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(Draft: response for replying to CCU F88-02574 has been approved by RD Spear)

In Reply Refer To:
Region 2: DARD-IWE

M. Rupert Cutler, President
Defenders of Wildlife

1244 Ninteenth Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Deay Rupert:

This is in response to your letter of June 21, 1988, regaxding our decision .
to cooperate in the release of the Chihuahuan ies of pronghormn on the
Buenos Alres National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) in Arizona. 'There are no
definitive data available to support the Refuge as "hetter” historic habitat
or either of the subspecies., Certainly the Cabeza Prieta National wWildlife
fuge habitat is very different; Buenog Aires National Wildlife Refuge:

F-E..{k‘.,i;ré%
RO
. }'1 “Ureceives considerably wmore rainfall than Cabesu Prieta National wildlife

Retuge, and as a remult, a wuch different bictic commnity has developed.
Also, in ihe case of the Buenos Aires Rofuge and the pronghorm, we were and
continue to be saverely limited in our management optiohs by the pattern of
lard ewnership within the Refuge and the integration of those management
options with actions by others on adjacent lands.-

he lands now owned in fea by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Servica)
within the boundaries of Buenos Alres Refuge comprise only a fraction (24%)
oL the total, tne muk ot the remaining lands are leased from the Arizona
State rand Department. ‘That lease states that all Service management
actions on those lands are to be coordinated with the Arizona Game and Fish -
Department (Department). Without complete ownership and control of those
lards the Service could rot introduce the Sonoran pronghorn onto them with -
any degrea of certainty of adequate protection of the animals from
conflicting uses or hybridization. 7he Arizona Department of Game and fish
recommanxded the reintroduction of the thihuahuan subspecies, as did the
majority of the evaluation team which looked at this question from a
biological stardpoint.

In summary, without a strong case for Buenos Aives as historic habitat,
without conplote control of refuge lands, and with the possibility of
hybridization, from existing pronghomn stock and possible future
transplants on adjacent land, we chose to move ahead with the Chihuahuan
reintroduction.
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As a management tool for assisting in the ro-establishmont of pronghorn,
limited predator control is being conducted. This work will continue for a
2= to 3~year period immediately prior to, during, and immediately following
the epring fawning peried. This is being done through aerial hunting of
coyotes in the fawning arveas. Ve fully intend to monitor this management
practice to assess impacts on fawn survival. We axpect the pronghorn to
adjust to their new enviromment as it relates to predators, providing the

habitat is favorable in other respects, and negate the neod for ongolng
predator management.

Thank you for your interest in the Buenos Aires Refuge. If you should have
further cuestions or wish to discuss this in more detail, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Dixvector
JBdoody s smm: 062888 s cutlex



