoc information to
the public instead of attermnpting to protact their jobs.

Charles Walker
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New Mexico Ecologlcal Servnces erld Oﬂice
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

December 29, 2007 I

Subject: Comments and Recommendations regarding Notice of Scoping Meetings
and Intent to Prepare an EIS and Socio-Economic Assessment for Proposed
Amendment of the Rule establishing 2 Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Gray Wolf

The following are my comments and recommendations in response to the Advance Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking/Notice of Intent regarding establishment of a nonessential
experimental population (NEP) of the Mexican gray wolf in Arizona and New Mexico
(f‘ederal Register, Vol. 72, No. 151, pps. 44065-44069, August 7, 2007).

To begin, let me state for the record that [ am a strong, fervent advocate for the successful
reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf throughout its historic range, pamcularly New
Mexico. Itis my unwavering belief that having gray wolves present again in the deserts,
forests and mountdins of the Southwest is important for several reasons: 1) greater
bnologlcal dlversrty, 2) healthier, more balanced ecosystems; 3) expanded opportunities for
‘eco-tourism in'rural areas that have traditionally been economically depressed; and 4)
enhancement of the outdoor experience. As an avid backpacker, hunter and fisherman, I
am much more inclined to pursue these endeavors in areas where gray wolves are present
and thriving.

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 capfivity.

Comment: Available USFWS data indicate that removals of wolves for boundary
violations are not conducive to achieving the reintroduction project objective of
“...reestablishing a viable, self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican [gray]
wolves,” This project objective, in conjunction with valid, empircal field data, must guide
and drive all management stipulations governing reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf.
Hence, the 1998 NEP final rule should be amended so as to allow wolves to establish
territories outside the boundaries of the BRWRA.



(b) Current management stipulations allow for initial Mexican gray wolf releases from
captivity only into the primary recovery zone of the BRWRA.

Comment: Based on USFWS management experience to date, it is my belief that the
1998 NEP final rule: 1) sets impractical limits on available release sites and wolves that
can be released into the secondary recovery zone; 2) limits the reintroduction project’s
ability to address genetic issues; and 3) creates the mistaken impression that the secondary
recovery zone is composed largely of “problem” animals that have been translocated there
after management removal due to livestock depredation events. Consequently, the 1998
NEP rule should be amended to provide the USFWS with authority to release Mexican
gray wolves from the captive breeding population into New Mexico.

(c) The definition of the White Sands Missile Range, which is within the Mexican Wolf
Experimental Population Area (MWIEEPA), as the White Sands Wolf Recovery Area
(WSWRA).

Comment: The definition in the 1998 NEP final rule should be amended to more
accurately reflect the area in question (7.e. WSWRA). While it is the current USFWS
position that 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 WSWRA shouid
nevertheless remain an integral component of the reintroduction program due to its unique
surface ownership status, sparse human population in the surrounding area, and
supplemental prey base. The WSWRA's presumed inability to function as an independent
recovery area should not in any way preclude it from contabuting to achievement of the
reintroduction project’s primary objective: reestablishing a viable, self-sustaining
population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves.

(d) Limited provisions _for private individuals to harass wolves engaged in nuisance
behavior or livestock depredation, or which are atiacking pels on private, public or
Tribal lands.

Comment: As indicated in the FFederal Register notice, current provisions in the 1998
NEP final rule allow for “opportunistic, noninjurious harassment” of wolves by private
individuals. The cited language in the 1998 final rule already provides more than sufficient
flexibility regarding harassment methods that may effectively deter problem Mexican wolf
behavior. The USFWS should err on the side of caution with respect to harassment by
private individuals (i.e. giving priority to protection and preservation of the limited
population of Mexican gray wolves in existence). Much, much more management
experience with promising deterrent methods should be gained first in the Northern Rocky
Mountain Distinct Population Segment and others before applying such methods in the
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area.



(e) Current provisions in the 1998 NEP final rule that do not allow for “take” of wolves
in the act of aitacking domestic dogs on private or 1ribal trust lands.

Comment: The referenced language in the 1998 NEP final rule should remain as it is
currently worded (i.e. not allowing for the take of wolves in the act of attacking domestic
dogs). Let me preface my comment here by stating that my family has owned both
domestic pets and amimals for 30 years here in New Mexico; included are dogs, cats,
horses, rabbits and chickens. We currently have 1 dog and 3 cats. A few years ago, we
lost a cat to coyotes. I am therefore extremely empathetic with individuals and families
whose animals have been or may be attacked by predators such as the Mexican gray wolf.
Notwithstanding my empathy, no one should be allowed to injure or kill a Mexican gray
wolf for attacking a domestic dog--even if the attack occurs on private or Tribal lands. At
this juncture, the viability of the current Mexican wolf population is simply too tenuous to
allow-any such injury or killing. Only attacks on human beings warrant such drastic
actions with irreversible consequences.

(f) The need fo identify possible impediments to establishing wolves, such as livestock
carcass management and disposal issue identified in the 3-year review of the project.

Comment: The referenced review (Paquet ef al., 2001, p. 69) included a recommendation
that the USFWS “.__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.” I strongly and fully support the recommendation cited above.
Such recommended action by public land management agencies is long overdue--and is
even more critical now given reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf. Livestock
operators on public land can and should be held to a higher standard; indeed, it is the
public’s land they are operating on. And because that public land is a critical component
of the reintroduction program, livestock operators must be forced to assume predominant
responsibility for carcass management and disposal. Moreover, the definitions of
“nuisance wolves” and “problem wolves” should be amended accordingly so as to exclude
animals that scavenge on the carcasses of livestock that died of non-wolf causes.

(g) Parallels and contrasts between the gray wolf reintroduction efforts in the Greater
Yellowstone ecosystem and the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area.

Comment: The draft EIS should examine and delineate in detail the parallels and contrasts
between the highly successful reintroduction program in the Greater Yellowstone
ecosystem and that in the Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area. Factors such as
surface acreage, land ownership status, topography, prey diversity/density, and
management stipulations should be included.



(b) Socio-economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule establishing a
Nonessential Experimental Population of the Mexican gray wolf.

Comment: Virtually no information is provided in the Federal Register notice regarding
guidance for the scope and conduct of this socio-economic assessment. It is my fear that--
absent a fair, unbiased analysis--this assessment may result in amendment of the governing
rule to the detriment of the reintroduction program’s objective: reestablishing a viable,
self-sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican gray wolves. At a minimum, the
assessment should analyze the reintroduction program’s current and potential socio-
economic impacts (both positive and negative) on individuals and businesses in the
Mexican Wolf Experimental Population Area; eco-tourism impacts, as well as those
stemming directly from professional program participants and observers, should be
included.

In conclusion, I wholeheartedly support reintroduction of the Mexican gray wolf in
Arizona and New Mexico. The management policies, guidelines and practices of the
USFWS must be geared predominantly toward protection and preservation of the Mexican
gray wolf--not livestock operators’ interests.

Sincerely,

Christopher J. Wentz
P.O. Box 2174
Corrales, NM 87048
wentzcca@cs.com
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December 27, 2007
Brian Millsap
State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service r — —~—un e D

Ecological Services Field Office R E C ElV E D

2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM
querq XWE USE E)EC 3 1 2007
Fax (505)346-2542 USFWS-NMESFO

Email: R2ZFWE AL @Avs zov

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

Dear Mr. Millsap:

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

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not
be allowed to remain in the program and should be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

> (]

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of
success nor should it be considered at this time.



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

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

o Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock
need to be addréssed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased
and have the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the

real concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within
the program boundaries.

Sincerely, .
(I wiloar_

Tl Luns Ranide, £O[5ox /86

W[.?JWQWL N VSl - 97825

[ ]



December 27, 2007
Brian Malisap
State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service gCEW ED
Ecological Services Field Office R
2105 Osuna NE EC 3 1 2007

Albuquerque, !
querq NM?,7I 13 USF\NS'NMESFO

Fax (505)346-2542
Email: RZFWE AL fws gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Enviconmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the
Rule Experimental population of the Arizona and New Mexico Population of Gray Wolf,
(“‘Mexican Gray Wolf”).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

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

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not
be allowed to remain in the program and should be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

e A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers

themselves needs to be created to address the real cost of the losses individuals
are experiencing,

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of
success nor should it be considered at this time.



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

s The removal‘of problcm wolves through lethal means needs to remain an option.

« Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock
need to be addressed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased
and have the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the

real concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within
the program boundaries.
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Sincerely,

4 ¢
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December 31, 2007

Brian Milsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlfe Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque NM 87113

Fax: (505) 346—2542

Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings & (ntent To Prepare Environmental Impact
Statement & Soclo-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the
Rule Establishing a Nonessantial Experimental Population of the Arizona & Naw
- Mexlco Populatlon of tho Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf') T

Dear Mr Mllsap

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

| belisve 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 govemment
operation costs due to presence of introduced wolves. Appropriately recognize and
mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by intraduced wolves.
2. Fullinvestigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the
increased cost to liveatock 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 livastock.

8. 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 defenss 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 desgensitization to human encounters.

7. Amending the 10(J) rule to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by
fadaral, Trbal or state agencies when wolvas exhibit fearless behavior or become
habltuated to humans and pose a demonstrable threat ta human safety. This provision
should include providing a federal take pemit 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 serioua and affectiva methods that will
immediately stop wolf attacks on dogs and stop wolves fram coming into private
property and areas whare people five. 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 {s the need to issue take parmits to those who are suffering these
typeas of tarritorial challonges by Mexican wolves at thelr homes.



9. The 10(J) rule shauld document that psople reside in currant and potential wolf
habltat. The general public has besn given the mistaken impression that people do not
reside in the wolf relsase and recovery areas.

10. Maintenancs of the liveatock production in the release and recovery area.

11. The effects of wolvas an watersheds, spraad of disease and domestic and wild
animaf populations.

12. An allowance in the rule for livestock owners or their agents may take (Including kifl
or injure) any wolf engaged in tha act of killing wounding or biting ltvestock on federally
administered lands (see definition change) allotted for grazing anywhere within the
Mexican woit 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 adutt male and an adult femate that ars firmly mated and

" have the potential to bresd 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 8 domestic animal by one (1)
or mors wolvas.

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
angaged 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 aam a livelihood including but not (imited to cattle, horses, goats, burros, llamas,
chickens, stock dogs, guard dogs, hunting dogs and other domestic animal o which
value is atteched and the 10ss of which would prove to be a financisl hardghip 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 gensral
land laws to which no claim or rights of others has attachad.

FEDERAL LAND: iands in which the United States retains a proprietary intarast 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 iawful activity, and is not dons with
purpose. Taking a wolf by trapping will be considered unavoidable or unintentionat if the
wolf is released and the capture is reported within 24 hours. Taking a wolf will be
considered unavoidable or unintentional # the waolf 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. (sea foderal land definition)

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

Occupled Mexican Wolf Range, Opportunistic, Non-injurious haragsment, Primary
recovery zone, Problem wolves, Rendezvous site, Secondary recovery zonae, Wolf
recovery area. Specifically, the definition of problem wolf should not be gerrymandered
o move the goalposts associated with management of problem behavior.
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15. Takings implications assessments must be planned for and implemsnted 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.

18. Implementstion a federally funded pitot program aimed at compensation and
interdiction to ba 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 Minnaescata version which alows missing calves {o be confirned as wolf kilis
under certain circumstances.

18. Analyzing the afternative of discontinuing the program, including the costs and
benefits of the program thus far.

Sincerely, - L

Marie Haumont
1265 Cottonwood Rd.
Roawell, NM 88201

s
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December 31, 2007

Brian Mitsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildiife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Fisld Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerqus NM 87113

Fax; (505) 3462542

Re: Notice of Scoping Meetings & intent To Prepare Environmental Impact
Statement & Soclo-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the
Rule Establishing a Nonessential Experimantaf Population of the Arlzona & New

. Mexico Population of the Gray Walf (“Mexican Gray Wolf")

Dear Mr'.‘M[Isap:

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

| befieve that the following issues should be included in the scopa of analysis:

1. Disdiosure of the full social, cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and
lacal governments to include the loss of tax revenuse and increased govemment
operation costs due to presence of introduced wolves. Appropriately recognize and
mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by introduced wolves.
2. Full investigation into the efficacy of livastock carcass removal including the
increased cost to livestock operations.

3. Discontinuanca of the practice of translocating problem wolves.

4. Prompt contro|, lethal and non-Isthal, of problem wolves.

5. Improve monitoring of wolves to insure that residents of the relsase areas are
informed when wolvas are in cloge proximity and to facilitate documentation of predation
on livestock.

8. 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 neaded to state a psrson may kill or Injure a wolff if threatened by a
wolf or in defense of anothar whao is threatened, and may, kill a wolf that is not
responding to harassment and is consistently in populated areas frequented by people
and demonstrates deaensitization to human encounters.

7. Amending the 10(J) rute to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by
federal, Tribat or state agencies when wofves exhlbit fearless behavior or bacome
habituated to humans and pose a demanstrable threat to human safsty. This provis{on
should include providing a federal take permit for local county law enforcement
parsonnel to allow them 10 Iethally take a wolf for immediate protection of human safety.
8. Amanding of the 10(J) rule to allow serious and affective methods that wilf
immeadistely stop wolf attacks on dogs and stop wolves from coming into private
property and areas wheare people live. This should include public education practices
that teach people how to deal with habituated wolves and give them the tools to do il.
Also necessary is the nead to Issu6 take permits to those who are suffering these
typas of terrftorial challenges by Mexican wolves at thelr homes.
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8. The 10(J) rule should documant that people reside in current and potentisl wolf
habitat. The genaral public has been given the mistaken impression that people do not
reside in the wolf release and recovery areas.

10. Maintenance of the livestock praduction in the release and recovery area.

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

12. An allowancae in the rule for livestock owners or their agents may take (including kil
or injure) any welf angaged in the act of killing wounding or biting livestock on federally
administered lands (see definition change) allofted for grazing anywhers within the
Mexican wolf Experimental population area, including within the designated woff
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 fermale-that are firmly mated and -
have tha.potantial to breed and raise a litter of pups in the upcoming breeding season

ACTIVE PACK: two (2) or more wolves that are aftached to aach other and exhibit
pack behavioral characteristics.

DEPREDATION: the canfirmed 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, aftacking, wounding, or feeding upon livestack
that are alive or were alive within the past 24 hours,

LIVESTOCK: any animal routinely contributing to the ability of a small businessman
to eamn a livelihood Including but not limited to cattle, horses, goats, burros, llamas,
chickens, stock dogs, guard dogs, hunting dogs and othes 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 info private ownership under gensaral
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 degpite
reasonabla 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 unintentiona! if the
woff 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 reporied within 24 hours.

LEGALLY PRESENT LIVESTOCK: should be defined as livestock occurring in the
boundaries of a grazing allotment whera the owner has beneficial use water rights on
Faderal tand. (see federal land definition)

14. Retaining definttions that do not wamrant 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 dafinition of problem wolf should not be gerrymandered
to move the goalposts associated with management of problem behavior.
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15. Takings Implications assessments must be planned for and implamented in scoping
rulsmaking and managament planning in order to determine the scopa 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 fivestock
depredation causes and interdictions.

17. Change ths cument methodology for dstermining a depradation to the more
reasonable Minnesota version which allows missing calves to be canfirmed as woif kills
under contain circumstances.

18. Analyzing the altemative of discontinuing the program, including the costs and
benefits of the program thus far.

Sincerely . ) e

}éﬁ:ﬂ Haumont

1285 Cottonwood Rd.
Roswell, NM 88201
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Welda McKinley Grider
PO Box 990
Carrizozo, N\ 88301

U.S Game and Fish and Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna Ne

Albuquerque, NM 87113

By fax: 1-505-346-2542

Re: Wolf introduction into that area South of I 40, North of I 10 and West of [ 25

To Whom It May Concemn:

I stand in opposition to the advancement of releasing wolves in the area so named for the

following reasons:

Tax dollars to date spent on this project is more than $14 MILLION dollars with
little or no success.

The wolves being released are not true wolves and the Game and Fish Department
has admitted they are hybrid animals, bred in captivity and therefore not capable
either by genctics or by virtue of being raised in the wild of killing in the natural
order of “wild” animals (which 1s to kill the sick or less able animals for food).
Therefore the animals they do kill are domestic animals (i.e. household pets such
as dogs or cattle). These domestic animals are not equipped to withstand an
onslaught of a pack of dogs (hybrid wolves).

If a calf is killed, the worth at time of death is about $400.00. Howcver domestic
cattle are a commercial entity with income potential. A beef cow of breading age
is worth $1000.00. The normal cow will have between 10 and 12 calves during
her breeding years. The cows’ total worth would be aprox. $10, 000.00.

The potential calves she would have given birth to in a ten year period would be 8
(cows do not calve until aprox. 2 years of age). Those animals at breeding age
would be worth $1,000.00 each. That would equate to an additional $8,000.00
value of commercial loss. Those cows would then have calves and so forth.
However most calves are sold at weaning age and would bring aprox. $500.00
each. Using the 10 year period and the 8 calves, the loss would be more than
$4,000.00.

If there 1s any compensation (which normally does not happen due to the mandate
the wolves must be caught in the act or documented as killing a domestic animal)
it is priced on the worth of the animal at that time and not Rancher’s inventory
and as such have more income potential than the [oss at time of death.
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Ranchers make up 2% of the nations population. As such, we feed America and
most of the world. To impose great monetary losses upon such a vital part of
America’s commerce is inherently unfair and will adversely affect our Gross
National Product.

New Mexico is sparsely populated and largely agricultural. A large part of the
ranching community are those who raise 100 or less cows per year. An income
loss of $10,000.00 or less would cut the profitability and render some unable to
continue ranching. Part of the beauty and promise of New Mexico and the reason
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o Iwould like to address the term “reintroduction”. Iam a 4™ generation rancher on
both sides of my family. Both sides came to New Mexico in the early 1900°s
(1904 and 1906 respectively). There were no “wolf packs™ at that time. There
was the occasional wolf but like the Mountain Lion, seldom seen and seldom in
packs. So ifthey have not been here in 100 plus years, then the term
“reintroduction” is misleading and should not be used. The plan is to “introduce”
wolves and hybrid wolves at that.

e What is this going to cost? More than $14 million obviously because the tax
dollars are still being spent. More than $10,000.00 per rancher affected-
obviously because that cost is still mounting. Income potential to developers
who are developing small “‘ranchettes’ because few people will move their
familics to an area and put their children at risk. The chance of a child being
mauled or killed? What is the price of a child?

s My question to you is this? What are the costs —'real costs to the public? My
other question to you is what is the gain? What exactly is the gain?

Again I want to say I stand in full opposition to this measure.
Respectfully,

Welda McKinley Grider
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including thisone: 4

Re: Comments on Meaxican Wolf EIS
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“Mike G. Casabonne
P.0O.-Box 1416
Hope, NM 88250

December 31, 2007

Brian Milsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE :

Albuquerque NM 87113 Fax: (505) 3462542

Re: Notles of Scoping Meetings & Intent To Prepare Environmental Impact Statement & Socio-
Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nonessentlal
Experimental Populatlon of the Arizona & New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolf (“Mexlcan Gray
Wolf’)

Dear Mr. Milsap:
Thank your for the opportunity to offer scoping comments and issuss on the above captioned rule.

We believe that the following issues shauld 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 rural communities and individuals affected by
introduced wolves. Studies to document above impacts should be conducted scientifically by qualified
professionals. In addition thosa conducting the studies should be able to demonstrate a (ack of bias in favor of
wolf reintroduction.

2. -Rull investigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increasad 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 insura that residents of the release areas are informed when wolves are
in close proximity and to facilitate documentation of predation on livestock..

8. Amending the 10(J) rule to include the authority to harass Mexican wolves for purposes of scaring them
away from people, buildings, facilities, psts and livestock. Specific language is needed to state a person may
kill ar injure a wolf if threatened by a wolf or in defense of another who is threatened, and may kill a2 wolf that is
not respondlng to harassment and is consistently in areas frequented by people or demonstrates
desengitization to human encounters.

7. Amesnding the 10(J) rule to allow harassing or humanely dispatching of wolves by federal, Tribal or state
agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or become habituated to humans and pose a demonstrable
threat to human safety. This pravision should include providing a federal take permit for local county law
enforcement personnel {o allow them to lethally take a wolf for immediate protection of human safety.

8. Amending of the 10(J) rule to allow serious and effective methods that wifl immediately stop wolf attacks
on dogs and stap walves 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
challegges by Mexican wolves at thelr homes.

9. The 10(J) rule should decument that people reside in current and potentiat wolf habitat. The general
public has.been given the mistaken impression that people do not reside in the wolf release and recovery
areas.

10. The long-term effects on continued @Flivestock production in the release and recovery area.

Fo
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-11. The effects of wolves on watersheds, spread of disease and the potential for wolvas to infect domestic
and wild animal populations with disease.

12. An allowance in the rule for livestock owners or their agents to 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 wall 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

ours.

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 financia!
hardship and result in the takings of private property (pursuant to the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. TRt
Constitution).

PUBLIC LAND: lands available for dispersion into private ownership under genesal-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
right$: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 considerad
unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf is released and the capture is reported within 24 hours. Taking a wolf
will be considersd 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
grazigg allotment where the owner has beneficial use water rights on Federal land. (see federal land definition)

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

Occupjed 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 assoclated with management of problem behavior.
15. Takings implications assessments must be planned for and implementad in scoping rulemaking and
management planning in order to detemmine the scope of compensation necessary to private property owners

for depredation and losses caused by the program. .

16. Implementation of a federally funded pilot program aimed at compensation and interdiction to be run by

ranchjing interests who are the experts in the field of livestock depredation causes and interdictions.

17. Change the current methodology for determining depredation to the more reasonable Minnesota version

which allows missing calves to be confirmed as wolf kills under certain circumstancas.

18. Analyzing the aiternative of discontinuing the program, including the costs and benefits of the program thus
far. .

19. Analyze the positive impacts of discontinuing the program and removing all wolves to enclosed areas
where they are not a threat to livastock, pets or human safety.

20. Requiring that any negative impacts to private individuals or local communities, governments or institutions
should be fully mitigated before the program is allowed to continue or expand.

21. The impacts of wolves ranging outside the boundaries of defined recovery areas should be included.
Wgives anywhere within the states of New Mexico, Arizona and Texas should be subjest to removal by any
means possible if they pose a threat to livestock, pets or humans.

22. An objective analysis of past and present actions of wolf program personne! should be conducted ta
demonstrate how personal bias in favor of expanding wolf numbers influences on-the-ground decisions and

2
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* actions. Program personnel should establish and maintain credibility with local residents. This program
should not be aliowed fo continue if its administrators and personnel believe they must resort to dishonest
and deceptive actions for it to succeed.

Mike GCasabonne
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TO: Mr. John Slown
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service '
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Offices
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquergue, NM 87113

DATE: December 31, 2007
FAX #: (505)346-2542 o

FROM: Sharon Kartchner
P.O. Box 31
Mule Creek, NM 88051

SUBJECT: Comment on Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Program

TOAL NUMBER OF PAGES: 3
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December 31, 2007

Mr. John Slown

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Offices
2105 Qsuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Mr. Slown:

First of all thank you for the opportunity to lean more about the current status of the
Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroduction Program and the suggested modifications. [ attended
two of the scoping meetings held in our area.

I am a 4" generation rancher in the area adjacent to the Recovery Area in the Gila
National Forrest and slated to become part of the proposed extended population area
boundary We have always taken great pride in manag:mg our wildlife populations in
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would ultimately force us to give up ranching. Our only other alternative would be to
sub-divide the ranch, and sell it off in small parcels. That would, in tum, force all of the
current established populations of other wildlife species to lcave this acreage. So, please,
in the end, leave the private landowner with uncomplicated options to protect
themselves, their families and their livestock.

Thirdly, any incentives or depredation incident rules need to be realistic for our area. We
do not have "fields" that we can monitor on a daily basis and it is unreasonable to alter
our property wolf proof.

Thavok you for the opportunity to participate. [ would like to think we can work together

for the successful establishment of the Mexican Gray Wolf without putting the rancher

and Jandowner out of business. Over the years, it has become increasingly difficult to

accommodate all the changes, but hopefully our stewardship of the land, the wildlife, and

the livestock we arc responsible for will prevail. LRI

Sincerely,
Sharon Kartchner o

PO Box 31
Mule Creck, NM 88051
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James Snow, Bs.
1021 Callc Dc Oro. W-6
Taos, New Mexico. 87571

Mr. Millsap, Brian: State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Serv ces

New Mocxico Ecological Serices Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE.

Albuquerque, NM. 87113

RE: Concerning the Future of the Mexican Gray Wolf.

Monday, Dec. 3] 2007
Dear Mr. Milisap, B:
I am all the sudden inspired and very honored to write you and submit personal
commcnts, in responsc to Lthe Articles I had read recently in The Wild and the High
Country News, the Changes to thc Final Rule affecting the Future of the Mexican Gray
Waolf.

In Regards to attaining Full-Recovery status of thc Mexican Gray Wolf, compared to the
presence of the Wolf Historically, before Human Settlers arrived, that is only a very small

fraction. Tt is very insignificant.

Looking at the Sequence of Events historically, I am very discouraged that as Stewards of
the I.and, that is how we value the Ecosystern with which we derive gur co-existence—

that we would ever let it reach this point. The future of the Mexican Gray Wolf is at
stake,

The Proposed Final Rule Changces have to reflect the Nature of the Mexican Gray Wolf,
as a Terrestrial Camivore; ard the Citizens of Arizona and Necw Mexico. Clearly, the

peoplc — want the Loho reinstated into its Natura) Habitat, indefinitely.
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The Nature and the Biology of thc Mexican Gray Wolf is very encouraging. I think we
know everything we need to do. The Skat findings is indicative of what the Mexican

Gray Wolf eat. The Findings are already listed. I think this is very encouraging, News.

This is a contentious issue [ realize. Regarding the future of the Lobo, I alse understand
the importance of protecting genetic diversity. 1 mean, we're already dealing with a
fragile Ecosystemn fragmented — We have to find some common ground. I think the
Citizens of Catron County should be thankful something is being said and also being
compensated, in part by tic cnvironmentalist to protect and Endangered Keystone

Camivore that will only enhance the future of the Ranch.

I am speaking from the perspective of over-coming adversity, myself; despite being
stigmatized as having a Cognitive Learning Disorder, I have completed a Bs. Degree in
Wildlife Science, awarded by the Fish and Wildlife Dept. at New Mexico Statc
University: The Fall Semester of 1999.

In being genuine in this place, I am a Native Citizen of New Mexico. I have an important
voice in this matter. I am from Hatch, New Mexico: Bom and raised to a Family living
on the ffarm in the early 1961)’s. T know what its like to work on the Farm in rural Hatch,
NM. And barely scrape by. 1 am from a hard place, as well. But, I would not trade it for
anything else.

Looking at this issue concerning the future of the Lobo and the strife involved, — T think
the pcople of Catron County arc coming from a place of Fear in having their livelihood
taken away from them. Fear breeds hatred; and hatred breeds violence. I do not think
that's what we're looking “or in this place of protecting — not just an Endangered
Keystane Carivore, but our own future, as well. T know we can find a way, and it

docsn’t mean getting rid of e Mexican Gray Wolf.
On behalf of the Citizens fromn Hatch, New Mexico, Thank you for reading this letter.

Thank you,

N A

James Snow, Bsc.
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December 28, 2007 DEC 8 1 2007
Brian Milsap
State Administrator USFWS_NMESFO

US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuguerque New Mexico 87113

Dear Brian,

Thank you for the opportunity to be a part of the scoping meeting concerning the decision to continue
the wolf reintroduction. In the brochure you state that USFW wan! “recommendations for recovering
the Mexican wolf.” Based on what | leamed during the Grants and Albuquerque Scoping Meetings, |
have several recommendations.

First, at this point, leave the wolves alone. From here on out, do not reintroduce more wolves, do not
give wolves vetarinary care of any kind, do not feed wolves in any way, and do not relocate wolves
that wonder bayond the primary Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA). However, allow people
to control the poputation like other predators in New Mexico are controlled. The wolves that have
been habituated to humans, or leamn behaviors from wolves or parents that have been around hu-
mans, will leamn to stay away from humans, or will be eliminated. The wolves that stay away from
livestock, humans, bams, backyards and school grounds will survive like the wild animals that they
are.

It is not natural for the wolves to be captive bred, and then reintroduced. Mt is not natural for veten-
nary care. ltis not natura! for wolves to be captured and re-released, for what ever reason.

Second, if there are 300+ captive-bred walves awaiting release, this does not seem like it is treating
these wolves with any faimess or respect. Having been bred in captivity, they are not wild animals.
The young pups that they produce in the wild have a slim chance to be wild, as their ancestors once
were, since they will learm from their human habituated parents how to get along in the world.

Third, | leamed from Chama Lefton, from the Albuquerque USFW office, that the whole process is
based on the scientific method. In reviewing the method that elementary school students are first
introduced to, the scientific method is based on the conviction that the process must be objective to
reduce biased interpretation of the results. If the experiment is to see if wolves can be successfully
reinfroduced, the unbiased data, collected in an unbiased method, should be shared with everyone
involved in the process. The scientific method should not be feared for the results, but should be
used for the truth gained, whatever that may be.

Also, within the USFW scientific methodology, where is it defined what success is. Is success based
on human desires, alone? Does the outcome give any weight to how the woif is not being treated as
a wild animal, but as a pawn in the struggle to define what our environment is to look like?



Or will there be wolves on the landscape, no matter what? ! heard Mr. Tuggle and Ms. Lefton make
this statement on separate occasions. In which case, this is not an experiment; it is a mandate that
makes a sham of the scientific method and this scoping process. It is a mandate that berates the
very wolves for whom the proponents claim to have such respect.

Thg idea that there are so many wolves to be released, seems like the scientific method is not realty
being used. The wolf program seems set for failure, at a huge cost to the tax payer, and to the Mexi-
can Grey Wolves.

Fo‘urth. within your methodology, what is a “viable population®? s it genetic diversity? Is it numbers
of individuals? s it breeding pairs? What is your definition? Do you know when you have arrived? If
you do not have a way to measure, you do not know if you've failed or succeeded.

Fifth, what about the use of rubber bullets by folk who see the wolves clase to their homes to deter
the wolves that get too close to humans? What about the use of paint balis for civilians to shoot at
the habituated wolves that get too close? No mistaking which wolf with a paint mark on him or her.

Sixth, | have a cancem for the idea that a rancher can not defend his property on public lands, even if
the wolf is caught in the act of depredation. If the rancher pays the lease, and has permission to run
livestock, the protection of that livestock should be a given.

Seventh, if wolves can be infected with rabies, and they get close to pets, the transmitta! of rabies is a
possibility. The shooting of wolves close enough to infect pets, seems like a good human safeguard
against this terrible disease. Pet owners should have the same ability to shoot a wolf attacking their
pet as a rancher has to protect livestock under attack.

Finally, in your consideration of socioeconomic effects, and impacts on human heatth and safety:

1) \What have been the effects on children in the reintroduction area?

2)What is the economic analysis of rural families and the communities and counties in which they
live? Counties rely on the property taxes from livestock. What happens to grocery stores, other
retail merchants and schoals in communities that rely on rural folk and the livestock industry for
their economic survival?

3) How does the lack of sleep from worry effect the rancher and the rancher’s ability to go about all
the jobs and roles that rancher has in hissher family, community, state and nation?

4) What does the helpless feeling of not being able to protect your family or livelihood from a predator
do to a person? What do you do when it seems as if your govemment cares more for an aniral
than it dogs for your, your spouse ‘s and your children’s well-being?

There is a study done by a NMSU professor that addresses these areas within the reintroduction
area. | hope it will help with the analysis of the socioeconomic aspects of your process.

Thank you for the consideration of my ideas.

Sincerely yours,

-~

Nikki Hooser
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HIDALGO SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
405 Duncan Hwy.
Lordsburg, NM 88045
(505) 542-9141 SWCD

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

Dear Mr. Millsap:

The Hidalgo Soil and Water Conservation District would like to express comments to be
addressed in the final EIS: --

The Hidalgo Soil and Water Conservation District has received several letters asking for
our support to bring attention to the Wolf Management issues. These letters and articles
are the views of people the District represents and it is the Districts duty to comment.

The first issue that must be addressed is Human Safety. It has been reported that recently
two wolves entered the Lake Roberts area, Catron County residents are putting up “child
shelters” to allow the kids to get to and from their buses safely, and one school was on an
actual “lockdown” during recesses due to a wolf report. Protection of animals is
important but when that protection allows for the endangerment of children some changes
need to be made. One important concern is that the New Mexico populations of Gray
Wolves has interacted with people as part of the re-introduction program and are no
longer wary of people as most “natural wild” animals are. This has led to wolf sightings
within backyards and in close proximity to areas that are populated with humans.

The common rebuttal to this concern for Human Safety is that there have been no
reported attacks on a human. The Hidalgo Soil and Water Conservation District would
like to see the situation taken care of before there are any reported attacks. It seems that
the children are being “caged” so that the Grey Wolves may roam free.

The second issue that must be addressed is that the current method of determining
depredations are not providing for the real amount of cost and harm. The Wolf Re-
introduction program is a publicly funded program and yet it is costing the individual
Ranchers throughout New Mexico more than most people know. It has been stated that
“The wolf is probably the most dangerous object facing our industry in the southwest.”
(New Mexico Cattle Growers) Wolf attacks on cattle may only be reported if they KIL.L
a large ammal. Those reports do not include the numerous calves that are taken or the
cattle that are greatly injured but are not immediately killed by a wolf. Secondly it has



been proposed that the Rancher needs to remove all carcasses from their property to deter
future attacks. This is both costly and highly ineffective. Other animals in the ecosystem
depend on these carcasses for survival. And attacks from the wolves will continue with
or without carcass removal. Compensation for animals killed by wolves is already not
enough without adding the removal of carcasses to the cost.

The third issue that the District would like to address is the method of protection for both
Human and Animal purposes. The District strongly suggests that the removal of problem
wolves by lethal means needs to remain an option. There has to be a way to protect your
children, pets, and livestock against wolves. The re-introduction program is to establish
the wolves into the wild. Any other wild animal that is attacking a child, pet, or hvestock
would be shot, why would wolves be any different.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your attention. We look forward to an
EIS that addresses these concerns and impacts of the program.

Sincerely,

Kris Massey, Chairman
Hidalgo Soil and Water Conservation District
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USFWS‘NMtQ: o

December 30, 2007

Mr. Brian Milsap

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

Albuquerque, NM 87112

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

Dear Mr. Milsap:

I am writing to offer the following scooping comments on the proposed rule amendments
noted above. I appreciate the opportunity to do so, especially knowing that all of the
numerous and diverse comments submitted will receive careful consideration, and that
your team must carefully balance your species conservation mandates with your
responsibilities towards the health and safety of Americans that may directly be involved
in human-wolf interactions. I suggest that particular consideration be given to comments
from those residing within the present and proposed wolf areas. I submit that these
American citizens have a reasonable expectation to be secure in their private property
nghts and other constitutional protections, and that this expectation be given its full and
proper weight in your decision making process.

My wife and I own and operate a cattle ranch in northeastern Guadalupe County, New
Mexico. While we are just immediately to the north of the proposed expanded boundaries
(Just north of [-40), we are very concerned about the eventual impact that wolves may
have on not just our operation but on those of other southwestern livestock producers and
rural communities as well. In the context of global warming, peak oil supplies, runaway
energy costs, skyrocketing populations, diminished aquifers, and uncertain agricultural
production outlooks, our national food supply may come to demand more production of
animal protein from native rangelands than ever before. Indeed, in the not too distant
future, as a matter of national food security, this may necessarnly take precedence over
other resource management considerations such as providing habitat for non-essential
experimental populations of species that prove to be intractably problematic when
introduced in particular locations.
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The introduction of such major predators as wolves onto privately owned, non-
wilderness, non-wild working range landscapes, such as much of the proposed expanded
recovery area (that which is not already settled or inhabited), especially in areas without a
requisite prey base (excluding domestic livestock and pets), would be, in our opinion,
ecologically unnecessary, economically harmful, and socially disruptive. While we
understand and appreciate the argument that wolves have a place as “keystone predators”
in “native ecosystems™ (such as are still largely extant in Alaska or Africa’s Serengeti),
we believe it can be demonstrated that most of the proposed expanded range is no longer
a sparsely inhabited “wildemness” suffering from the lack of a keystone predator (human
beings, and their ever improving management systems are functionally filling this niche)
and that the costs of introducing wolves to our living spaces and working landscapes will
far exceed their presumed and yet undemonstrated (in our geographic and ecological
context) benefits to society, both at }arge and especially for the many “front-line”
communities directly involved.

No expansion should be considered or impilemented without full consultation and
cooperation of the local jurisdictions concerned, including proper training and full
contingent funding for the health and safety authorities, who would necessarily become
involved. Federal resources must also be available and committed to promptly address
depredation, disease (e.g. rabies), and other management issues as they may arise.

Any depredation compensatton programs should not be dependent upon private NGOs
who may or may not be reliable in terms of indefinite and open ended commitments or
possess the potentially unlimited resources to answer future wolf depredations on
property (domestic livestock, horses, and pets) and possibly persons. (While it has been
repeatedly noted that wolves have rarely attacked people in the United States, this past
behavior has been largely in the context of a sparsely settled continent and a well-armed
frontier population possessed of an aggressive control ethos. Long documented
experience in Russia and the former Soviet Union, as outlined in the recently published
“Wolves in Russia” (2007, see temerondetselig.com) documents that thriving wolf
populations, proximate and well habituated to human communities, are quite capable of
the repeated taking of the lives of livestock and persons, especially children. It has been
argued that Amernican wolf behavior is categorically “different” from that of their Russian
cousins, and that recently recorded North American instances of stalking, “prey-testing”
behavior are merely displays of “curiosity.” Peer-reviewed research to verify this
contention should certainly be conducted prior to any further release or program
expansion to assure the public that their lives and property are not being negligently
endangered. Consideration of experience with wolves and other predators (such as tigers
in rural [ndia) elsewhere in the world and North America should be fully considered in
further evaluating potential program risks.

The calculation of “depredation values™ for livestock should consider not just the sale
barn “market value” of a particular animal, but also the opportunity and replacement
costs (replacement cost is more appropriate that the market cost of a “cull animal™),
special genetics (especially in the case of expensive breeding stock), the value of having
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an animal acclimatized and habituated to a particular environment and pasture layout, and
the value of any previous training or handling/conditioning that they may have received.
Accounting for missing calves needs to recognize that a carcass will not always be
available for inspection (a knowledgeable observer will recognize a tight-bagged cow as
having lost a calf), and consider the revenue that the calf would have likely realized at
weaning.. Such calculations could be developed by agricultural economists such as those
working with the New Mexico Range Improvement Task Force.

Perhaps some form of “no fault” calf loss insurance could be developed, based on
actuanal and statistical methods that compare a range of historic livestock loss
probabilities for given causes and given locations; any losses in excess of such
expectations might be eligible for compensation. Care must be taken that losses not
exceed certain sustainable thresholds so that livestock operators are not discouraged
(through suffering unsustainable losses in the face of ineffective preventation measures)
from investing in herd improvement and best management practices (such as costly
health programs).

Depredation should not just include death or physical injury but should include the
effects of harassment stress that may be detrimental to both livestock reproductive and
production performance, as well as having negative influence on future handling
behavior. The extra cost burden on livestock operators for proscribed proactive predator
management should be recognized, including the stress and anxiety that may sometimes
take a personal toll Another area of potential loss that needs to be considered 1s loss of
property and ranch business values in areas where wolf predation has (or is perceived to
have) negatively impacted livestock production and thus ranch real estate and associated
grazing permit (where applicable) value.

A depredation compensation program should be established for domestic pets and
“companion animals.” Compensation should take into account the emotional impacts of
such losses.

Peer-reviewed depredation studies should be conducted to more accurately assess the
impact of predator depredations on livestock operations. Current claims of negligible
impacts of wolf depredation on cattle and sheep operations, noted on websites of such
organizations as Defenders of Wildlife, fail to make a proper “apples to apples”
comparison when they compare predator depredations (on western ranges) to those from
“respiratory disease” that occur almost exclusively in confined animal feeding operations.
Furthermore, the “low” total numbers of livestock losses to wolves may be presumed to
be in relation to the number of wolves present on relatively few areas. Historic narratives
(and art, e.g. C. M. Russel) provide extensive examples of extensive predation on
livestock prior to the culmination of control efforts. Credible peer-reviewed studies
should be conducted on the potential for livestock depredations prior to further program
expansion.

Full consultation with and leverage of the expertise and resources of such entities as the
Range Improvement Task Force (NMSU) and the New Mexico Department of Game and
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Fish (especially the “Innovative Wolf Management Project” initiative) should be utilized
in addressing these complex and often contentious issues. Efforts should be made to
minimize agency and disciplinary rivalries, conflicting organizational missions and
cultures, and “turf” disputes in developing a cooperative approach that fully respects the
rights and reasonable interests of all involved. Consider engaging a qualified facilitator
with conflict mediation skills to engage all stakeholders involved.

Within the existing recovery area the following should be considered:

Effective measures need to be developed and instituted to prevent habituation of wolves
to human beings, their dwellings, and normal activities. This includes cessation of the
practice of returning depredating wolves into areas where they are likely to re-encounter
human presence and activity. This also includes ending the practice of resetting the
“depredation scorecard” to zero each calendar year, as this has been shown to lead to
increases in cumulative depredation incidence.

Wolf release protocols should be revised to further minimize the possibility of wolves
becoming accustomed to human smells, sound, etc.

Methaods should be considered to instill in wolves a fear of humans and encourage
avoidance behavior.

Protocols should be developed for “wolf tourism” to insure that such activities do not
inadvertently contribute to habituation that may lead to future depredation behavior.

Efforts should be made when providing elk carcasses, etc. to newly released wolves to
insure that these are not possibly associated with human provisioning.

All measures should be taken to prevent wolf-dog interactions, including potential for
hybridization and transmissions of disease, such as rabies. Any hybridized dog-wolves
should be promptly identified and removed. Demonstrate that all members of the present
wolf population are indeed genetically pure and not, as some have claimed, already
hybridized with dogs.

Consider the development of a “zone system,” related to population densities and uses,
for segregating primary human and wolf habitat, minimizing human-wolf interaction and
conflict, and discouraging wolf habituation to human presence and activity. For example,
urban, suburban, and recognizable community areas should be classed as “wolf exclusion
zones” where wolves can be aggressively harassed (including a lower threshold for lethal
control) to effectively exclude wolves from human communities and their immediate
vicinity (just as bears and mountain lions are today). In actual “wilderness” areas, wolves
would have the greatest “sanctuary zone” status and protections. In between these two
poles would be a range of zones with varying protocols as appropriate. For livestock
operations, certain practices, incentives, and considerations should be available according
to the level of conflict potential. These might include reasonabie incentives to harbor
wolves on particular ranges, improved monitoring and reporting of wolf location and
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movements, development of a pilot “no-fault” depredation loss insurance pool (should
that prove practical), or participation in controlled studies comparing the efficacy of
various anti-depredation practices and technologies (with adequate compensation for
losses). These latter might include shock collars to “teach™ aversion behavior towards
livestock. Perhaps “denning pastures™ could be leased from livestock operators; similarly
certain pastures could be designated as “calving pastures™ with extensive protective
measures in place.

Careful and critical analysis of the total costs and benefits (including demonstrable
ecosystem benefits) of the program should be undertaken and made publicly available.
Suggestions should be solicited for making the program more cost efficient and cost
effective. The program budget, including reserves for reasonable contingencies, should
be publicly available. Different phases of the program should not proceed until funding is
secured and released.

As a livestock producer, Il note that some of the proposals to remove livestock
carcasses (that may have died from causes other than predation) are simply not practical
on extensive ranges. It should be noted that the groups proposing a mandate for carcass
removal are on record for having as their goal “putting ranchers out of business”, and that
this proposal may be as much to harass ranchers as it is to presumably prevent wolves
from developing a taste for beef. Requinng ranchers to remove carcasses killed by
wolves is indeed adding insult to injury.

While the recovery of endangered species, including predators, is a national policy goal,
vocally supported by significant segments of American society, it’s acceptance by all
societal segments, including especially those directly impacted by the recovery efforts,
will only take place in the context of the appropriate setting for such a recovery, one that
is not unavoidably a stage for conflict and competition between the introduced predators
and the human communities and pastoral/agricultural economies already present. [ submit
that the area proposed for expansion, as a working landscape and not an undeveloped
“wildemness” (as found in Alaska or the Serengeti) is not an appropriate location for
harboring such a non-essential experimental predator population that has already
demonstrated 2 propensity for serious, sustained and intractable conflict with established
human interests.

Again thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this important process.

S )

Jim Thorpe

JT Land and Cattle, LLC
HCR 67 Box 14
Newkirk, NM 88431
505-868-4686
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Brian Millsap, State Administrgg),:,%.ss.wg Saﬁg Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquergue New Mexico 87113

Subject: My Comments about the Proposed Rule Change to the Mexican Gray Wolf
Program.

Dear Sir:

I would fike to comment on the wolf program but first you need to understand about the
wolf program significant and negative effects to our ranch operation

My wife and [ have borne the brunt and the significant costs of the wolf program. It has
been an undue burden to us as a family and as a livestock producer. Furthermore, it
has destroyed our investment-backed expectations in our ranch operation. The wolves
ate so many of our cattle that we could no longer stay in business because we had n
return on our investment to cover our operational costs in the future.

We have spelled out these financial damages to Dr. Tuggle in our letter (dated Feb.
'06), when we requested that FS conduct a Takings Implication- Assessment (TIA). As
describe in our letter, these financial damages destroyed our ability to hold on to our
ranch. We were forced to five with other families. It as not relocation but we were
homeless. Hence, we feel strongly that in this EIS for rule change that FWS has an
obligation to conduct a TIA to determine if your propose rule change alternatives and
the current “no action” altemative has takings implications upon our livestock, other
personal property, our due process tights, and upon our financial future —as it relates to
the wolf program.

We further recommend that you assess the impacts to poor communities, minority
populations that occupy the current wolf area and the proposed expansion area.

In regards t the damages that the wolf program has forced upon us, as forest grazing
alltottees, it appears to be unfair to require me to use the national forest, a financial and
contractual legal agreement with the Forest Service. it places undue burden upon our
family ranch because the FWS wolf program is able to destroy what | pay for while the
wolf program pays nothing without being held accountable for the financial damages
that their program has done to me, a legitimate forest grazing allottee.

Carcass removal will not work because it will only increase the wolf depredation on
livestock. The reason that carcass removal will increase cattle losses is that you will in
effect remove the wolf's food source, his most recent livestock kill. Since, the
wolf/wolves can no longer feed off of the dead livestock; they will kill another livestock in
its place, especially since the wolf finds its easiest prey, being cattle.



When you were supplemental feeding horse meat to the Aspen Pack last summer, it
appeared to reduce the livestock depredation. But a soon as you stooped supplemental
feeding in the fall, during elk season, the wolf depredation non cattle increased
substantially. It obviously requires more scientific assessment by an third party
established agriculture research university, namely, New Mexico University.

In expanding the wolf boundaries, FWS is spreading the problems related to the wolf
program. You also will significantly heighten the polarization between rural communities
and agricultural producers. There are reasonable ways to reduce the hardships you
are placing on small rural communities and families. But the problem solving needs to
start by mitigating the negative and costly impacts that we have described to FWS.

As the FWS releases more wolves, it is only going to increase the problems-with
habituated wolves that routinely hang around our place as well as our neighbors. As
you release more wolves, it reduces the habitat availability for wolf habitat, creating
added and cumulative impacts on the current wolf packs in our area and in other areas.
Until you can come to grips and provide real ad fair relief to the undue effects, the wolf
population should go down than up. It would send a public message that you recognize
that there is harm and that you will invoke a moratorium on no more wolf releases until
effective remedies are put into place.

Last buf not least s the need to address the repeated probiems by your agencies in not
following AMOC, especially SOP 13. FWS appears to be is out of compliance with
due process and the Administrative Procedures Act by supporting and participating in
the AMOC and IFT staff who did not remove the Aspen Pack problem wolf/wolves —
SOP 13 is very clear about the 3 strike rule: a wolf must be removed when it depredates
on 3 livestock. It was 7 strikes before the agency acted. It appears to be arbitrary and
capricious to allow your wolves to destroy 3 claves, let’s say, at $500/each. Now you
are destroying our personal property to the tune of 7 times $500/ea. to equal a loss of
$3,500.

| hope you can provide remedies to the current program and to address these major
problems in any revision.

Respectfully submitted,

Bom Jomea.

Don Jones
HC 30 Box 476
Winston, NM 87943
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31 December 2007
USFWS-NMESFO

Brian Millsap, State Administrator

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM

87113

ATTN: MEXICAN GRAY WOLF NEPA SCOPING

Dear Mr. Milisap:

I am submitting these comments in regards to the request for input from the public regarding
the Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping process. 1 have long been interested in Mexican
Gray Wolves and have followed closely the program since their release in the late 1990’s.
While I applaud the efforts of many people 1 am overall deeply disappointed at how this
program has been managed. I feel the current program will ultimately end in failure unless
drastic changes are made.

For success, I think a number of changes need to be made. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has bent over backwards now for almost 10 years to make the ranchers and Catron
County officials happy but as should be obvious, that is never going to happen. I think it is
time to do what is right for this program, for the Mexican Wolves and the large number of
people state and nation wide who support this program and quit worrying about a small
group of people who are NEVER going to come around, listen to reason, or make their
decisions based on actual science.

1 think the following need to be made part of the plan to recover Mexican Wolves and these
changes need to be implemented immediately.

1. The Recovery Plan, if in fact it can be called that, needs to be revised immediately. Over
a quarter of century has passed since the plan has been amended. Obviously the people who
put this together 25 years ago didn’t have all the answers (or anticipate future problems) and
it needs to be changed. These changes need to reflect a new program. Any change in current
rules which would not further protect wolves should not be implemented before completion
of a new and appropriate recovery plan.

2. Stop the killing and removal of welves. Except under the most extreme of
circumstances, no further wolves should be removed from the wild. There should be less
“take™ of wolves and in instances where ranchers may be involved in promoting the take, the
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wolves should be lefi on the ground. The recent incident with the Miller family should not
be tolerated.

3. Number of wolves in the wild. Currently there is a perceived cap on the number of
wolves in the wild. The number in the wild has, of course, never come close to that number
of “at least 100 Mexican Gray Wolves.” This cap should be removed and the goal should be
to develop a viable, self-sustaining population, regardless of number. 100 should be a bare
minimum.

4. Resolve rancher-wolf conflicts. Outside of Catron County it is widely perceived that US
Fish and Wildlife ts doing the bidding of Catron County ranchers and politicians. These
ranchers are largely grazing on PUBLIC lands and it is the general feeling of the PUBLIC
that wolves belong in the Gila. Ranchers should either be required to remove dead livestock
or cover them with lime to make thern unpalatable for wolves and other predators. Ranchers
who do not do this should be fined, have their stocking rates reduced or loose their public

grazing rights.

5. Restrictions in wolf dispersal and movements should be removed. Currently, Mexican
Wolves must stay within the boundaries of the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area (BRWRA).
This area includes the Gila National Forest and the adjacent Apache National Forest in
Arizona. There should be no exclusion of geographic areas from occupation by wolves.
Wolves cannot read maps. Capturing wolves that stray from BRWRA and are then re-
released back to the Blue Range only disrupts packs that may already be established there.
Wolves should be allowed to determine their own range until recovery goals are met.

6. Initial release areas should be expanded. Currently captive wolves are allowed to be
released only in the Blue Range of Arizona. How does this make sense? Releasing these
animals into an area which may already be occupied by the maximum number of wolves will
only disrupt established packs. Releases should be allowed in the Gila also. This will allow
the US Fish and Wildlife Service to release genetically appropriate individuals which will
help the releases to be successful. Other areas should be considered for release including the
Chiricahuas in SE Arizona, Otero Mesa in southern NM, and Big Bend National Park in TX.

7. Population status must be changed. Currently the wolf population is classified as
“experimental, non-essential.” This should be changed to “expertmental, essential.”

This will give the wolves on the ground more protection and a better chance at success. In
the long-term, Mexican Wolves cannot be saved by keeping them in captivity. They must be
released into areas where they have a chance and where there is 2 management plan that
gives them a chance at success. Changing the population status acknowledges this and gives
them the protection they must have.

8. Future options should not be excluded. Any changes in the rules should not include
any provision that would limit future options outside of the current BRWRA-Gila areas. For
this program to succeed, options must be left open.
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9. Prosecutions. To date, has a single person been arrested or convicted of the many
mysterious wolf deaths? How many have been found shot or have outright disappeared?
What has happened in regard to the disappearance of the Durango pack? Threats were made
against that group by ranchers and county officials and then they disappear. Is anything at all
being done 1o stop this? Additional law enforcement must be placed in the area or this type
of illegal killing is only going to kill and if the agency continues to show weakness in this
regard, it will accelerate.

I attended the meeting in Alamogordo on December 31, 2007. 1 know a lot of work went
into planning the meeting but ! was overall disappointed in the process. The first thing was
the brochure asking for input. This is the one with John Slown’s address on one of the
panels. The perception of many of us is that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is spending too
much time trying to make Catron County ranchers and local officials happy (which isn’t
going to happen) instead of worrying about the success of this program. The brochure is one
more example. There are two pictures on the brochure, one of a mountain meadow, the other
of a cowboy working cattle next to (in ?) a corral. Why was there not even a picture of a
wolf on the brochure? I thought that was what this meeting and process was largely about.
Or is it really about cowboys and cows since that is what is pictured?

I know that the personnel attending the meeting didn’t go there to fight with people but they
put up with a lot of disrespect from some of the anti-wolf individuals attending. Basic
questions were frequently asked (such as the cost of the program) which were not answered.

I would have thought this would be a pretty basic question that should be anticipated.
Individuals raised ridiculous concems (such as the mamor about releasing wolves into the
Sacramento Mountains) and nothing was said which defused the question. It was almost as if
the personnel attending the meeting had been told to take abuse. Being weak in this regard at
a meeting like this is only going to energize the anti-wolf faction and mean more abuse for
Federal personnel at future meetings and dead wolves on the ground. Many Federal
employees have dedicated their lives and careers to a successful wolf program. I cannot
imagine how frustrating all of this must be to them.

In summary, I think the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service should develop a plan which puts
wolves first. Current management and direction does not do that. This is about wolves first
and foremost, in developing a successful plan and a viable population of Mexican Wolves.

Sincerely,
—
;34 Tus [’/"\J o 1\

Steve West

wthrswifi(@carlsbadnm.com
lobo{@swwmail.net




Dccember 27, 2007
Brian Millsap
State Administrator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Ficld Office
2105 Osuna NE RECEIVED
Albuquerque, NM 87133 DEC % 1 2007

Fax (505)346-2542 USFWS- NMESFO
Email: RIFWE AL@ fvs.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Socio-Economic Assessment for the Proposed Amendment of the
Rule Experimental population of the Arizona and New Mecxico Population of Gray Wolf,
(*Mexican Gray Wolf”).

Dcar Mr. Millsap:

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

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not
be allowed to remain in the program and should be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some typc of
success nor should it be considered at this time.



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

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

¢ Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock
need to be addressed.

* Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased
and have the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the
real concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within
the program boundaries.

Sincerely,

it oot

Audra Hogland

PO Box 120

Socorro, NM 87801 -
(505)835-0811



RECEIVED

Michaelann Nelson
16 Gaddis Rd

Sandia Park, NM 87047 DEC § 1 2007
(505) 286-7847

MNelson1@unm.edu L| S FWS -NM ESFO
John Slown

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

December 18, 2007
Dear Mr Slown,

I'm writing to you regarding the Fish and Witdlife Service's rule change process regarding the reintroduction
of Mexican Gray Wolves to our public lands. As a cumrent doctoral candidate at University of New Mexico in
environmental literature, | support the Fish and Wildlife Service's reintroduction program and any efforts to
sustain and enhance this program. As a Lobo, | feel that sustaining and increasing this link in our
ecosystem, is not only important for a healthy and viable ecosystem, but as an important symbo! of pride to
the citizens of our state and its largest university institution.

In the early to mid- part of the twentieth century, Fish and Wildlife Service felt it was necessary o eradicate
“predator” species to facilitate ranching. The rise of ecology gave us a better understanding of the important
role the Mexican Gray Wolf plays in a healthy ecasystem. Wolves are a vital and important link to
maintaining a healthy ecosystem. The successes of the wolf reintroduction program in Yellowstone National
Park can be replicated here. If the successful model from Yellowstone Natianal Park plays out in the
Southwest, we can expect to accrue broad ecological benefits. In Yellowstone, wolves have kept elk from
eating streamside vegetation in places with poor visibility, such as canyon bends, where wolves might sneak
up on them. As a result, more cottonwoods and other trees are growing to maturity, the beaver are
retuming, and the beaver dams are extending the benefits of this uptake in biological productivity to a wider
area. The increased nparian habitat has led to a resurgence of birds. Fish are also benefiting.

While 1 realize that ranchers are concemed about the treat to their livestock, wolves are mainly preying on
elk, some on deer, fewer on cattle. They're helping ensure that the stronger and more alert elk and deer
survive and pass on their genes. Most wolf attempts to capture prey end up unsuccessful for the wolves.
There’s a real winnowing process at play. It is important to consider the needs of many, over the needs of a
few. Additionally, several nonprofit organizations have developed livestock reimbursement programs for
ranchers who demonstrate their loss as a resuit of reinfroduced wolves. This eases their hardship of
financial loss.

There's so much we don't understand about how ecosystems operate. But keeping things natural to the
extent we can is always the best bet. Putting the Mexican gray wolf back on the land was one of the best
bets our society ever made. It was and is the right thing to do.

Sincerely,

Michaelann Nelson



RECEIVED

P. 0. Box 7 vee 3 12007
Mayhill NM 88339
December 29, 2007 USFWS-NMESFO

Sent by Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested
No. 7007 0220 0003 7610 0193
Mr. Brian Millsap, State Administrator
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
New Mexico Ecological Services Office
2105 Osuna, N.E.
Albuquerque NM 87113

Dear Mr. Millsap:
Re: U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service Wolf Program

I strongly oppose the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Wolf program, the release of any
additional wolves into the rural areas of the United States and especially New Mexico
including Otero County.

Wolves are one of the most viscous predators in the world.

I receive electronic messages on a continual basis about numerous problems that rural
residents, especially in the western states, are having with wolves.

There are numerous examples of attacks by wolves on a wide variety of wildlife species,
domesticated livestock, pets and humans, Attachment 1.

Residents in the Gila area of New Mexico, where there are a number of wolves, routinely
carry firearms when they leave their residences including feeding their livestock near their
homes because of the presence of wolves.

The Gila parents have begun to build wolf proof shelters where their children can safely
stay while waiting for the school bus or for their parents when they return from school.

There are numerous reports about wolves attacking livestock. In addition, there are a
number of reports where ranchers find their livestock have been killed, but there are very few
remains to identify the animal as the wolves have eaten almost everything including the hide
and bones.

I realize that some of the Animal Rights Activist Organizations brag about reimbursing
ranchers for any livestock that have been killed by wolves.

However, experience has proven that it is extremely difficult to scientifically prove a wolf
kill in order to obtain any but 2 minimal reimbursement,.

On December 14, 2007 I received an electronic message about a Grizzly Bear on the
Montana/Wyoming border that was being chased by welves, was hit by a log truck and kilied.
Attachment 2.

The classified Mexican Gray Wolves that have been released in the Gila are endangered
only because the Fish & Wildlife Service was able to successfully provide information for the
classification.

I have received a number of opinions that the information provided by the Fish & Wildlife
Service to have the Mexican Gray Wolf listed as endangered was faulty.

At an El Lobo Forum that was held at New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, several
years ago, a number of “Wolf Experts” stated that all wolves are genetically the same. The
wolves are called different names according to where they are located, i.e. Mexican Gray
Wolf, Timber Wolf, Alaskan Wollf, ctc.



When the discussions first started about re-introducing wolves in New Mexico, a
contingent of individuals who were promoting the wolves, attended 2 New Mexico State Game
Commission meeting.

During the discussions, Game Commissioner Mr. George Ortega, stated, “You folks have
to realize that this country isn’t like it was even 50 years ago much less how it was when native
wolves were in this area.”

When I was riding the school bus from my residence in Mayhill to Cloudcroft NM in the
carly 1940s, a distance of 18 miles, there were only 17 residences near the highway with school
children being picked up at only 12 of those locations.

How many houses are there now between Mayhill and Cloudcroft?

Without doing some extensive research the number is unknown, but many more than 17.

However, there are now 20 sub-divisions between Mayhill and Cloudcroft and the number
of houses in each sub- division is unknown. However, one can count more than 17 houses, in
several of the sub-divisions, from the highway and that doesn’t include the houses that can’t
been seen from the highway.

In addition, there are numerous individual dwellings that aren’t in sub-divisions.

Proponents of the wolf re-introduction program state that wolves are needed to balance the
ccosystems.

However, the last known wild wolf in Otero County was killed by government trapper Mr.
Ellis Wright many years ago. The exact date is unknown.

Mr. Wright died in 1977 at 83 years of age and the wolf was killed at least 235 years prior to
this death and probably much longer.

Therefore, Otero County has been without wolves for at least 50 years and there is no
proof that the ecosystem has been degraded.

In fact the livestock industry in Otero County has flourished and is one of the main
contributors to the economic health of the county.

In a December 20, 2007 press relcase, New Mexico U. S. Congressman Stevan Pearce stated
in part and I quote:

“] am disappointed more of my colleagues could not see the wisdom in eliminating an
unsuccessful, ineffective program that has not only failed to produce results, but also
threatens the lives and livelihoods of New Mexicans.

We have people in the second district that can’t check their mail without taking a pistel to
the mailbox for fear of being attacked.

Since its inception, the Mexican gray wolf reentry program has spent more than $14
million on the release of just 59 wolves — at a cost of over $237,000. per wolf.

In the meantime we shouldn’t be wasting more and more resources on a failed program
that puts people’s lives and livelihoods in danger.

Pearce believes the time has come to concede that wolves cannot successfully be
reintroduced into New Mexico and is disappointed Congress has not yet reached that view.”
Attachment 3.

I am in total agreement with Congressman Pearce.

Sincerely,

L Fos
RL Pose;7
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R L and Patty Posey

From: "Patty Posey” <lollie@pvtnetworks.net>
To: "R L & Patty Posey” <lollie@pvtn.net>
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2007 9:54 AM

Attach:  ATT0000111.jpg; ATT0000222.jpg; ATTO000333.jpg; ATT0000444.jpg; ATTO000555.jpg;
ATTO000666.jpg; ATTOD00777.jpg; ATTO000888,jpg; ATT0000999.jog; ATT000101010.jpg

Subject: Fw: Big Bear

—--- Original Message —-

From: Patty Posey

To: R L & Patty Posey

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 8:12 AM
Subject: Fw: Big Bear

—-- Original Message -----

From: John Komula

To: jkomula

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2007 6:42 AM
Subject: FW: Big Bear

This bear was killed about 45 minutes from Wausau. Can't believe how huge that bear was!!!

Deb

That's a lot of bears***!

Open attached pictures. > > This Bear was hit on
Hwy 64 between Merrill and Medford. It was being chased by a pack of wolfs and ran

Zreci+® 6‘ !

12/31/2007
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R L and Patty Posey

From: "Patty Posey" <lollie@pvtnetworks.net>
To: "R L & Patty Posey" <lollie@pvtn.net>
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2007 9:51 AM

Aftach: Findings- Wolf interaction investigator.doc
Subject: Fw: Wolf Investigative Report

—-- Original Message —-
From: Carolyn Gillespie

To: Carolyn Gillespie
Scnt: Saturday, December 15, 2007 11:46 AM

Subject: Woif Investigative Report

Members,

Attached is the two year report of Jess Carey's work. Please note that this report does not include the losses in
previous years. If those actual numbers were known, it would be devastating to the Wolf Recovery Project.
When you open the document, open it on “normal view." Please print this 6 page report so that you can refer to it
in the future. Try to read this report with “rural citizen eyes.” City people don't see the same report we see. They
are unconcerned about losses of cats and dogs, or visits to homes and ranchers. They ignore the fact that this
information shows the danger to young children in the yard. One young adolescent girl wears a six shooter on
her hip when doing chores in the yard or riding her horse. She is well trained in how to defend herself, since she
lost her other horse earlier in the year to wolves. Thank heaven that she was not riding the horse, or in the coral
grooming him when six (6) wolves attacked.

When | travel the state and county roads around Catron County, | see moms and dads waiting at school bus
stops, because it just isn't safe to leave the children to wait for the bus, or to walk home after being left at the bus
stop. We are presently building “cages” to protect our children while they wait for the buses. We cannot
understand why the city people accuse of us being “hysterical, unbalanced, unnecessarily alarmed, etc.” The
rhetoric of city folks is insanity to those of us living in the wolf country. New Mexico is not the only state where
wolves are terrorizing citizens.

In this report, notice the “unknown” causes of death. Wildlife Services will not acknowledge a “stress death” of
cattle. When wolves chase cattle just for fun, or the mother is trying to protect a calf that is being eaten alive, she
witl develop pneumonia from the stress. She will die very soon and her death will be “unknown,” because the
rancher cannot leave his ranch to carry a dead animal to the vet and then pay for a costly autopsy. Even then,
Wiidlife Services will not acknowledge the possibility of a wolf encounter as the cause of the pneumonia.

If any of you wish to express your gratitude to Jess for his work, he can be reached at 575-533-6668. You can
also contact the Catron County Commission by mail at:

Catron County Commission

c/o Postmaster

Reserve, NM 87830

Thanks a bunch Jess, what would we all do without your dedication and hard work?

Cari Gillespie, Secretary
NM Rural American Alliance

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by AVG Free Edition.
Version: 7.5.516 / Virus Database: 269.17.12/1202 - Release Date: 12/29/2007 1:27 PM

ﬂTa/—( I'Pj /
12/31/2007



FROM @ HAT RANCH PHONE NO. @ 5BS 963 2366 DEC. 31 2887 1B:56PM P1

FAX COVER SHEET

HAT RANCH INC.
PO BOX 149

- ALAMOGORDO, NM 88311
S05-437-1608 AL AMOGORDO
505-963-2436 RANCH

Fax number 505-863-2306

SEND 70 —

wﬁifh/iw ?%%//)C*Fm C S Z Ze,e_/
) [l by L J23ro> | o
mm&é&éﬂ“é&/

Fexnm1ber Phona number

X
é
:
\

Tota! pages, nchuding cover:

COMMENTS /




FROM ¢ HRT RANCH PHONE NO. : S@5 963 2306 DEC. 31 2287 10:56PM P2

i g .

P.O. BOX 149 HAT RANCH, INC. DON L. {(BEBO) LEE
ALAMOGORDO, NEW MEXICO 88311 JEAN E. LEE
(505) 963-2505 (HDQTS.)
(505) 963-2435

Dacember 31, 2007

Brian Milsap

State Administrator, US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE. , i :

Albuguergue NM 87113 Fax: (505) 346-2542

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

Wolf")

Dear Mr. Milsap:

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

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

1. Disclosure of the full social, cultural and economic impacts on rural residents and Jocal governments to
include the loss of tax revenue and increased government operation costs due to presence of introduced
wolves. Apprapriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by
introduced wolves.

2. Fullinvestigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased cost to livesiocx
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 walves by federal, Tribal or state
agencies when wolves exhibit fearless behavior or become habituated to humans and pose a demonstrable
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threat to human safety. This provision should include providing a federal take permit for local county law
enforcement personnei 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 comting into private property and areas where people live. This should include
public education practices that teach people how ta 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 praduction in the release and recovery area.

11. The effects of wolves on watersheds, spread of disease and domestic and wild ammal populatlons

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 |ands (sse 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 confirned killing or wounding of a domestic anima!l by ane (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 bs 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 aftached.

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 Wolif Range, Opportunistic, Nan-injurious harassment, Primary recovery zone, Problem
wolves, Rendezvous site, Secandary 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.

2



FROM ° HAT RANCH PHONE NO. : S85 963 23B6 DEC. 31 20497 18:58PM P4

Page 3

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 woff kills under certain circumstances.
18. Analyzing the alternative of discontinuing the program, inciuding the costs and benefits of the program

thus far.

St \
i 1 ‘é_/x

Don L. Lee
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December 31, 2007

Mr. Brian Miisap

State Administrator, US Fish and Wildlife Sexrvice

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office

2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113 -

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

Dear Mr. Milsap,
Thank you for the opportunity for the scoping comments on the above captioned rule.

1. The economic impact to our operation would increase significantly if the
recovery area were to be expanded. An increase of two more employees at a
minimal to be continuously inspecting the livestock. I would need two
additional vehicles. That would also have to include the gas, tires and general
upkeep expense, etc. Additional hovsing for the extra employees would be
necessary. Conservatively speaking, that would cost an approximate
$140,360.00 the first year. This would be an extreme burden that an
individual should not have to bear for the majority. .

2. Amending the 10(J) rule to allow 2 property owner to have a wolf proof fence
erected around his property if he chooses at the expense of The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service and before any wolves are allowed out of the
primary recovery area.

(ke 6. Qug

Donl. Lee
President



December 31, 2007

Dear Mr. Slown,

It is my opinion, given much research, that the introduction of the wolf anywhere in the 48 contiguaus
states is ill advised at this time:

1. [tis 8 fact that wolves are not endangered on planet Earth.
2. The Mexican Grey wolf is genetically identical to other wolves.

3. FWS employess are, in my judgment, more concerned about job securlty than the actual welfars
of the flora and fauna that the American taxpayers are paying you to protect.

4. Releasing wolves, or any plant, animal, insecl, in an area that does not contain the necessary
resources for that living thing to survive is tantamount to murder.

5. Releasad wolvas are necessarily habituated to man and therefore at a distinct disadvantage
when il comes to avoidance of man.

USFWS should nix all plans for introduction of the wolf until science favors doing so. Trying to advance
agendas without legitimate reasons only weakens USFWS credibility. To use an appropriate dliché, |
beliave that USFWS is “crying wolf™. You may find a place and time where you need the support.
financially and otherwise, of your employer, the U.S. taxpayer. What will you do then?

| co-administer a site entiled Otero Rasidents Forum which has focused on wolf intraduction. Over 2400
visits have been logged to the site from all over the world. The sits too voluminous to include here but |
request that it be included as public input. The address is:

hitp://'www . oteroresidentsforurn.blogspot.com
Sincerely,

b %

an . White

P.O. Box 49

Alamogordo, NM 88311-0049
675.921-1760

Cc: Congressman Stevan Pearce
Otero Residents Forum

b iR SRR B
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Brian Millsap, State Administrator. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service < g 1 2007
New Mexico Ecological Scrvices Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE U CUESFQ

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

Subject: Transmittal of Catron County Commission’s Scoping Comments Regarding the
Mecxican Gray Wolf Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Rule
Change

Dear Sir:

The Catron County Commission submits the following scoping comments lor the Mexican wolf
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and proposed changes to thc Mexican Wolf Nonessential
Experimcntal Population (NEP) final rulc. Our comments are based on scveral major areas ol
concem, which includc 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 (se¢ exhibit D). These have caused
significant safety concerns {or parents, schools, and community lcaders.

Impacts on Economic stabili¢v, particularly in the livestock industry which represents
the county’s largest business sector. For example, Catron County livestock producers
have lost cattlc, 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
cxponentially.




Fiscal impacts on Catron County government. As a prolection measure to citizens, we
have becn forced to implement our own woll 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 specics 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
catastroplic lire ignition.

Impacts on intergovernmental relations. The {ailure of the U.S. Fish and Wildlite
Service (FWS) to coordinate scoping and rule change activities with the Catron County
Government worsens already strained rclations created by the agency’s failurc to cstablish
truc management coordination. Given that the Catron County government and its residents
have extensive direct experience with and arc 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 bome by the people and animals (wolves, livestock. pets. ungulate wildlife) of
Catron County and adjacent areas.

Conlflicts 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 woll management plans or rules.

In addition. we adopted Catron County Ordinance 002-93: An Ordinance Revising The
Catron County Environmenial 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 {ully
complied with,

Finally, the Catron County Comprehensive Plan. adopted in 1992, clearly outlines quality
ol life. endangcred species, and wildife issucs 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 stabilityv. The mere presence of Mexican wolves (a non-essential
experimental population), the harassment of people, pets and livestock by Mexican
wolves, and the conlirmed cases of injury to pets and livestock has severely impacted the
social stability of Catron County communities, neighborhoods. and residents. Recent
studies (J. Thal. PhD. J Martin, MD - see Exhibit B). point to the following adverse
effects: Insomnia. bed wetting. nightmares. chronic tear, clinical depression, borderline
personality disorder. Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (P1'SD). Program expansion through
changes o the NEP final rule would. in the view of the Catron County Govemment,
increasc these impacts.

2



Impacts on civil rights. According to an Initial Assessment Report (FAR) prepared by
Catron County in 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service tailed to follow duc 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 carly notice. destruction of personal
property, and not following AMOC rules. Because of these reoccurring problcms, as part
of the EIS, FWS should conduct a Civil Rights Impact Analysis. pursuant to US
Departiment 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 {ederal program on protectcd classes
(ranching operations owned or operated by women and minorities).

Impacts on Property Rights. A summary of thesc impacts is outlined in Exhibit C. and
includes loss of livestock. domestic pcts, and other personal property, loss of real
property, and failurc to provide fair compensation.

Impacts on Custom and Culture. Thc 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 arc not hmited to: loss or curtailment of ranching opcrations, family activities and
gatherings on private property. hunting opportunities. wildlife vicwing (particularly deer
and clk), and outdoor activities (hiking, dispersed camping, etc.).

To address these areas of concern. we strongly urge you to consider and act on the following:

o

Each of these issue areas reflect significant and direct adverse impacts as a rcsult of the
NEP rule, proposed rule changes, and implementation of agency actions. The
consequential costs of identified impacts expose AMOC mcembers and fead agencies such
as FWS to legal and insurance habilities. Therefore. we strongly recommend that these
costs be included in the Environmental Impact Statement and Sociocconomic 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 (scc exhibit C) has identified
miligation issues that we ask you 1o include and analyze in the EIS. pursuant to 40 CFR
Part 1506.

Due to the social costs of the Program. it is imperative that the Envirommental Impact
Statement be conducted at a scale and rigor that provides tufl 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 sociocconomic factors that should be
analyzcd. along with the Lnvironmental Justice. Takings Implications Assessment and

L



I-air Compensation factors that should be addresscd.

L

The Catron County Commission position is that the biological. economic and social
carrying capacities to support Mexican wolt populations have becn far cxeeeded.
Therefore, future wolt releases should not occur in Catron County, and existing
populations should be removed to allow communities and natural ccological systems {(c.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 CI'R
1506.2 as a cooperating local government agency.

The purpose ol involving other government entities (Catron County) is to reduce
duplication of effort and gain “local™ expertisc for a morc comprehensive assessment and
full disclosure of environmental affects. Thercfore, 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. TFurther. we request your compliance
with the process outlined in the August 7. 2007 Federal Register Notice (Volume 72,
Number 1311, pp. 44065-44069) and commence coordination with Catron County as an
aflected local government partner.

The remainder of our comments and supporting exhibits, which arc hereby incorporated as part
of the above comments, are attached. Thesc 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 reliet of our rural communities, businesses and families.

Sincerely,

EqILL

Ed Wehrheim, Chairman
Catron County Commission

Attachment with supporting exhibits
» Catron County Commission Scoping Comments Regarding the Mexican Gray Wolf{
Environmental Impact Statement and NEP ‘inal Rule Changc

Exhibit A: Methods for Conducting Socioeconomic Assessments. Environmental Justice
Requirements. Takings Implication Assessment and [“air Compensation

Exhibit B: Psychological Impacts to Families and Children



Exhibit C: Catron County Initial Assessment Report (IAR): Assessment of the Economic,
Social, Cultural and Distributional Impacts From the Non-Essential. Experimental Mexican
Wolf Program Submitted to D. Ben Tuggle, Regional Director. US I'S Submitted by: Catron
County Commission February 2. 2007

Exhibit D: Catron County Wolt Interaction Investigator Results of findings

Exhibit E: Summary of Valerius Geist wolf documents

Exhibit F: An assessment of risk to humans from Mcxican Wolves in Catron County. New
Mexico

References
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John Slown

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Comments regarding the Reintroduction of the Mexican Gray Wolves Prograw:

I have a great concem regarding the Mexican Gray Wolf reintroduction program because
it defies good judgment and common sense. These animals are predators, and there were
sound reasons to eradicate them from the wild in New Mexico.

These animals live by their predatory instincts. Therefore, animals including humans can
be their prey. At the meeting in Alamogordo, it was emphasized that there is no
documented evidence of the wolves attacking humans, but we must remember that they
have been removed from the wild for many years which invalidates that claim. Wolves
prey on all types of animals, and domesticated animals are easier prey than wild prey.
This will result in a great loss to many people. The coyotes come in close to town, and
people on the outskirts lose their pets to them. [t will be no different or even worse with

wolves.

We do NOT want this destructive animal imposed oo us. Those that want the wolves
released should consider building an enclosure that is secure enough to contain the
wolves and permitting any that escape that designated area to be exterminated. This
should be done in an area where there i not any objection to having the enclosure built.

New Mexico has a Jarge proportion of federal lands that are used for various purposes.
These lands are intermingled with private lands, towns, and cities. Prior purposes for
using the federal lands should take precedence over someone’s whims to want to alter the
balance of nature which has already been done with the oryx and elk in our area. Both of
these poor decisions do not need to be compounded with yet another unwelcome animal
and particularly since 1t is a predator.

In conclusion, common sense would tel{ a person who understands the nature of the
Mexican Gray Wolf that they should NOT be reintroduced into the wild in New Mexico.
We do NOT want our lives altered by this poor decision. Fear for our safety, the safety
of our animals, and the safety of comtirnercial domesticated animals would alter our lives
disastrously. Please use good judgment and corumon sense and do NOT impose the
Mexican Gray Wolf predator in southern New Mexico.

Judyann Medeiros . ,u:-%; %p
3350 Thunder Road

%
Alamogordo, NM 88310
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Louis Montoya
Montoya Sheep and Cattle
1610 HWY 170
La Plata NM 87418

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

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. Slown,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping process for the
Mexican Wolf Rule change. There are issues that | feel need o be examined in
the development of scoping issues. | live in the Mountainous four corners region
of New Mexico, It would be impossible for us to dispose of carcasses due fo lack
of large equipment. Such a requirement would be punitive and destructive to
our operation. Regardiess of research findings, that show there is no correlation
to carcasses and depredations, this program has chosen o make this a key
issue in the scoping process. This decision will impact the success of, and
management flexibility of small livestock producers rendering them incapable of
compliance with impossibie regulations. Carcass disposal is not always
reasonable or possible. 1) Frozen ground will keep ranchers from burying
carcasses possibly for months. 2) Ranches with low incomes may not own the
equipment necessary to dispose of a carcass. 3} Remoteness and ruggedness of
terrain may not lend to easy location or access to possible carcasses. If will
burden livestock producers un-necessarily.

Boundary expansion should not be considered for our area. We feel there has
already been too much impact to private lands in the current programs
management. One of the major problems has been the transtocation of
problem wolves that go back to preying on livestock and have harmed people |
know in the cumrent reintroduction boundary. The program must stop the
practice of re-using problem animals.



Removal of lethal control options would cause harm that would be too great to
the welfare of the communities and human element and affected public. This
management scheme brings a disproporfionate burden to local livestock
producers and local residents suffering habituated wolf presence. Currently
lethal control of livestock depredating wolves has been curiailed o the
detriment of small livestock producers like me.

The program managers should be required to move wolves that den in livestock
occupied pastures allowing them to stay and raise pups in livestock herds has
proven hazardous to livestock, and has led o lethal wolf control. Wolves that
choose a den near deeded land or occupied livestock pastures should be
removed to a more remote area. The burden of forcing the livestock producer
to remove his livestock is too great and may interfere with other agency grazing
and conservation practices to a burdensome extent.

Participating in the scoping meetings has been difficult and much of the
information available as educational material is rife with inconsistencies and
misinformation. For instance, one poster made a claim of wolves living off 75%
elk and only 4% cattle, this can't be frue. 1 have heard this statistic came from a
scat analysis done in Arizona in 2002 in an area that had no cattle present. This
is not information that should be presented fo the public as fact it is misleading
the public with false information.

The program should allow ranchers on federal grazing allotments to use lethal
methods to protect their cattle or their other animals when wolves are caught in
the act of attacking livestock or dogs, cattle are siill private property regardless
of what kind of land they occupy.

Homeowners should also be aliowed to shoot wolves that come to private
residences and become a nuisance. Children must be protected from
habituation behavior.
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December , 20067

Brian Milsap

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

Albugquerque NM 87113 Fax: (505) 3462542

Re: Notlice of Scoping Meetings & intent To Prepare Environmental Impact Statement & Sacic-
Economic Assessmant for the Proposed Amendment of the Rule Establishing a Nanessential
Experimantal Population of the Arizona & New Mexico Population of the Gray Wolt (“Mexlcan Gray

Waolf)

Dear Mr. Milsap:

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

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

1. Disclosura of the full social, cultural and sconomic impacts on rural residents and local governments to
include the logs of tax revenue and increasad government operation costs due to presence of introduced
wolvas. Appropriately recognize and mitigate impacts to pastoral communities and individuals affected by
introduced wolves.

2. Fullinvestigation into the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased cost to livestock
operatians.

3. Discontinuance of the practice of translocating problem wolves.

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

5. Imprave monitoring of wolves to insure that residents of the release areas ars informed when wolves ars
in close proximity and to facilitate documentation of predation on llvestock.

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 s threatened, and may, kill a wolf that is
not responding to harassment and is consistently in populated areas frequented by people and demonstrates
dasansitization 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 becoms habitusted to humans and poss 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 ta allow serious and affactlve methods that will immediately stop wolf attacks
on dogs and stap wolves from coming Into private praparty and areaswhere people live. This should include
-public education practices that teach people how to deal with habituatpd wolves and give them the tools to do
it. Also naceasary is the need to issue take permits to those who are suffaring these types of territorial
challenges by Mexican wolves at thelr homes.

9. The 10(J) rule should decument that people reside in current and: potential wolf habitat. The general
public has been given the mistaken impression that people do not res[de in the wolf release and recavery
areas.

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

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

12. An allowance in the rule for livestock awners or their agents may take (including kill or injure) any wolf
engaged in the act of killing wounding or biting livestock on federally administered [ands (see definition
change) allotted for grazing anywhere within the Mexican wolf Experimental population area, including within
the designatad wolf recovery areas.

13. The need for definition changes in the new rule and management plans ae well as any SOPs, such as:

BREEDING PAIR: an adult male and an aduit female that are firnly mated and have the potential to breed

and raise a litter of pups in the upcoming breeding season
1

cd WIES:pB (o2 1T 93q S@rEL89sBS: "ON Xdd HONG-GNUNGN0D : WO A



"ACTIVE PACK: two (2) ar mors wolves that are att; attached to each other and exhibit pack behavioral
charactenstics

DEPREDATION: the confirmed killing or wounding of a domestic animal by one (1) or more wolves.

INCIDENT: ths killing or wounding of a domestic animal by one (1) or more wolves.

ENGAGED IN THE ACT OF KILLING, WOUNDING OR BITING LIVESTOCK: ta he engaged in the act of
grasping, biting, attacking, wounding, or feeding upon livestock that are alive ar ware alive within the past 24

hours.
LIVESTOCK: any animal routinely contributing to the ability of a small businessman to eam a livelihood
including but not limited to cattle, harsas, goats, burros, llamas, chickens, stock dogs, guard dags, hunting
dags 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 awnership under general land [aws 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 ar kill, .

UNAVOIDABLE OR UNINTENTIONAL TAKE: take which occurs despite reasonable care and is incidentat
to an otherwise lawful activity, and is not done with purpose. Taking a wolf by trapping wlll be considered
unavoidable or unintentional if the wolf Is released and the capture is reported within 24 hours. Taking a walf
will be considerad 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 livestack occurring in the boundaries of a
grazing allotment where the owner has beneficial use water rights on Federal land. (see federal [and definitian)
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 zong, Prablem
walves, Rendezvous site, Secondary recovery zone, Wolf recovery area. Specifically, the definition of problem

wolf should nat be gerrymandared to move the goalposts associated with management of problem bshavior.
15, Takings implications assessments must be planned for and implemented in scoping rulemaking and
management planning in order to determine the scape of compensation nacessary to private property owners

for dapredation and losses caused by the program. '

16. tmplementation a federally funded pilot program aimed at compensation and interdiction to be run by
ranching Interests who are the experts In the field of lvestock depredation causes and interdictions.

17. Change the current methodolagy 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 altarnative of dlsconhnumg the program, including the costs and benefits of tha program

thus far.

Sincarely.
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Brian Millsap, State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Attn. Mexican Gray Wolf NEPA Scoping

Dear Sir:

[ strongly urge the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to fulfill its mandate under the ESA to
effect the full recovery of the endangered Mexican gray wolf by removing restrictions on
the natural movements of this species within and without the Blue Range Wolf Recovery
Area. This species needs the classification of “endangered” for protection and the area for
initial release must include the whole of the BRWRA.

Livestock-wolf conflicts are best resolved by removing livestock from the BRWRA. The
presence of livestock has a strongly negative affect on the ecology of the Area (watershed
degradation, introduction of exotic species and increased wildfire damage) and a
decidedly negative economic impact overall. A healthy predatory population of wolves
has been shown to improve the biologic mix of our western forests and attracts tourism,
with its low impact economic benefits amounting to an order of magnitude greater than
the supposed economic benefits of grazing on public lands.

In this modem era, it is unseemly and downright un-American for welfare recipients
(grazing lease holders) to impose their self-serving priorities above that of the greater
public good.

Yours truly,

ikt

PO Box 1570
Elephant Butte, NM 87935
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Ray Auge

PO Box 1152

Elephant Butte, NM 87935-1152
Telephone # 505-238-6941

29 December 2007

John Slown

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Sir:

First, I would like to say that [ am rather disappointed after driving 280 miles to attend
one of your wolf meetings, especially leamning upon arrival that public comments were
not on the agenda and that the meeting was only to better the wolf recovery program.
Due to other prior commitments [ was unable to attend any other meeting closer to my
home.

As you can probably tell ] am opposed to the release of this vicious predator back into the
“wild”. 1 feel all of the wolf recovery specialists and biologists, including you, should be
charged with child endangerment and animal cruelty. To release these vicious predators
loose on elk, deer, and cattle to be torn apart and eaten while still alive constitutes
cruelty. You may say this is nature, but chicken and dog fighting are illegal and that is
also a natural instinct, but we still outlaw it.

Wolves are not going to stay in one place and are going to move to other areas to
terrorize inhabitants. Therefore, a child or children cannot play in outlying areas without
fear of the wolf. That is child endangerment, plain and simple. I think our constitution
says we have the right to freedom without fear and oppression and you, our government,
is creating fear

Wolves are an “endangered species™ according to the environmental groups. I disagree
since they are easily bred and grown at the Sevilleta game refuge.( [ thought a refuge was
an area used to protect wildlife, not to raise predators which destroy the same. Question:
if you have an accidental wolf release from these pens, do you contact all people within a
50 mile radius to be on the lookout for them and to use caution?

A better solution would be for the USF&W to raise these “endangercd animals”,
domesticate them and sell them to the wolf enthusiasts with very strict guidclines, i.e.:
spay, neuter and special pens. Heaven forbid, you might even make a profit!

I understand the wolf recovery program is a very lucrative program for the USF&W, a
very expensive program for the general public, and very impressive to the recovery



Bureaucrats, of whomn there are many.

The agenda of many wolf activists and environmentalists is to ban ALL of the general
public and remove all grazing of any domestic animals from ALL public lands and some
private lands. We can at feast eat elk, deer and cattle. Dogs and wolves are not on most
people’s diets.

Wilderness ecology is supposed to be better with the wolf but the same can be
accomplished with proper fencing and hunting periods at a heck of a lot less money
than the present project. You folks in government seem to forget who is paying for all
of these debacles. We are tired of paying for fanatical whims.

Yours truly,

. 9

X \ Koy T
-
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Cc: Senator Pete Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Representative Steve Pearce
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December 27, 2007

Joe Delk RECEIVED

PO Box 879 DEC 3 1 2007
Mesilla Park, NM 88047

(575) 644-3082 USFWS-NMESFO
idelk525@yahoo.com

Brian Milsap

c/o John Siown

US Fish and Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuquerque New Mexico 87113

R2FWE AL@fws.qov

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,

| am compelled by principle to state that | have been opposed to the reintroduction of the
Mexican Wolf from the very beginning of the program. | do recognize that there is federal
law that mandates the program and in the spirt of cooperation | do have comments that |
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 temitones oulside 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 fo allow wolves to estabfish 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.



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
NMDGA&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 onginal 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 cuitent reintroduction area are strongly opposed to
boundary expansion fearing the camage they have seen their fellow producers suffer
within that area. However, there is little faimess 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
undoubtedily expand the impacts onto the ranching community as well? Would it not be
befter 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 info 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?

The program has failed within the current reintroduction area, as evidenced by the number
of wolves that have been repeatedly recaptured, lethally removed and nof survived for
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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/interdictionfincentive 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 sefs
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 resulls in a misperception that the secondary
recovery zone is composed largely of “problem” animals that have been franslocated to
the secondary zone afler 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 authonty 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
certainfy 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
franslocation.

Translocations or releases of known problem wolves (habituated or those with any history
of livestock predation) shouild 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 tum “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
killed animals, camivore logs (horse meat from Mexican processing plants) or by trapping
and handiing 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-videosl)? The affect of these management techniques must
be analyzed in the overall context of wolf behavior.
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I remember when the Durango pair was released directly into the Gila Wildemess 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 leamed 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 | 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; thal Is,
individuals are not allowed to harass wolves in such a manner as fo even potentially resuft
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 altematives and remedies need to be explored.

| 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.

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 Kkill or injure a wolf if they feel
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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 inmediate 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 killlng people and eating them
{http://en.wikipedia.ore/wiki/List of fatal wolf attacks). North America has its own
documented cases. The recent killing of Kenton Camegie and in many old news reports
(see hitp://www.aws.ven.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.

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 detenmine 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 confirned 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 woff kills are consumed by wolves. | 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 analys:s 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 morialities have occurred within the BRWRA due to
interactions between wolves and dogs, primarily near people’s homes. Lack of take
authorily in instances where fake may have been warranted has resulted in substantial
negative impacts on some local residents and visitors fo the BRWRA.

An allowance in the rule to add a provision in the NEP to include domestic dogs in the
“take” provisions of the niles 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.

() Among other issues, the need to clarify definitions of: “breeding pair,”
“depredation incident,” and “thresholds for permanent removal.’’ In addition, there is
a need lo 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 fo
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:
6



BREEDING PAIR: considered an adult male and an adult female that are firmly
mated and have the potential fo 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 eamn 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.

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 LIWVESTOCK: 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.

7



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 genymandered 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 removai
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.
Nommnal range practice out here makes it nearly impossible to find and bury [or blow up for
human safety concemns 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 aftacking
livestock- one doesn't necessarily lead fo the other. (See additional studies at
hitp://wolfcrossing.org/wolf-studies-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
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 concem. 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 concem, 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 concem would be distemper, adenovirus, brucellosis and leptospira.
Leptospirosis and brucellosis are both a concem for humans and livestock. Some of these
parasites and diseases can be transmitted to pets then on fo their owners. How does
USFWS intend to address these concems?
' 8



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 fo 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;

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 carmied 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? NMDGEF is cuitently 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 ouffitters in the impacted areas. This is an
integral part of wolf management and must be addressed in the EIS.

Again, | am very concemed 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?

() 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. Cummently 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.
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We would like to stress that the USFWS needs to commit to maintain the 10(J) status of
the Mexican wolif 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
prablems 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.

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 consuitation 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 | 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 NMDGEF 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 ook like only that it was his job to reintroduce wolves in the southwest.
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| 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 leamed 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 fo 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
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,

%ﬁ/@%

cc:
Senator Pete V. Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Steve Pearce
Congresswoman Heather Wilson
Congressman Tom Udall
Governor Bill Richardson

12



RECEIVED

December 27, 2007 Uee 3 3 2007
Mr. Brian Milsap USFWS-NMESFO

US Fish & Wildlife Service

New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna, NE

Albuguerque NM 87113

Dear Mr. Milsap:

We are neither ranchers, nor members of any “bio-diversity” group nor members of any
organized effort to influence the future of the wolf program. We merely live in the national
forest here and have closely observed the progress of the Mexican Wolf “recovery” project
for the past eight years. During this time we have attended various hearings and
information sessions on the matter, most recently a session in Glenwood, New Mexico
earlier this month. At that session, we had extensive conversation with Mr. John Morgat,
who was introduced to us as the recovery coordinator for this project in his role with US Fish
& Wildlife Service (USFWS).

We asked many questions of Mr. Morgat about past and current essentials of this
experimental wolf project and, although he was most polite and professional in responding
to our inquiries, our experience was that his primary role at the meeting was
wholeheartedly to support and defend the wolf program rather than to act as an impartial
source of solid information. As experienced in other such situations and also with the 5 year
review report, the information dispensed by your agency to the taxpayers is formulated and
couched in terms that serve to hide and/or deflect negative aspects and outcomes of the
experimental program to date. Consequently, such activities do not come across as a
sarvice to the taxpaying public but rather appear as self-serving propaganda issued by a
government agency bent on defending and justifying its role and the continuance of a very
questionable program.

Our carefully considered position regarding the "scoping” of the wolf program is that, as an
experiment, it clearly has failed by every measurable means. The pre-stated expectations
have not been fulfilled under those managing the program and some very damaging side
effects have been documented. As a matter of fact, the damage and negative outcomes
created by this program, at the expense of us as taxpayers, are much more clear and well-
documented than the actually measured and documented outcomes of the program
management plan. Upon studying the manner in which this "scoping” activity is being
conducted, including the actions and positions of the involved govemment employees at this
most recent session, one sees clearly that this “experiment” is not being addressed in a
truly scientific manner in that the agency is not owning and reporting the essentially failed
nature of the program. The above shortcomings and techniques are disappointing to us as
taxpayers.

Further regarding “scoping”, it also has become clear that the odd term “scoping” is being
used obtusely as a tool to promote revisions of the original parameters of the program in a
way that would cause the controls of the “experiment” to change so significantly that one
would be creating a new experiment. That is not the way science works — even the fuzzier
aspects of biological science. Real science reports the findings clearly and accurately and
tets them stand. If science wants a new and different experiment, it states its reasons and
starts all over again. I am certain that you can see the picture that we see - this was a
poorly conceived experiment which ineffectively estimated the outcomes in terms of wolf
recovery as well as in damage to those affected by the wolf, and it appears that those who
are running the program are trying to save it by making significant changes regarding rules
and expectations. This is unacceptable. ’
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There are many critical needs to be served by government money, including the need to
improve the lives and education of our citizens. There is never enough tax money to do the
above. Instead, as with the wolf program, tax dollars are being spent to cause economic
loss to a specific band of taxpayers, to cause grief for local citizens and increase costs and
problems for their local government, and these losses being incurred in an effort to expand
the numbers of an unneaded and unwanted animal that is just going to cause even more
problems. When federal money is so greatly needed elsewhere, how can we justify
spending such money to cause problems and grief?

Given all of the evidence avaitable to date, and especially in consideration of the extensive
financial cost to taxpayers, it is quite clear that the wolf program should honestly be
identified as what it has become - an experiment that has failed - and it should be ended as
soon as possible. Forget the demands of those special interest groups, the pressure tactics
and the lobbying, and do what is right for the taxpaying public that provides your paycheck.
Our scoping recommendation is that you do exactly that.

If your agency does not possess the basic courage and the common sense needed to do the
correct thing by recommending and supporting the ending of the wolf program, and if you
feel that you must persist in keeping the wolf program going, we then, as a poor second
best effort, firmly recommend all of the following as pertaining to specific aspects of the
scope of the program.

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 of the efficacy of livestock carcass removal including the increased cost
to livestock operations.

3. Discontinue of the practice of trans-locating problem wolves.
4. Conduct prompt control, lethal and non-lethal, of problem wolves.

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

6. Amend rule 10(J) to include the authority to harass Mexican wolves for purposes of
scaring them away from people, buildings, facilities, pets and livestock. Specific tanguage 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. Amend rule 10(J) to allow harassment or humane dispatching of wolves by federat, 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 fethally
take a wolf for immediate protection of human safety.
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8. Amend rule 10(J) to allow serious and affective methods to 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 too!s to do it. Also, arrange 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. Monitor livestock production in the release and recovery areas as well as the effects of
wolves on watersheds, spread of disease and domestic and wild animal} populations.

11. Create an allowance in the rule so that 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.

12. Definition changes in the new rule and management plans and any SOPs as follow:
BREEDING PAIR: an adult male and an aduit 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 animat routinely contributing to the ability of a small businessman to eamn
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 far disparsion into private ownership under generatl land laws
to which no claim or rights of others has attached.

FEDERAL LAND: Jands in which the United States retains a proprietary interest and prior
claims and rights are attached.

TAKE: to harm, hunt, shoot, wound or kill.
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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 unintentiona! 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: livestock occurring in the boundaries of a grazing allotment
where the owner has beneficial use water rights on Federal land. (See federal {and
definition)

14. Retain 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. Analyze and pursue the altemnative of discontinuing the program, including the costs
and benefits of the program thus far.

We appreciate your close attention to our comments.

leacfaﬁ(/\ Sve. Welkaer”

Paul D. and Madelyn Sue Walker
P.O. Box 279

Quemado, NM

87829




Gadcom, Inc.
12710 Lucca Road SW

Deming, NM B8030

PHONE: 505-546-9242
FAx: 505-546-0696
www.sunshinewells.com
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Brian Millsap, State Administrator
US Fish and Wildlife Service

NM Ecological Services jField Office
2105 Osuna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Dear Mr. Millsap:

[ am writing to ask that you put an immediate end to removing wolves from the wild
(trapping or shooting) until population goals are reached.

Since the current recovery plan has not been updated for 25 years (since 1982) and
contains no numerical goals for recovery, there is a real need for updating this plan. I
think it’s important that the Mexican wolf recovery plan take into consideration elements
of conservation biology and have numerical targets for removing the wolf from the

endangered species list.

Please also consider allowing direct release of wolves from the captive population into
the Gila National Forest. Allow wolves to roam beyond the boundaries of the recovery
area. Require livestock operators who lease public lands in the wolf recovery area to
practice responsible husbandry practices such as disposal of carcasses, season (rather than

year round) grazing, using penned calving areas, etc.

Finally, [ would encourage you to promote better understanding of wolves through fact-
based education programs, particularly in communities within the wolf recovery areas.

Thank you,

~{ ”
2 M

Diana L. Bel



Brian Millsap

State Administrator % e
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , A |

Ecological Services Field Office 67 70 [

21050suna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax {505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening chiidren, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

« A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock preducers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem wolves through fethal means needs to remain an option.

¢ Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

» Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

.
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecolagical Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am wiriting to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

+ The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

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

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

s Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources {o do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,



@g‘fm‘? Conzales
IZXe) /6674 RSy

Brian Millsap ' | 5 < 572
State Administrator é/ / P_/ 4 cr/ o N A ?
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service

Ecological Services Field Office / W
21050suna NE . /’b

Albugquergue, NM 87113 .
e isd

Fax (505) 346-2542 Sos

Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental iImpact 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:

i would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

= The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be deatt with immediately.

« The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel! should not be allowed to persist. Aithough it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

o Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an gption.

« Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

* Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concermns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecolagical Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: RZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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: C
L ’?‘O do A -'frz','? T AV N
{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

¢ The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

» Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

o Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

s Diseases carried by wolves that are harmfuf to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your aftention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.
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Brian Millsap JF A
State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services Field Office

21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 Nonesseantial Experimental Population of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf").

Dear Mr, Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

s The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed o persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the reai cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e (Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem woives through lethal means needs to remain an option.

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
cancems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

/
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Brian Millsap :

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services Field Office

21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 MexXxico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf™).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concemns | have with these proposed amendments.

s The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

¢ The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by fivestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

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

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

o Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

s Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

)
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Brian Millsap / )(
State Administrator _

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service //M ¢ e

Ecological Services Field Office £75 7
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@iws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)y 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:

{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program angd must be dealt with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this tirne.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program

boundaries.

Sincerely, oy
(e / %//mek
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State Administrator . i
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service P. - Bé’:‘( ‘9‘:’; »
Ecological Services Field Office s VoS obal, Vo
21050suna NE San Cr / §£75¢ ‘$/

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: RZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am wiiting to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

» The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed fo
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

* A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

» Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

s« (Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

+« The removal of problem wolves through iethal means needs to remain an option.

« Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

* Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

incerely, =
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Brian Millsap LAes, A 37957
State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services Field Office

21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

» The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock shouid not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel shouid not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in turn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

¢ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

» Diseases camied by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic fivestock needs to be
addressed.

s Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EiS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

T
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL @fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(E1S}) 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

Depredation on domestic pets on private, public or Tribal fands needs lo be adequately
addressed and effective remedies need to be availabie to protect private individuals.

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EiIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

N/ B.A ety
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecolagical Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

{ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am wiriting to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Woives that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

» Depredation on domestic peis on private, public or Tribal fands needs to be adeqguately
addressed and effective remedies need to be available to protect private individuals.

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

+ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by fivestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

« The remaval of prablem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an option.

« Diseases caitied by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

e« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attentton. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,




Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

[ would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concemns | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

e A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock preducers themseives needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

» Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

= The removal of probiem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an option.

s Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your aftention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(E1S) 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:

1 would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerms | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be deait with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can #ts affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecolagical Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: RZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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”).

Oear Mr. Millsap:

I would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am wriling to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, hamming pets and killing livestock shouid not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be deait with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be aflowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, true costs and negative impacts to {hose rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Offica
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepafre 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:

I would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

Depredation on domestic peis on private, public or Trnibal lands needs o be adequately
addressed and effective remedies need to be available to protect private individuals.

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestack operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

1 would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

+ A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

= Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

o Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

e Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your aftention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, frue costs and negaltive impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
Dcilloce.. g//./r,//» Qreite
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office — — )
21050suna NE Sy Ly N5 7

Albuquergue, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmentat 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:

! would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns t have with these proposed amendments.

s The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

« The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

» A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic aption, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

s Diseases cairied by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

» Research needs o be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely, —_—
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am wiriting to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tumn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themseives needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by fivestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases cairied by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We iook forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
S,0. /3oy 3
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Brian Millsap é.oém/.lle} N, FS
State Administrator o4 )
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services Field Office

21050suna NE

Albugquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 Woif (“Mexican Gray Wolf”).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

1 would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concemns | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealft with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this fime.

Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmmiul o humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources (o do so.

Thank you in advance for your attentton. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries. .

Sincerely,
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna Nt

Albuguerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(EfS) 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:

I would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Woives that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnef should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in turn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themseltves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an aption.

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources fo do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.
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U_S. Fish and Wildilife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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”’).

Oear Mr. Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

e The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tumn only creates a longer term probiem with habituation.

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

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

¢ A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

s The removal of prablem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an option.

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

o Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We locok forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, frue costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

/
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Ecotogical Services Field Office
21050suna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

1 would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

» The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

» The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tumn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

e Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs lo be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuguerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: RZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 MexXico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf”).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

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

» Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

¢ Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL @fws.gov

RE: 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. Milisap:

1 would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concemns | have with these propased amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be deait with immediately.

s The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tumn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

¢ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

« Carcass removal by livestock aoperations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

o Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

+« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, frue costs and negalive impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

@W



Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental iImpact 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. Milisap:

I would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

o The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

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

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

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

« A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

» Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

o Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time. It is very costly and an unaffordable burden on those operations.

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

¢ Diseases carried by wolves that are hamful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

» Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

, : yo . .
Sincerely, ‘?Zﬁll __,f/ C/aﬂ/_(//‘u/k/(— ﬁzl/gs_
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State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?7 }/ / ‘5

Ecoalogical Services Field Office
21050suna NE " e - _ -
A!buquel:que. NM 87113 A} O$ - 3)1(_: ~ 8\ —3_ ].9 ?

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental {mpact 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

« The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problemn, it
in fum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

» Boundaries should not be expanded untit this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

» The removal of problem walves through lethal means needs to remain an aption.

o Diseases camried by wolves that are hammful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

» Research needs to be done on wolves by [and grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your aftention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

%/M/W
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State Administrator P— b- o '

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Sprind A
Ecological Services Field Office P S’ML ' U
21050suna NE &1147)

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Notice of Scoping Meetings and intent to prepare an Environmental impact Statement
(ElS) 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns 1 have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and kifling livestock should not be atlowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

s The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnei should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

» A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

s Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

« Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem wolves through [ethal means needs to remain an option.

» Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 Woif’).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

« The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

« The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Garne and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tumn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

=« A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

+ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

» Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor ¢an its affects be proven
at this time.

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

e Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward fo an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communtties that are within the program

boundaries.

Sincerely, ‘ Z <
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Brian Millsap //’O/W A NN §774)
State Administrator <7 ?{A

U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: RRFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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 Popufation of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf”).

Dear Mr. Millsap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns i have with these proposed amendments.

» The issue of human safely must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

s The continued feeding of walves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

» A compensation and interdiction pragram managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

+ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e (Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time. It is very costly and an unaffordable burden on those operations.

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

¢ Diseases carried by wolves that are harmfut to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

¢ Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant univessities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention, We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concems, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,
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State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ﬁ X Q//

Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuguerque, NM 87113 _{‘/f/: 474, W hn F2747

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concerns | have with these proposed amendments.

s The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

« The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed {o persist. Ailthough it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in turn only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

e Boundaries should not be expanded unlil this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this fime.

« Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

e The removal of problem wolves through (ethal means needs to remain an option.

« Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely, %
~



Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM B7113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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. Milisap:

| would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be altowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

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

Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

Carcass removal by livestock aperations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely, 9‘_‘/7”, M— CS m .8{,{5 }:D
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Brian Millsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service
Ecological Services Field Office
21050suna NE

Albuquerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2FWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: 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:

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

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, harming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

o The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personne! should not be allowed to persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in tum only creates a longer term problem with habituation.

s« The current method of determining depredation does not adequately caplure the true amount
of harm and cost being done.

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

s A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

¢ Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

e Carcass removal by livestock operations is not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

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

+ Diseases carried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

= Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your attention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concemns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries. :

jncerely,

£ Da)
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Brian Miilsap

State Administrator

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service e et 218 el
Ecolagical Services Field Office _

21050suna NE A per s ol

Albuguerque, NM 87113

Fax (505) 346-2542
Email: R2ZFWE_AL@fws.gov

RE: Natice 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 Populafion of the Arizona and New Mexico
Population of Gray Wolf (“Mexican Gray Wolf").

Dear Mr. Millsap:

I would like to comment on the above referenced scoping process. As a resident of New Mexico, |
am writing to express the following concems | have with these proposed amendments.

e The issue of human safety must be addressed. Wolves that stay around homes and
communities threatening children, haming pets and killing livestock should not be allowed to
remain in the program and must be dealt with immediately.

¢ The continued feeding of wolves by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Game and Fish
personnel should not be allowed lo persist. Although it may alleviate a short term problem, it
in turn oniy creates a longer term problem with habituation.

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

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

« A compensation and interdiction program managed by livestock producers themselves needs
to be created to address the real cost of the losses private individuals are experiencing.

« Boundaries should not be expanded until this program can show some type of success nor
should it be considered at this time.

« Carcass removal by livestock operations ts not a realistic option, nor can its affects be proven
at this time.

= The removat of problem wolves through lethal means needs to remain an option.

o Diseases caried by wolves that are harmful to humans and domestic livestock needs to be
addressed.

« Research needs to be done on wolves by land grant universities that are unbiased and have
the resources to do so.

Thank you in advance for your aitention. We look forward to an EIS that addresses the real
concerns, true costs and negative impacts to those rural communities that are within the program
boundaries.

Sincerely,

ke LS e





