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Appendix 1



Summary of public meeting and email comments regarding proposed replacement release of Mexican wolves for 2014.



November 22, 2013; Alpine, AZ



Forty-two members of the public were present. The meeting participants that signed in, legibly, on the meeting attendance sheets were: Christy Ulampier; John W. Bennet; Mary Jameson; Jess Carey, Catron County Wolof Investigator; Vera Kassel, Alpine Resident; Gary Finch; Jean Ossorio; Jim Satffinile; Bonnie Weller; Cody Cunningham; Gerald Seatl; Wink Criegler; Cathy Cross; Barbara Romero, USFS; Tom McNab, Blue Resident; Sylvia Allen, Navajo County Supervisor; Wayne Whitby; 



Three AGFD IFT members were present: Jeff Dolphin, Field Team Leader, Quinn Harrison, Wildlife Technician and Allison Greenleaf, Wildlife Technician.



Two non- AZGFD IFT members were present: Mike Godwin East Sector Supervisor, Jon Cooley Endangered Species coordinator.  



Four other IFT members were present John Oakleaf, Field Team Leader USFWS, Janess Vartanian, Project Biologist USFWS, and Cathy Taylor USFS IFT Liaison, Sterling Simpson USDA



Comments regarding the proposed releases and translocations were collected by summarizing group discussions on computer by John Cooley.  Individual comments that were sent via email to Jeff Dolphin are also summarized.



A summary of questions gathered at the public meeting in Alpine, including IFT responses to specific questions is listed below:



Two people in attendance asked for Copy of powerpoint.( provided to those who give Jeff Dolphin their email)

Question on figures/maps - wanted to see colors in powerpoint that are not clear in Proposed initial release handout.(Power Point was reviewed)



Question on cost of cross fostering operation to AZ/AGFD – also wanted to know if any sportsman’s dollars would be used for any wolf management operations. How much it would cost per/pup to execute cross-fostering? (Oakleaf stated that it would be part of IFT operation using existing IFT staff.  Captive breeding costs are already incurred as part of captive program.  Jeff explained that there would be additional transportation costs but are expected to minimal)



Question how much does USFWS give to AGFD to “drive AGFD to buy into this program”?  – asked before at other meetings and never received the information.  (Chris Bagnoli noted that AGFD receives about $500K/year from USFWS to operate MW project)



Question on Aversion training of wolves in captivity – asked if aversion to other livestock besides cattle is used (alpaca producer). (Oakleaf explained that that beef is primary source)



Question on Genetic diversity – what is genetic composition of other wolves that are being proposed for release of cross fostering?  Are they Mexican wolves or some type of hybrid? (Jeff Dolphin explained 7 founding lineages and provided overview of captive breeding/rearing management process)



Question on what wolves are relying on for food?  (Jeff Dolphin explained that available data reflects 91% elk, though there are incidents of livestock depredation)



Follow up question on impacts to elk, deer and other wildlife populations in wolf areas.  (Jeff Dolphin provided slides reflecting GMU 1 and GMU 27 mule deer and elk recruitment data, explaining that trends have been relatively stable.  Jeff also noted that impacts are minimal, based on current trend data but that IFT continues to monitor annually)



Follow up question on if wolves are killing sheep?  Heard from hunters that this is occurring.  (Jeff Dolphin said, that opportunity is there but that IFT has no direct evidence of Bighorn sheep predation)

Question on Wallow Fire impacts to Bighorn Sheep?  (Mike Godwin explained the incident involving dead Bighorn Sheep that were found post-fire, and added that recent surveys are showing increase in sheep population – likely due to improvements in range/forage.  Not a big impact overall)



Question/Comment on elk impacts – only for AZ?  Added that looks good for AZ but most of impact is being incurred in New Mexico.  New Mexico Game Department not taking part in USFWS program – feel that AGFD should be managing AZ game and not getting involved in wolf management.



Barry Weller – speaking on behalf of Apache Co.   Weller noted that maps do not accurately represent where wolves actually are in AZ – wolf activity occurring outside of areas noted on maps.  Stated that lead to believe that AGFD has jurisdiction over wildlife in AZ, noting that he has seen AGFD comment recently that is critical of USFWS and Mexican Wolf project – asked question what would happen if project did not do what is being proposed? (Jeff Dolphin explained that proposal is supported by direction provided by AGF Commission) 

Weller asked if no wolves could be released in AZ without Commission/Department approval? (Jeff Dolphin, Jon Cooley , Chris Bagnoli and John Oakleaf explained that AZGFD work together on a signed agreement to decide when, where and how wolves are released)

Barry Weller Question/comment- Asked again if AGFD does not agree to release wolves, what is the penalty for doing so?  The State has constitutional authority over health, safety and welfare of public and there should be appropriate socio-economic analysis completed on proposals of this type to ensure that impacts are being appropriately addressed. (Jeff Dolphin said, no AZGFD received no penalties for not releasing wolves)



Doyle Shamley – provided written comments on his points/questions.  His comments at the public meeting were captured below:

i.	Proposal, as written, does not address several issues and concerns of the County.  Health, safety, welfare and impacts on livestock included.

ii.	Question on what is known about the genetics of the wild population and how that can ultimately be quantified/impacted by release known captive genetics.   Alternatives do not clarify any of these issues and need to know what the disposition will be. (Jeff Dolphin said, we know what genetics are in the wild Mexican Wolf population because we know what was released)

iii.	How does IFT know what the behavior (nuisance, depredation) is of all wild wolves?

iv.	Proposal needs to more clearly analyze impacts tied to Wallow Fire – how that catastrophic incident affects the alternatives.

Barry Weller Question-Are replacements optional, and is the project required to conduct any releases?(Jeff Dolphin, Jon Cooley and Chris Bagnoli explained AZGFD commission direction on replacement releases, further noting that direction provides for replacement of wolves that have been killed illegally.  Noted that initial Commission direction was to do no more releases in AZ until USFWS Recovery plan is completed, but recognized need to clarify that direction to provide for releases to replace illegally killed/removed wolves. Also explained that any/all initial releases are limited to AZ – Primary recovery zone. Also explained that IFT annually completes analysis related to releases, as a part of annual operational planning.  Added information on review that occurs at MMT and Executives level of cooperating agencies)



Follow up question on what the “motive” is for even considering releases? ( IFT members added that illegal killing/shooting of wolves occurs and evaluation of replacement releases provides for replacement of those wolf killings)



Comment about northern Rocky wolf populations decimating game populations and that Outfitters are going out of business as a result.  Once wolves reach critical mass there is no control mechanism in place.  Will AGFD have the backbone to stand up to USFWS to ensure that this does not occur in AZ, especially since AGFD has been bought and paid for by USFWS?



Comment about no way of knowing whether wolves that are killed/shot were done so illegally – no way of knowing if it was accident.



Catron County has all of New Mexicos wolves, none using Gila Wilderness.  More wolves released/translocated will result in more wolves moving into Catron County and causing impacts/problems.  These wolves will not use Gila Wilderness.  County is opposed to releases and will take necessary action if wolves cause human, health and safety problems.  (Jess Carey provided long list of County data on incidents involving wolf nuisance).



Comment about documented $70K of losses to livestock from wolves and continue to barely hang on.  Added that wolves and spotted owls are running people out of business and people will leave the mountain communities.



Question on proposed alternatives – will any require closure of areas in order to complete operations.  (Jeff Dolphin explained, that will depend on alternative, and the timing and location of the release)  

Follow up question if this would involve allotment permittees?  (Jeff explained that try to avoid those situations by working with permittees.  Also noted that closures are temporary and are re-opened at completion of any release operation)



Question on cross-fostering alternative – won’t wolves kill foreign pups?  (Jeff Dolphin explained the data behind Cross Fostering)



Question/comment-Why are we spending money on wolves when people are starving and without homes?  Cross-fostering is a waste of money and way too costly.



How many wolves do we say is enough? (Chris Bagnoli noted, that AGFD is seeking answers to this same question and will depend on Recovery Plan)



Follow up question/comment – how/when do we say we are successful with wolves?  Program is a total failure and impacts continue to exist.



Comment: Punitive damage – if people are going to illegally kill wolves then IFT is obligated to punish the public by considering replacement release proposals.  Question, is that in writing and does the IFT reference this in evaluating alternatives? ( IFT answered no)



Comment: Recovery of Mexican wolf is occurring in the wrong place – research has shown this to be the case.



Barry Weller:  We have reached the number that is the goal, so why are we moving beyond that with these proposals?  (John Oakleaf noted that 100 is objective and not a recovery target/goal.  Further noted that Recovery Plan team at time did not have benefit of experience reintroducing wolves, and was estimating an objective)



Follow-up question on meaning of “nonessential” – if nonessential then why are we messing with this proposal and wolf project in general?  (John Oakleaf provided explanation on nonessential experimental population relative to ESA.

Comment-AGFD is speaking for USFWS in meetings like this and AGFD has no say.



Comment: what is project/AGFD going to do once wolves start to cause declines in elk, deer (wildlife) populations?



Comment: generally supportive of all 3 alternatives.   On cross-fostering alternative, experience has shown with red wolves that this has been successful and IFT should consider the option if it works on the ground.  Does not create significant cost or burden to execute the operation. (Information provided by Jean Osorio – “Lack of Impact of Den Interference on Neonatal Red Wolves”, Karen  B. Beck, Christopher F. Lucash, Michael K. Stoskopf)



Comment: in other public meetings “man in meeting” said that “that’s your problem”, in response to question on what happens when 100 wolf population is met?   Feeling that agencies do not listen to what people are saying at these meetings.



COMMENT:  Need to stress to AGFD Director/decision-makers – need to see a social-economic impact report on this/other proposals that create impacts (Apache County).



Comment:  Floating release proposal when many changes are being considered on 10j proposed rules – poor timing.



Oppose the proposed release proposal because its apparent that IFT have some emotional and philosophical biases that are incompatible with data-based decision making.   Bases this on the comment made by Cathy Taylor USFS IFT member about replacing wolves that have been shot/killed illegally.  Notes the emotion behind her comment.



Comment:  should require USFWS to publish all negative aspects of Mexican wolf project/wolves and address impacts that incurred by individuals/public as part of documents that are being circulated by USFWS (proposed rule publications).



Question: How can have science-based socio-economic impact analysis when don’t reach out to the communities?



Barry Weller Comment:  Looking for socio-economic analysis on impacts and determination of what is acceptable (including that of AGFD and AGF Commission)



Follow up point - Analysis must include accurate analysis of costs – real costs incurred by wolves and presence of wolves.



Comment: $10,000 in proactive funding (noted in power point) is not enough to cover impacts incurred by livestock producers.  Accommodations and adjustments made by ranchers is not considered.  Must have scientific based, peer-reviewed analysis of true socio-economic costs associated with wolf activities.  Society of Range Management (2013, September) provides framework for cost analysis.



Comment:  Canadian Provinces – reached critical point with wolves and impacts on game/livestock that forced to take action.



QUESTION: on map in power point on pack territories highlighted.  If uncollared wolf identified outside of these areas what is IFT response and how does IFT know they come from BRWRA? (Jeff Dolphin explained, IFT protocols in responding to wolf reports and efforts to confirm/verify reports)



Follow up question on what happens if determined to be Mexican wolf?  (Jeff Dolphin explained, they try to capture and return to BRWRA)



A Summary of written comments received at the public meeting is listed below:

1. Comments from Eva Wilson

Alternative #2 release proposal Sounds labor intensive, needs all factors to be in line to succeed.  A lot of funding for minimal success.  

Alternative #1 Re:50/50 ratio-as many wolves won’t make breeding pairs all lone wolves do not help bring population to what USFWS and AZGFD want, fear of a lone hungry wolf.  Wild wolf and naïve wolf could also result in an increased nuisance potential with decreased success- a 50/50 chance.  These are also peoples lives you are taking a 50% chance with.  

Temporary closures-sounds like no human access to “closure’ areas starting in spring with release that winter due to inaccessibility.  How long are closures, what area size, and who is it applicable to?  

Support game management, and not predator management.

We would like to see socioeconomic impact study released before continuing with wolf program. 

Many innocent animals are being subjected to cruelty, both domestic and wolves.  

 

2. Comments from Tom McNab

This totally unjustifiable program has been an utter failure since its inception.  You must be malicious, malevolent, psychopathic, or, at the very least, grossly misguided in order to continue it.  The Cross-Fostering only underlines its failure and makes it even more absurd.  Livestock growers continue to be negatively affected.  You are not interested in truth or science and allow yourselves to be controlled by fanatics.  This program must end. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]A Summary of various comments received via e-mail from outside the public meeting is listed below:



1.	Peter M. and Jean C. Ossorio:

We question the number of wolves eligible for replacement, based on the criteria that wolves to be replaced must have been illegally shot in the state of Arizona. 

The document lists wolves illegally shot in Arizona, and thus eligible for replacement, on p. 2:

Bluestem mp1242, shot in December 2011

Hawks Nest fp1247, shot in March 2012

Bluestem AM806, shot in July 2012

Given the dire genetic situation of the wild population, we are disturbed at the omission from this list of Hawks Nest AF1208, who was found dead of a gunshot wound on December 9, 2012. The cause of her death is listed in the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program: Progress Report #15 as “illegal shooting.” (Progress Report # 15, Table 5, p. 36.) 

We generally support the translocation strategies described in the document. If changing circumstances allow translocating wolves to sites in Arizona, as well as in New Mexico, we would support doing so.

We generally support any or all of the three alternatives, with reservations noted below.

Alternative 1 (IFT Preferred Alternative) – Capture of Two Wild Wolves (preferably male) for Pairing with Two Naïve Wolves and Subsequent Hard Release in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone (see Figure 3).

We agree with the rationale for Alternative 1 (pairing wolves directly from captivity with wolves with prior wild experience and allowing them to bond and mate in captivity prior to release). Two details of this proposal concern us however. 

We question the inclusion of M1051 and F1126 in the list of possible captive wolves to be paired with one of the wild wolves captured on the 2013 end of year survey. These wolves appeared to have been well bonded prior to being placed in the Corduroy Creek pre-release pen last spring. The fact that F1126 lost her litter as a first time mother may not indicate that she will fail to breed successfully in the future. Given that these two wolves would be the subject of release under Alternative 3, we see no good reason to separate the pair and release them with other mates.

Alternative 1 shares another drawback with Alternative 3. In both cases, the wolves are to be released “in the northern portion of the PRZ (Figure 3)… “ (p. 3) The map of pack territories (PowerPoint slide 7) shows the release sites in the northern part of the PRZ as hemmed in by the home ranges of the Rim, Bluestem, and Maverick packs. Potential conflicts with Rim M1107 derailed the release of the Coronado Pack (M1051 and F1126) in 2013. It seems risky to release wolves into this area. We suggest that the IFT take another look at release sites farther south, where there are no known packs, to determine if one of them might pose less risk of conflict with existing packs. (We note that the 2014 proposal does not include an analysis of the relative suitability of any release sites in the southern portion of the PRZ, as did the proposals for previous releases. Without that information, it is impossible for us to suggest any specific location in the southern part of the PRZ.)

Alternative 2 – Cross Fostering of Wolf Pups Produced in Captivity into the Bluestem and/or Maverick Pack

We realize that this alternative is, frankly, a long shot. If circumstances permit, however, we strongly support cross fostering, based on the successful application of the technique in the red wolf reintroduction in North Carolina. We also urge the IFT to attempt to gain the support of the White Mountain Apache Tribe for applying the technique on the FAIR. 

Alternative 3 – Hard release of a pair of naïve wolves in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone (see Figure 3).

Alternative 3 shares the drawback associated with Alternative 1. Release sites in the northern part of the PRZ are hemmed in by territories of the Rim, Bluestem, and Maverick packs. As noted above, we urge the IFT to take another look at release sites farther south before settling on a release site in the northern portion of the PRZ, in order to prevent conflicts with existing wolf packs. 

We hope to see the successful release of at least three wolves from the captive population in 2014. We urge the IFT to seek permission to release a replacement for F1208, as well. Best wishes for a successful year. 



2. Comments from Jess Carey, Catron County Wildlife investigator

Catron county has 99% of the wolves in New Mexico; the only other area not being utilized by wolves is the Gila Wilderness area.  Past wolf released in this area have all left; they went to human use areas.

Even now, the USFWS map shows the very small area of wolf home range use leaving 95% of the Gila Wilderness in non-use by Mexican Wolves. 

More Wolf releases in the Gila Wilderness in the Future will result in the same, they leave and go to where there are humans and human use areas.  

A naïve wolf is a USFWS terminology.  Catron County see’s this type of wolf for a wolf that is non-wild, lacks wild wolf characteristics and/ or behavior, essentially it is a habituated wolf that will seek out humans and human use areas.  Catron county and USDA/APHIS Wildlife Services have conducted many wolf-human investigations that show this to be true.  

The Catron County Commission is opposed to release of habituated wolves that will be coming to residences and close to children and will take whatever protective measures necessary.  

The Catron County Commission is opposed to any wolf releases within 20 miles of any town, community and especially an occupied residence with children

The Catron County Commission is opposed to Cross-Fostering wolf pups.  This indicates why there are few wolves presently.  It was not IFT removals or shooting of wolves that lead to a count of 75 wolves.  It was the lack of reproduction due to genetics.  

Why not capture all the pack females when in heat and artificially inseminate them before wine is served?  It is obvious the existing wolves have a severe genetic problem and at the same point there will have to be an outcross for long-term survival which would make the Mexican Wolf the same as other Canis lupus.   



3. Comments from Alex Thal, Catron County Natural Resource Coordinator

A.	General Comments

Issue 1: IFT Proposed Action Requires an Environmental Assessment:  This is a federal action, vis-a-vis, the IFT; i.e., there is a federal nexus).  This federal action must be done under an EA or an EIS because it does not qualify to be a Categorical Exclusion for the following reasons: The translocation proposal admits to effects that may have impacts on the human environment.   Such an action cannot be taken without an analysis, disclosure and public participation.  If the proposal is not disclosing impacts, it's not in compliance with NEPA that includes the following. 

a. The Council on Environmental Quality’s Forty Most Asked Questions, 

#36a. Environmental Assessments (EA) is a concise public document which has three defined

functions. (1) It briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to

prepare an EIS; (2) it helps to identify better alternatives and mitigation measures; and (3) it facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. (Section 1508.9(a.

#37b. A. Public review is necessary, for example, (a) if the proposal is a borderline case; (b) if it is an unusual case, a new kind of action, or a precedent setting case; (c) when there is either scientific or public controversy over the proposal; or (d) when it involves a proposal which is or is closely similar to one which normally requires preparation of an EIS. (Sections 1501.4(e) (2), 1508.27).

b. In addition, the Council on Environmental Quality’s Citizen’s Guide to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  Having Your Voice Heard states that:

•	This guide has been developed to help citizens and organizations who are concerned about the environmental effects of federal decisionmaking to effectively participate in Federal agencies environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

•	Two major purposes of the environmental review process are better informed decisions and citizen involvement, both of which should lead to implementation of NEPA’s policies.

•	The purpose of an EA is to determine the significance of the environmental effects and to look at alternative means to achieve the agency’s objectives. 



Because the EA serves to evaluate the significance of a proposal for agency actions, it should focus on the context and intensity of effects that may “significantly” affect the quality of the human environment (40 CFR 1508.27).  CEQ 40 CFR 1508.27 (a) Context states that must be analyzed to include affected interest and localities, including site specific proposed actions.  



The IFT proposed action warrants an Environmental Assessment due to the context as well as intensity (highly uncertain to the effects on the quality of the human environment; the degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial; significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment; whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts; and, the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures). CEQ 40 CFR 1508.27(b)

Often the EA will identify ways in which the agency can revise the action to minimize effects on the human environment.  Translocations have had significant adverse effects on the human environment.



The IFT currently recommends that if these animals are captured outside (alone or with another uncollared wolf) of the boundary during the helicopter capture efforts that they are translocated to the Gila Flat, Meason Flat or MeOwn site(s) and hard released. These sites are currently unoccupied by Mexican wolves (Figure 2), and would allow for single wolf or pair of wolves to be translocated to an unoccupied site. This is an example of a new site specific significant effect because it is now a new site that may have significant effects, per 40 CFR 1527.8.  Furthermore, there is not an acceptable pair of wolves that are available for translocation in captivity, and thus we are not planning a translocation of a pair of wolves into the Secondary Recovery Zone during 2014. 

Issue 2: Lack of proper notification of the affected parties is a major concern. So, the County appreciates the comment extension period till December 6, 2013.  Catron County is affected by IFT’s management and proposed actions because the wolves continue to be translocated into New Mexico or the wolves simply migrate into New Mexico, mainly in Catron County.   To avoid problems in the future, we strongly encourage you to coordinate with affected local governments, as stipulate in the Local Government Coordination with Federal Government Act, ARS Title 9, Chapter 4, and Article 8.  Local governments include counties, municipalities, and natural resource conservation districts. 

Issue 3: Assumptions: The proposal is based on assumptions about specific outcomes of pending proposed rules about the Mexican wolf (EIS, listing designation, 10-J).  This means:

a. The outcomes of the pending proposed rules are already known; or

b. This proposal fails to address alternatives for the various potential outcomes.



Issue 4: This proposal fails to justify the need to replace “illegally shot” wolves.  Given that “wild”, uncollared wolves are suitable for capture, breeding and release into the BRWRA, it is logical that these wolves should be included in the 100 head-count Mexican wolf goal threshold.  Without a count that includes these wild wolves, there is no way to know that the proposed replacement release and translocation is necessary or beneficial to the Mexican wolves within the BRWRA.  Affected parties should demand a full count of the wolves before any decisions are made by IFT or by SFWS on the 10-J rule.



Issue 5: Replacement Release Objective: 

a. This proposal fails to address New Mexico Department of Game and Fish guidelines even though it proposes translocation sites in New Mexico.

b. The IFT development of sites mentioned second release objective is “primarily relative to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA boundary”.  It is not clear whether this means the current BRWRA boundary or a future expanded boundary.  

c. The grammar of the phrase “primarily relative to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA boundary” is such that it is not clear whether “dispersing” is meant to mean the program’s translocation actions or the wolves’ own physical movements.

d. The Mexican Grey wolf program has consistently failed to provide data to the public on the genetic makeup of the wolves it manages.  Given that all Mexican Grey wolves within the program are presumably descendents of the same three foundation wolves, it is unclear what “maximizing genetic diversity” of the wild wolf population could be.   

e. Furthermore, genetic information regarding the Bluestem pack is not provided, so that it is impossible to determine the value of a concern about the potential for negative genetic characteristics on the Mexican wolf population.



Issue 6: This proposal only addresses replacement of three identified wolves that have been unlawfully shot within Arizona, one in 2011 and two in 2012. As a finite and specific replacement and translocation proposal, the term “since 2011” should be deleted and replaced with the specific timeline parameters.  “Since 2011” creates an open-ended proposal:

a.	A necropsy cannot determine whether a wolf was lawfully or unlawfully killed, only the cause of death.  

b.	The third paragraph of “Translocation Strategies” erroneously refers to an outline of contingency plans.  No such outline of contingency plans is provided.



Issue 7: Habituated wolves.



This proposal fails to address the problem of creating new habituated wolves.  The IFT Preferred Alternative Associated Management Action calls for the capture of two juvenile wolves in 2014.  If these are “wild” wolves, i.e. uncollared, then their genetics cannot be known prior to capture.  Therefore many wolves will have to be captured and held in captivity while their genetics are analyzed.  Furthermore, if the selected wolves do not bond and breed then new wolves will have to be paired.  Thus all of the captured male wolves will have to be kept in captivity while it is seen whether the goal of both pairs to form a bond and breed actually occurs.  This may take months.  Because of the proximity to humans over several months’ time, all the male wolves have the opportunity to become habituated.  Habituated wolves are known to become problem wolves.  



Issue 8: Failure of Disclosure. This proposal fails to disclose what will happen to the captured males that are not part of the bonded breeding pairs.



Issue 9: Genetics Unknown. The female wolves in captivity that have been identified as candidates for the bonding have been selected without pre-knowledge of the genetic factors of males that are captured.  This proposal does not disclose what parameters will be used to determine suitability for breeding, or what will happen in the event that no captured male will provide sufficient “genetic diversity”.  



Issue 10: Depredation History. If the wild wolves are truly wild and have not been collared, it cannot be known whether or not they had a history of depredations.



Issue 11: Already too many wolves in Catron County: Catron County objects to the direct release of Mexican wolves into Catron County. We recommend that direct releases of Mexican wolves not be considered in Catron County due to: 

a. Catron County has the bulk of Mexican Wolves in the State of New Mexico consisting of approximately 99 % of all free ranging Mexican Wolves. 

b. Direct release of captive Mexican wolves into Catron County will cause territorial conflicts with existing Mexican wolves.

c. As existing Mexican wolf packs expand so will their existing territorial range.

d. It is difficult to understand what the point of creating a translocation proposal when it is stated several times in the document that the wolves are not expected to stay where they are released.   e. Direct release of Mexican Gray wolves translocated into the Gila Wilderness is a failure because the scientific research record shows that all the previous wolves released into the Gila Wilderness vacated the wilderness and went to humans and  human use areas.  Of the 550,000 acres. of Gila Wilderness, less than 5% was used by wolves as occasional home range.   All future wolves translocated to the Gila Wilderness will continue to go to human use areas, to occupied homes; confront people at close range; kill pets and livestock.

f. The prime objective of the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan and the 1998 final rule of 100 wolves and 6 breeding pairs in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area will be met this year and or in the near future if the USFWS makes an all out effort to count all pups born in 2013 and un-collared wolves free ranging in the BRWRA. There is no need for direct release because the goal will have been achieved.

g. Translocation of problem wolves will be used to artificially expand the Mexican wolf population in New Mexico and Arizona and start Mexican wolf colonies in the MWEPA beyond natural dispersals.  Hence, there should be no interstate translocation between Arizona and New Mexico.  Also, all translocations of problem Mexican wolves must be confined to within 10 miles of the incident/conflict area.

h. Existing Mexican wolves have the ability to disperse into every foot of Catron County.

i. New captive released Mexican wolves will go to occupied residences and approach/confront people at closed range, which constitutes a “Human Safety Hazard”, as described in the ESA.  The County is very concerned that these new captive released wolves will confront our children at close range.



B.	Comments on IFT Alternatives for Replacement Release in Arizona:  

Issue 1:  Comments on the IFT Alternative 1 – Capture of Two Wild Wolves (preferably male) for Pairing with Two Naïve Wolves and Subsequent Hard Release in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone.

a. Alternative 1 fails to describe why “minimal” livestock depredation history makes (as compared to no livestock depredation or high livestock depredation) is a favorable attribute.

b. Alternative 1 states that the release of two wolves that are unrelated to the existing wild wolf population would improve overall genetic diversity.   However, given that a) all Mexican wolves are supposedly descended from the same foundation animals; and, b) the males of both pairs would have been captured from the same BRWRA that they were released into, this is a false favorable attribute.

c.  The County has expressed on several occasions its opposition to the release of “naïve” wolves which are in fact, habituated wolves that seek out humans and human use areas, lacking avoidance response typical of wild wolves.  The County contends that these wolves are habituated and pose a human safety hazard.   



Issue 2:  Comments on the IFT Alternative 2 - Cross Fostering of Wolf Pups Produced in Captivity into the Bluestem and/or Maverick Pack

a. The cross breeding of wolves to foster wolf pups into dens of free ranging wolves is indicative of existing wolves to produce offsprings with vigor.  This will also put at risk the lives of translocating wolf pups from one mother to another mother because the recipient female wolf has a probably of killing the foreign pups. The County has concerns that the Mexican Gray wolf recovery has evaded sound science by going to “adaptive science” rather than adaptive management of sound science. 

b. Alternative 2:  No information is provided on cross-fostering, i.e. the history including any past success or failure, or any scientific studies on this action.  

c. Alternative 2 is so wildly different a proposal as to provide no basis for comparison to the other alternatives.  It appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better.



Issue 3: Comments on Alternative 3 – Hard release of a pair of naïve wolves in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone 

a. The County has express in the past; its concern about any “naïve” wolf raise in captivity with no wild experience and lacks typical wild wolf characteristics.  A “naïve wolf is in fact a habituated wolf that seeks out humans and human use areas and does not have an avoidance response to humans typical in wild wolves. The IFT knows this “Habituated Wolf” problem and it is recorded in the USFWS Scientific Research Record, releasing this type of wolf with knowledge will make the USFWS/IFT negligent. Also, this will continue to foster habituated wolves coming to occupied residents, approaching children at close range and thus, are human safety hazards.  An example of this is the male wolf # 1188 that was released in AZ and came to Catron County, NM, and went to 9 occupied homes, confronting families at close range.  

b. Alternative 3 also appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better.  The release of a naïve pair is bound to cause problems with livestock and increase the incidences of human/wolf interactions.  

c. Alternative 3 fails to disclose the local government and citizen opposition to release of wolves in the New Mexico part of the BRWRA.



4. Comments from Barry Weller, VICE-CHAIR OF THE BOARD DISTRICT III, Apache County, AZ

General Comments

• Local government bodies were not informed about the December 2, 2013 meeting in a timely manner. This

implies an effort to avoid scrutiny and input, which has been a problem with the program from the beginning. It

is unfortunate that the local governing bodies with jurisdiction over health, safety and welfare had to find out

about the meeting via a flyer posted on a bulletin board in Greer. It is however appreciated that once some of

the scheduling issues with the meeting of local governing bodies was explained, you expressed a sincere effort

to help avoid timing issues in the future.

• The proposal fails to provide alternatives that do not presume specific outcomes of pending proposed rules

about the Mexican wolf (EIS, listing designation, 10J). This means:

a. The outcomes of the pending proposed rules are already known and therefore Arizona Game and Fish

Department has no need to provide alternatives for other outcomes; or

b. This proposal fails to provide alternatives for all potential outcomes.

• Any proposals to release Mexican wolves would be premature and out of compliance with NEPA and ESA until

the outcomes of the proposed revisions of the EIS, the listing designation and the 10(j) have been settled.

Comments: Replacement Release Objective

• This proposal fails to address New Mexico Department of Game and Fish guidelines even though it proposes

translocation sites in New Mexico.

• The development of a suite of suitable locations mentioned in the second release objective is “primarily relative

to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA boundary”. It is not clear whether this means the current BRWRA

boundary or a future expanded boundary.

• Furthermore, the grammar of the phrase “primarily relative to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA

boundary” is such that it is not clear whether “dispersing” is meant to mean the program’s translocation actions

or the wolves’ own physical movements.

• The Mexican wolf program has consistently failed to provide data to the public on the genetic makeup of the

wolves it manages. Given that all Mexican wolves within the program are presumably descendents of the same

three foundation wolves, it is unclear what “maximizing genetic diversity” of the wild wolf population could be.

• Furthermore, genetic information regarding the Bluestem pack is not provided, so that it is impossible to

determine the value of a concern about the potential for negative genetic characteristics on the Mexican wolf

population.

Comments: Background

• This proposal only addresses replacement of three identified wolves that have been unlawfully shot within

Arizona, one in 2011 and two in 2012. As a finite and specific replacement and translocation proposal, the term

“since 2011” should be deleted and replaced with the specific timeline parameters. “Since 2011” creates an

open-ended proposal.

• A necropsy cannot determine whether a wolf was lawfully or unlawfully killed, only the cause of death.

• The third paragraph of “Translocation Strategies” erroneously refers to an outline of contingency plans. No

such outline of contingency plans is provided.

Comments: Alternatives for Replacement Release in Arizona

• This proposal does not provide actual alternatives to analyze, of which only one would be implemented, but

rather provides three proposed actions, any or all of which could be implemented.

• This proposal fails to address the problem of creating new habituated wolves. The IFT Preferred Alternative

Associated Management Action calls for the capture of two juvenile wolves in 2014. If these are “wild”

wolves, i.e. uncollared, then their genetics cannot be known prior to capture. Therefore many wolves will have

to be captured and held in captivity while their genetics are analyzed. Furthermore, if the selected wolves do

not bond and breed then new wolves will have to be paired. Thus all of the captured male wolves will have to

be kept in captivity while it is seen whether the goal of both pairs to form a bond and breed actually occurs.

This may take months. Because of the proximity to humans over several months’ time, all the male wolves

have the opportunity to become habituated. Habituated wolves are known to become problem wolves.

• This proposal fails to disclose what will happen to the captured males that are not part of the bonded breeding

pairs.

• The female wolves in captivity that have been identified as candidates for the bonding have been selected

without pre-knowledge of the genetic factors of males that are captured. This proposal does not disclose what

parameters will be used to determine suitability for breeding, or what will happen in the event that no captured

male will provide sufficient “genetic diversity”.

• If the wild wolves are truly wild and have not been collared, it cannot be known whether or not they had a

history of depredations.

• It is difficult to understand what the point of creating a translocation proposal when it is stated several times in

the document that the wolves are not expected to stay where they are released.

• Alternative 1 fails to describe why “minimal” livestock depredation history makes (as compared to no livestock

depredation or high livestock depredation) is a favorable attribute.

• Alternative 1 states that the release of two wolves that are unrelated to the existing wild wolf population would

improve overall genetic diversity, however given that a) all Mexican wolves are supposedly descended from the

same foundation animals and b) the males of both pairs would have been captured from the same BRWRA that

they were released into, this is a false favorable attribute.

• Alternative 2: No information is provided on cross-fostering, i.e. the history including any past success or

failure, or any scientific studies on this action.

• Alternative 2 is so wildly different a proposal as to provide no basis for comparison to the other alternatives. It

appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better.

• Alternative 3 also appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better. The

release of a naïve pair is bound to cause problems with livestock and increase the incidences of human/wolf

interactions.

• Alternative 3 fails to disclose the local government and citizen opposition to release of wolves in the New Mexico part of the BRWRA.



4. Comments from Jim Chilton President, Southern Arizona Cattlemen’s Protective Association

A. General Comments

Issue 1: IFT Proposed Action Requires an Environmental Assessment:  This is a federal action, vis-a-vis, the IFT; i.e., there is a federal nexus).  This federal action must be done under an EA or an EIS because it does not qualify to be a Categorical Exclusion for the following reasons: The translocation proposal admits to effects that may have impacts on the human environment.   Such an action cannot be taken without an analysis, disclosure and public participation.  If the proposal is not disclosing impacts, it's not in compliance with NEPA that includes the following. 

a. The Council on Environmental Quality’s Forty Most Asked Questions, 

#36a. Environmental Assessments (EA) is a concise public document which has three defined

functions. (1) It briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to

prepare an EIS; (2) it helps to identify better alternatives and mitigation measures; and (3) it facilitates preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. (Section 1508.9(a.

#37b. A. Public review is necessary, for example, (a) if the proposal is a borderline case; (b) if it is an unusual case, a new kind of action, or a precedent setting case; (c) when there is either scientific or public controversy over the proposal; or (d) when it involves a proposal which is or is closely similar to one which normally requires preparation of an EIS. (Sections 1501.4(e) (2), 1508.27).

b. In addition, the Council on Environmental Quality’s Citizen’s Guide to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA):  Having Your Voice Heard states that:

•        This guide has been developed to help citizens and organizations who are concerned about the environmental effects of federal decisionmaking to effectively participate in Federal agencies environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

•        Two major purposes of the environmental review process are better informed decisions and citizen involvement, both of which should lead to implementation of NEPA’s policies.

•        The purpose of an EA is to determine the significance of the environmental effects and to look at alternative means to achieve the agency’s objectives. 



Because the EA serves to evaluate the significance of a proposal for agency actions, it should focus on the context and intensity of effects that may “significantly” affect the quality of the human environment (40 CFR 1508.27).  CEQ 40 CFR 1508.27 (a) Context states that must be analyzed to include affected interest and localities, including site specific proposed actions.  



This IFT proposed action warrants an Environmental Assessment due to the context as well as intensity (highly uncertain to the effects on the quality of the human environment; the degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial; significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment; and, whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts; and, the degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures). CEQ 40 CFR 1508.27(b)

The IFT currently recommends that if these animals are captured outside (alone or with another uncolored wolf) of the boundary during the helicopter capture efforts that they are translocated to the Gila Flat, Meason Flat or MeOwn site(s) and hard released. These sites are currently unoccupied by Mexican wolves (Figure 2), and would allow for single wolf or pair of wolves to be translocated to an unoccupied site. This is an example of a new site specific significant effect because it is now a new site that may have significant effects, per 40 CFR 1527.8.  Furthermore, there is not an acceptable pair of wolves that are available for translocation in captivity, and thus we are not planning a translocation of a pair of wolves into the Secondary Recovery Zone during 2014. 

Issue 2: Lack of proper notification of the affected parties is a major concern. SACPA appreciates the comment extension period till December 6, 2013 although we still have never received notification of this proposal from AZGFD or USFWS, nor have our local Natural Resources Conservation Districts been notified. We only are aware of this proposal through word of mouth. Our efforts on December 6 to find any trace of this proposal online failed to produce any information.  To avoid problems in the future, we strongly encourage you to coordinate with affected local governments, as stipulate in the Local Government Coordination with Federal Government Act, ARS Title 9, Chapter 4, and Article 8.  Local governments include counties, municipalities, and natural resource conservation districts. 

Issue 3: Assumptions: The proposal is based on assumptions about specific outcomes of pending proposed rules about the Mexican wolf (EIS, listing designation, 10-J).  This means:

a. The outcomes of the pending proposed rules are already known; or

b. This proposal fails to address alternatives for the various potential outcomes.



Issue 4: This proposal fails to justify the need to replace “illegally shot” wolves.  Given that “wild”, uncollared wolves are suitable for capture, breeding and release into the wild, it is logical that these wolves should be included in the 100 head-count Mexican wolf goal threshold.  Without a count that includes these wild wolves, there is no way to know that the proposed replacement release and translocation is necessary or beneficial to the wolves within the release area.  Affected parties must be given a full and accurate wolf count before any IFT decisions are made or decide on the FWS on the 10-J rule.



Issue 5: Replacement Release Objective: 

a. This proposal fails to address New Mexico Department of Game and Fish guidelines even though it proposes translocation sites in New Mexico.

b. The IFT development of sites mentioned second release objective is “primarily relative to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA boundary”.  It is not clear whether this means the current BRWRA boundary or a future expanded boundary.  

c. The grammar of the phrase “primarily relative to dispersing wolves outside the BRWRA boundary” is such that it is not clear whether “dispersing” is meant to mean the program’s translocation actions or the wolves’ own physical movements.

d. The Mexican Grey wolf program has consistently failed to provide data to the public on the genetic makeup of the wolves it manages.  Given that all Mexican Grey wolves within the program are presumably descendents of the same three foundation wolves, it is unclear what “maximizing genetic diversity” of the wild wolf population could be.   

e. Furthermore, genetic information regarding the Bluestem pack is not provided, so that it is impossible to determine the value of a concern about the potential for negative genetic characteristics on the Mexican wolf population.



Issue 6: This proposal only addresses replacement of three identified wolves that have been unlawfully shot within Arizona, one in 2011 and two in 2012. As a finite and specific replacement and translocation proposal, the term “since 2011” should be deleted and replaced with the specific timeline parameters.  “Since 2011” creates an open-ended proposal:

a.       A necropsy cannot determine whether a wolf was lawfully or unlawfully killed, only the cause of death.  

b.      The third paragraph of “Translocation Strategies” erroneously refers to an outline of contingency plans.  No such outline of contingency plans is provided.



Issue 7: Habituated wolves. This proposal fails to address the problem of creating new habituated wolves.  The IFT Preferred Alternative Associated Management Action calls for the capture of two juvenile wolves in 2014.  If these are “wild” wolves, i.e. uncollared, then their genetics cannot be known prior to capture. Therefore many wolves will have to be captured and held in captivity while their genetics are analyzed.  Furthermore, if the selected wolves do not bond and breed then new wolves will have to be paired. Thus all of the captured male wolves will have to be kept in captivity while it is seen whether the goal of both pairs to form a bond and breeding actually occurs.  This may take months.  Because of the proximity to humans over several months’ time, all the male wolves have the opportunity to become habituated.  Habituated wolves are known to become problem wolves that threaten and/or cause physical harm to humans, livestock and pets.  



Issue 8: Failure of Disclosure. This proposal fails to disclose what will happen to the captured males that are not part of the bonded breeding pairs.



Issue 9: Genetics Unknown. The female wolves in captivity that have been identified as candidates for the bonding have been selected without pre-knowledge of the genetic factors of males that are captured.  This proposal does not disclose what parameters will be used to determine suitability for breeding, or what will happen in the event that no captured male will provide sufficient “genetic diversity”.  



Issue 10: Depredation History. If the wild wolves are truly wild and have not been collared, it cannot be known whether or not they had a history of depredations.



Issue 11: Already too many wolves: We recommend that new releases of Mexican wolves not be considered due to: 

a. As existing Mexican wolf packs expand so will their existing territorial range.

b. It is difficult to understand what the point of creating a translocation proposal when it is stated several times in the document that the wolves are not expected to stay where they are released.   

c. Direct release of Mexican Gray wolves translocated into the Gila Wilderness is a failure because the scientific record shows that all the previous wolves released into the Gila Wilderness vacated the wilderness and went to human use areas.  Of the 550,000 acres. of Gila Wilderness, only 5% was used by wolves as occupied territories.   All future wolves translocated to the Gila Wilderness will continue to go to human use areas, to occupied homes; confront people at close range; kill pets and livestock.

d. The prime objective of the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan and the 1998 final rule of 100 wolves and 6 breeding pairs in the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area will be met this year if the USFWS makes an all out effort to count all pups born in 2013 and un-collared wolves free ranging in the BRWRA. There is no need for direct release because the goal will have been achieved.

e. Translocation of problem wolves will be used to artificially expand the Mexican wolf population in New Mexico and Arizona and start Mexican wolf colonies in the MWEPA beyond natural dispersals.  Hence, there should be no interstate translocation between Arizona and New Mexico.  Also, all translocations of problem Mexican wolves must be confined to within 10 miles of the incident/conflict area.

f. Existing Mexican wolves have the ability to disperse throughout Eastern Arizona and western New Mexico and if proposed rules are passed to allow it, throughout all of Arizona and New Mexico, and across the Mexican border.

g. New captive released Mexican wolves will go to occupied residences and approach/confront people at close range, which constitutes a “Human Safety Hazard”, as described in the ESA.  SACPA is deeply concerned that these new captive released wolves will confront children at close range.



A.     Comments on IFT Alternatives for Replacement Release in Arizona:  

Issue 1:  Comments on the IFT Alternative 1 – Capture of Two Wild Wolves (preferably male) for Pairing with Two Naïve Wolves and Subsequent Hard Release in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone.

a. Alternative 1 fails to describe why “minimal” livestock depredation history (as compared to no livestock depredation or high livestock depredation) is a favorable attribute.

b. Alternative 1 states that the release of two wolves that are unrelated to the existing wild wolf population would improve overall genetic diversity.   However, given that a) all Mexican wolves are supposedly descended from the same foundation animals; and, b) the males of both pairs would have been captured from the same BRWRA that they were released into, this is a false favorable attribute.

c.  We oppose the release of “naïve” wolves which are in fact, habituated wolves that seek out humans and human use areas, lacking avoidance response that was historically typical of wild wolves.  We contend that these wolves are habituated and pose a human safety hazard.   



Issue 2:  Comments on the IFT Alternative 2 - Cross Fostering of Wolf Pups Produced in Captivity into the Bluestem and/or Maverick Pack

a. The cross breeding of wolves to foster wolf pups into dens of free ranging wolves is indicative of existing wolves to produce offspring with vigor.  This will also put at risk the lives of translocating wolf pups from one mother to another mother because the recipient female wolf has a probably of killing the foreign pups. We have concerns that the Mexican Gray wolf recovery has evaded science by going to “adaptive science” rather than adaptive management of sound science. 

b. Alternative 2:  No information is provided on cross-fostering, i.e. the history including any past success or failure, or any scientific studies on this action.  

c. Alternative 2 is so wildly different a proposal as to provide no basis for comparison to the other alternatives.  It appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better.







Issue 3: Comments on Alternative 3 – Hard release of a pair of naïve wolves in the Northern Portion of the Primary Recovery Zone 

a. Our concern about any “naïve” wolf raised in captivity with no wild experience will lack what were historically typical wild wolf characteristics.  This will continue to foster habituated wolves coming to occupied residents, approaching children at close range and thus, are human safety hazards.  An example of this is the male wolf # 1188 that was released in AZ and came to NM, and went to 9 occupied homes, confronting families at close range.  Habituation is further exacerbated by the fact that wolves are learning through experience of repeated inconsequential encounters with humans–and teaching their young– that humans are not to be feared.

b. Alternative 3 also appears to have been included only to make the IFT Preferred Alternative look better.  The release of a naïve pair is bound to cause problems with livestock and increase the incidences of human/wolf interactions.  

c. Alternative 3 fails to disclose the local government and citizen opposition to release of wolves in  the BRWRA.



5. Comments from Western Watersheds Project (Greta Anderson Deputy Director Western Watersheds Project, Malcolm R. MacPherson, Ph.D., Sandy Bahr Chapter Director Sierra Club – Grand Canyon (Arizona)Scientist, Chapter Darry Dolan Rodeo, New Mexico Former Intern, Center for Biological Diversity, Shelley Silbert Executive Director Great Old Broads for Wilderness Acasia Berry Interim Executive Director Sky Island Alliance) 

Comments on Replacement Release and Translocation Proposal for 2014:

The undersigned organizations and individuals support the proposal to release and translocate Mexican gray wolves in 2014 to offset the illegal killings that have harmed the wild population of this important subspecies. The influx of new genetic diversity is critically needed to ensure the health of the Mexican gray wolves. Obviously, this proposal is inadequate to recover the wolves to a selfsustaining level, but it is a step in the right direction for replacing individuals illegally removed. We urge the Interagency Field Team to also replace Hawks Nest AF1208 who was killed illegally on December 9, 2012 and San Mateo f1288 who was illegally shot in New Mexico by a government agent on January 19, 2013. It is not clear why the IFT has failed to consider AF1208, or is limiting the proposed replacements to only those wolves unlawfully shot in Arizona. In addition to replacing AF1208, f12808 should be replaced immediately as an act of good faith to offset the perceived interagency dealings that kept the shooter from facing legal penalty. To effectively mitigate the impact of illegal killings, the IFT should be considering all previous deaths by providing multiple releases to offset each illegal killing. There are unknowable numbers of deaths of uncollared wolves that are not accounted for in this proposal. We don’t support the plan to capture any wild wolves under any of the alternatives. As is abundantly clear from past experience, capture of wild wolves poses lethal risks to these sensitive animals, and the population is currently too vulnerable to take those chances. It is not clear why the IFT isn’t using captive wolves; there is an abundance of captive wolves that await release. We do not support the idea that wolf management should occur as a secondary priority to summer grazing season. Perhaps given the dire need for wolf releases, the IFT should work with Working to protect and restore Western Watersheds and Wildlife federal land management agencies to  secure rest from livestock grazing in the areas proposed for release. Coordination with grazing  permittees should include offers of compensated non-use. The release sites are apparently– and  unduly– circumscribed by livestock management. There are plenty of places to release wolves in the  Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area, but many appear to be excluded simply because of active livestock  grazing operations in the area. This constraint is improper, unscientific, and must be removed from the  consideration when evaluating wolf release sites.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, through its work on  the IFT and via the Interdiction Stakeholder Council, and partners such as Arizona Game and Fish  Department and non-profits including Defenders of Wildlife, have made significant progress in avoiding  conflicts between livestock and wolves via numerous strategies. It is our firm belief that release sites  should be evaluated from the perspective of best available habitat for wolves, and that management of  multiple uses should require accommodation on the user-end to eliminate conflict. With the interest,  momentum, knowledge, and funding now available to prevent conflicts, there is no justification for de  facto exclusion of areas occupied by cattle or recalcitrant landowners. The USFWS should be prioritizing the recovery of species, and the land management agencies should be working to ensure a proper, safe,  and suitable land base on which to do so. We note that no limited release plan for 2014 is going to  achieve true recovery, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service is long overdue for an updated recovery plan  and an expanded release area. The geographic restriction on new releases is purely political; there is no legitimate reason not to allow initial releases into New Mexico.



6. Comments from Barbara Romero (USFS employee and Alpine resident)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed wolf replacement release and translocation.  



I have lived in Alpine since the beginning of the wolf reintroduction and have followed the program very closely.  There have been many positive and negative happenings over the years, but I must say it is very disheartening to be 15 years into the reintroduction and only have 75 wolves on the landscape and three pairs that meet the definition of a breeding pair or operational breeding pair.  If this trend continues, it could take another 6+ years to reach 100 wolves on the landscape.  Additional releases are vital to achieving population goals and genetic diversity.



Per the wolf reintroduction map, the primary release zone goes to just north of Clifton, AZ.  Per the IFT wolf pack territory map there are no existing wolf packs in the middle and southern portion of the primary zone (generally south of the Blue Vista Overlook area).  Since the northern portion of the primary release zone is currently occupied with existing wolf packs, I suggest additional releases occur in the southern portion of the primary release zone (Turkey Creek, Triple X, Coalson Peak areas).  Although the 2014 Replacement Release proposes a release from Engineer Spring, there would be adequate unoccupied territory between the southern portion of the primary release zone and the Blue Range Primitive Area (which is also unoccupied) for additional wolves.



I am very disappointed in the cancellation of the Coronado Pack release.  A great deal of time, effort and resources went into the pre-release activities to cancel the release at literally the last minute.  The news release from AGFD states “However, the Mexican Wolf Interagency Field Team (IFT) confirmed that the Rim pack alpha male, AM1107, is traveling with a new female identified by the IFT as F1305. The Rim pair has been frequenting the acclimation pen and acting aggressively toward M1051 and F1126, suggesting they will defend their territory against them if the naïve pair were to be released”.  After consideration of the challenges this pair would face if they were released, the Service made a decision that will give the pair a better chance at survival and afford these wolves an opportunity to contribute to the program in the future,” said Director Larry Voyles of the Arizona Game and Fish Department.”  With unoccupied territory both north (Middle Mountain area) and south (southern primary release zone) of Corduroy Creek, the Coronado Pack had an opportunity of establishing and occupying a territory free of other wolves, but were never given the opportunity.  I encourage more deliberation if this type of situation arises in the future.



Since the releases conducted in 2013 (Coronado and Half Moon Packs) were unsuccessful, I am hopeful that the Replacement Release planned for 2014 occurs. 



As presented at the public meeting and in the Replacement Release and Translocation Proposal for 2014 document: 



Translocation:

“The IFT currently recommends that if these animals (M1277 and M1296) are captured outside (alone or with another uncollared wolf) of the boundary during the helicopter capture efforts that they are translocated to the Gila Flat, Meason Flat or MeOwn site(s) and hard released”. 



I fully support and encourage the translocation as described in the proposal document.  If these wild-born wolves are not translocated into the primary or secondary recovery zones, they could be subject to permanent removal in the future. 



Replacement Release: 



It was not clarified at the public meeting or in the proposal document whether more than one alternative could be implemented simultaneously, thereby increasing the opportunity for introduction of genetic diversity and greater chance of replacement of wolves killed illegally.  I strongly encourage the implementation of more than one alternative.  In early 2013 two packs (Coronado and Half Moon) were released and within a month or so all four wolves were no longer on the landscape, and no pups (Half Moon) survived.  If more than one alternative is implemented the opportunity for success is greatly increased.



I feel the alternative that provides the best introduction of genetic diversity to the wild population and the best opportunity for success is alternative 1.  Based on the proposal document at least one of the wolves (the captive wolf) released will contain the genetics that are most valuable to the wild population.  Bonding a wild and naïve wolf will increase chances of successful pack formation while decreasing the chances of nuisance behavior and livestock depredation.  In addition to the bonded pair, all surviving pups will contribute their genetics to the wild population once they reach breeding age.  There always seems to be challenges with release of wolves (whether wild or naïve), but Arizona Game and Fish – Interagency Field Team is well staffed and trained to deal with challenges that may arise.  



I strongly encourage that alternative 2 be implemented as well.  As stated above the two releases in 2013 were unsuccessful, thereby resulting in no additional wolves on the landscape and no genetic diversity.  Although I know little about cross fostering, after reading the research and speaking with folks who have knowledge of cross fostering I feel this technique is worth implementing.   The proposal does not identify how many captive pups would be placed in the wild wolf den, but I recall Mr. Jeff Dolphin (meeting presenter) stating that one pup would be cross fostered if this action is implemented.  I feel that at least four captive pups should be cross fostered, rather than just one pup, considering that pup survival is generally only 50% or so.   If four captive pups are cross fostered and all survive there is the potential to contribute a larger percentage of genetic diversity to the wild population.



In regard to the meeting held on November 22, 2013, I would like to provide the following feedback.  I strongly encourage the use of a meeting moderator who keeps the meeting focused on the topic presented.  The November 22 meeting, in Alpine, AZ, was approximately 2.5 hours, and approximately ½ or more of the meeting was public comments regarding how much money has been spent on the wolf reintroduction, the need for a socio-economic analysis, how the USFWS is paying off (bribing) the AGFD to participate in the wolf reintroduction, etc. etc. etc. My expectation was to attend a public meeting where AGFD presented their proposal and the public made comments regarding the proposal.  Many years ago, Mr. Terry Johnson from AGFD attended public meetings in Alpine and served as a moderator to ensure the meeting focused on the topic.  Mr. Johnson would ‘cut’ (for lack of a better word) speakers off if they strayed from the topic.  Those meetings remained focus and appeared much more productive. 










