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Field Supervisor         July 20, 2006 
Attention 5-year Review  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office  
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103 
Phoenix  AZ   85021 
 
Sent by facsimile to (602) 242-2513, and via USPO. 
 
Re: Jaguar Five-year Review, Federal Register notice of April 21, 2006 (Volume 71, 
Number 77).  

The Center for Biological Diversity hereby provides information for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service=s Five-year Review of the endangered jaguar (Panthera onca).  All 
evidence indicates the jaguar must stay listed as an endangered species, and not be 
downlisted to threatened, nor delisted.   

Before going into details about why the jaguar remains endangered, and how 
jaguar recovery has been illegally thwarted, we note that the Service must correct its 
new and insidious statement in the above-captioned Federal Register notice, in Table 1, 
ASummary of the Listing Information,@ implying that the jaguar is listed as endangered in 
the United States only in New Mexico, Arizona and Texas.  The July 22, 1997 Federal 
Register notice (Vol. 62, No. 140) listed the jaguar in the United States as endangered, 
and reaffirmed that jaguars in Mexico and Central and South America are also 
endangered.  That notice acknowledged part of the extensive original range of the 
jaguar in the United States B namely that in California, Arizona, New Mexico and 
Louisiana B but neglected to note jaguar occurrences in Colorado, in the Appalachian 
Mountain, and in Florida. 

The Service=s failure to acknowledge the jaguar=s extensive United States range 
serves the illegitimate purpose of justifying its continued neglect of every conservation 
measure prescribed by the Endangered Species Act.  To ensure that the Service can 
have no room for doubt about the extent of the original U.S. range of the jaguar, we 
incorporate by reference (and include relevant pages as mailed addendums with these 
comments) the following publications and records demonstrating jaguar occurrences in 
areas not heretofore acknowledged by the Service as the range of the jaguar, from 
which we quote and cite brief excerpts below.  We have arranged these selected 
scientific and historical accounts geographically: 
 
 
  
 

New Mexico office $ P.O. Box 53166 $ Pinos Altos, NM 
$ 88053 

Phone & fax: 505-534-0360 
www.biologicaldiersity.org

 
 



Southeastern United States
$ Walker=s Mammals of the Word 4th Edition (Ronald M. Novak & John L. Paradiso, 

Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983), p. 1091: AUntil the end of the 
Pleistocene, P. Onca  
occurred through the southern United States, and seems to have been especially 
common in Florida.@  

$ Wildlife in America (Peter Matthiessen, Viking Penguin, 1987 ), p. 42: AAn 
account of the coastal Carolinas in 1711 notes that >Tygers . . . are more to the 
Westward. . . . I once saw one that was larger than a Panther, and seemed to be 
a very bold Creature. . . .  It seems to differ from the Tyger of Asia and Africa.=  
Another writer subsequently stated that they were found in the mountains of 
North Carolina as late as 1737.@  (Ellipses in original; citations and brackets 
omitted.) 

$ Mammals of the Boundary, United States and Mexican Boundary Survey 
(Spencer F. Baird, 1859), p. 7: AThis species [jaguar] is found through the greater 
part of eastern Texas.@ 

 
Southern Rocky Mountains
$ The Quadrapeds of North America, vol. III (John James Audubon & Rev. John 

Bachman, 1854), p. 9, describing the jaguar=s range to include the Ahead waters 
of the Rio Grande.@ 

$ AThe Jaguar in Colorado@ (Ernest Thompson Seton, Journal of Mammalogy, Vol. 
1, No. 5, Nov. 1920), quoting explorer Rufus B. Sage=s journal entry about Aa 
strange looking animal . . . of the leopard family@ observed  in the headwaters of 
the Platte River in December 1943.  Sage identifies the animal as one Anot 
unfrequently met with in some parts of the Cumanche country, and their skins 
furnish to the natives a favorite material for arrow-cases.@  (We also enclose a 
copy of Sage=s account from p. 346 of his published journal.) 

 
Southern Great Plains
$ Roemer=s Texas (Ferdinant Roemer, 1849), recalls several Atigres@ shot near San 

Antonio de Bexar, and encountering Comanches wearing jaguar skin quivers. 
$ A Pathfinder in the Southwest: The Itinerary of Lieutenant A. W. Whipple (Grant 

Foreman, editor, University of Oklahoma Press, 1941), p. 77:  AA large tiger was 
discovered near camp, but he escaped.@  This occurred Sept. 7, 1853, on the 
Canadian River in northern Texas, near the 100th Meridian. 

$ Biological Survey of Texas (Vernon Bailey, Gvt. Printing Office, 1905), pp. 164-
165, recounting details of jaguars killed throughout Texas, including areas of the 
Great Plains. 

$ The Quadrapeds of North America, vol. III (John James Audubon & Rev. John 
Bachman, 1854), p. 6, remarking on a jaguar encounter Aon the head waters of 
the San Marco.@   

$ AA Jaguar in Texas@ (Forest and Stream, Jan. 7, 1911), recounting Vernon Bailey 
 showing a slide of a jaguar killed in spring 1910 near London, Texas; we also 
enclose a photocopy of a photo of that same animal 

$ A photocopy of a photo of a jaguar killed Jan. 30, 1946 near Benito, Texas. 
$ ANotes on Mammals of Northeastern New Mexico@ (John Eric Hill, Journal of 

Mammalogy, vol. 23, no. 1, February 1942), pp. 75-82, recounting a jaguar killed 
near Springer, New Mexico prior to 1938.  (Note that the Jaguar Conservation 
Team=s habitat subcommittee decided to accept this record as valid.) 

 



California
$ AIs the jaguar entitled to a place in the California fauna?@ (C. Hart Merriam, 

Journal of Mammalogy, vol. 1, 1919), assembling jaguar reports throughout 
southern California and as far north as Monterrey. 

$ AIndian records of California carnivores,@ (William D. Strong, Journal of 
Mammalogy, 1926), recounting Indian accounts and words for jaguars. 

$ The Personal Narrative of James O. Pattie (J.B Lippincott Co, 1962), p. 131, a 
first person account of killing Aan animal not unlike the African leopard@ along a 
stretch of the Colorado River 76 to 86 miles downstream of its confluence with 
the Gila River. 

 
We also wish to incorporate by reference the records generated to date by the 

Jaguar Conservation Team=s (JCT) habitat subcommittee, including but not limited to 
the New Mexico habitat report (currently posted as a PDF on the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department=s website at http://www.azgfd.gov/w_c/es/jaguar_management.shtml), 
the response to comments to that report, and minutes of all meetings of the 
subcommittee. 

The records cited above, which are a sample and by no means exhaustive, 
indicate that extensive areas of the United States were once habitat for jaguars.  The 
Service must take into account the areas where jaguars once roamed in the United 
States in its determination of whether the jaguar is endangered in all or significant 
portions of its range.  Since there are no longer jaguars in the vast majority of the 
species= original range in the U.S., and no breeding has been documented in recent 
decades in the Sky Islands and Gila headwaters ecosystems in which jaguars have 
been observed in the 1990s and more recently, the jaguar must remain listed as 
endangered throughout the United States. 

Further evidence of the importance of United States habitats for the jaguar is 
Edward W. Nelson and E. A. Goldman=s 1932 delineation of two jaguar subspecies 
originally found in the U.S. (Nelson & Goldman, ARevision of the Jaguars,@ Journal of 
Mammalogy, 1932).  It is unnecessary to take a position on whether these were actually 
subspecies or rather populations; they represent evolutionary divergence B a set of 
adaptations to specific environments that were measurably different than adaptations 
jaguars made further south.  The morphological differences that defined and identified 
these two subspecies, Felis onca arizonensis and Felis onca Verecrucis, should be 
taken as a strong presumption that their respective habitats differed significantly.  At the 
very least, these putative subspecies= separate ranges should each be considered 
significant portions of the jaguar=s range in decisions on the jaguar=s status, and in 
planning for recovery and eventual delisting. 

As the JCT=s habitat subcommittee and its Scientific Advisory Group 
documented, in many instances areas on the periphery of an endangered species= 
range have proved central to saving them from extinction; such instances include the 
blackfooted ferret, the last pre-reintroductin population of which was taken from an area 
thought to be outside the species= range.  Some species have even been reintroduced 
outside their known historic range, including the Mexican gray wolf, Canis lupus baileyi, 
reintroduced to the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area outside of its originally delineated 
historic range (in an area originally occupied by the extirpated subspecies Canis lupus 
mogollensis), and the Gila trout.  Such regulatory flexibility may not be necessary to 
recover jaguars in the United States, but it is available. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is utterly failing to meet its legal obligation to 
recover the jaguar.  The Service has not appointed a recovery team.  The Service has 
not designated critical habitat. The Service has taken no measures to prevent ongoing 



non-lethal take of jaguars by hunting dogs; one and possibly two jaguars have been 
chased by dogs from the United States into Mexico, where they were subsequently 
killed by persons unknown.  The Service has issued a Biological Opinion that allows 
USDA Wildlife Services to take one jaguar in the course of predator control, does not 
exclude USDA WS from using methods likely to take jaguars in areas where jaguars 
have been documented in the recent past, and is allowing USDA WS to systematically 
flout the loose regulations in that BO that are supposed to protect jaguars.  
 
Refusal to Designate Critical habitat 

The rationales for not designating critical habitat that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service offered in its July 22, 1997 Federal Register notice (vol. 62, no. 140) that listed 
the jaguar as an endangered species are not valid; neither are its most recent 
rationales. 

Loss of habitat for jaguars is accelerating. The 1997 determination acknowledged 
the continued loss of riparian areas that are important for jaguars. The crucial riparian 
habitat of the San Pedro River is threatened as a result of the ongoing draining of that 
river for agriculture and urban development. The Gila River is threatened by a major 
water project authorized by Congress in December 2004. Livestock grazing continues to 
destroy riparian habitats. Massive new strip mines are being proposed and approved 
that would destroy habitat and further de-water rivers and streams. Uplands are 
threatened as well. Urban and exurban development encroaches significantly into 
jaguar habitat throughout much of its range. Degradation of both riparian and upland 
habitats has many synergistically destructive effects, including diminishment of jaguar 
prey species and an increase in the probabilities that jaguars will prey on livestock and 
be killed as a result. And increasing border developments -- including but not limited to 
fences, stadium-style lights, roads, and off-road vehicle destruction of vegetation -- 
threaten the ability of jaguars to cross the U.S.-Mexico border to reach habitats in the 
United States. 

The Service claimed in 1997 that critical habitat designation would not be prudent 
because APublication of detailed critical habitat maps and descriptions in the Federal 
Register would likely make the species more vulnerable to activities prohibited under 
Section 9 of the Act.@  However, critical habitat for the jaguar would have to be 
designated on a much larger scale of magnitude than critical habitat for an endemic 
plant or highly localized animal. The home range of individual jaguars is typically quite 
extensive B certainly thousands of acres if not tens of thousands in the arid northern 
portion of the species= range, because many of the jaguar=s prey animals exist at low 
densities. Since critical habitat is defined as those areas necessary for conservation (ie. 
recovery) of the species, it must include the potential ranges of many jaguars. The 62 
million acres in New Mexico and Arizona identified by the JCT as suitable habitat for 
jaguars are sufficiently broad and non-specific as to render the concerns about locating 
and harming individual jaguars moot. Designation as critical habitat of the areas 
identified by the JCT, even aside from additional areas in California, Texas, Louisiana 
and further east, would in no way render the few jaguars in the U.S. more vulnerable to 
illegal take. 

On July 12, 2006, the Service claimed in the Federal Register, Vol. 71, No. 133) 
that ABecause the area used by jaguars in the United States is such a small part of the 
overall range of the species and because of nomadic use by jaguars, the range of the 
jaguar in the United States is not enough area to provide for the conservation (i.e., 
recovery) of the jaguar or even make a significant contribution to the conservation of the 
jaguar.@  Among other legal and logical errors, this rationale improperly fails to account 
for the full historic range of the species in the United States, as outlined above.  



 
Absence of Recovery planning 

The 1997 listing notice in the Federal Register excused the Service from 
designating critical habitat in part because ATo the extent that identification of habitats 
that are essential for recovery of the species rangewide is necessary, the Service would 
identify these areas as part of the recovery planning process.@ Yet there is no recovery 
planning process underway nor even planned at present, nine years after the jaguar 
was listed as an endangered species in the United States.  The Service sometimes 
claims that the Jaguar Conservation Team serves as a de facto recovery team; this is in 
error. 

The JCT has not accomplished any habitat protection whatsoever B not a single 
acre anywhere -- contrary to its pledges in its founding documents. Its new charter 
eliminates any such substantive pledges, and in fact is explicit that its goal is not 
recovery of jaguars in the United States.  In several significant respects, the 2006 draft 
Conservation Framework for the JCT abandons key commitments stipulated in the 1997 
Conservation Strategy that have been under attack by the livestock industry within the 
JCT and at least one of its subcommittees.  The decisive statement of purpose in the 
second paragraph of the 1997 Conservation Strategy promised action: 
  

The Service=s 1994 listing proposal described various threats to the jaguar.  The 
purpose of this Conservation Assessment and Strategy is to address those 
threats by providing for conservation for the subspecies of jaguar occurring in 
Arizona and New Mexico, consistent with the intent of the [Endangered Species] 
Act.  The program described herein will be accomplished through actions to 
gather relevant information to identify and eventually coordinate protection of 
jaguar habitat, and carry-out any other appropriate conservation actions. (P. 1) 

 
In contrast, the draft Framework=s two statements of purpose equivocate and 

back away from carrying out actions: 
 

[T]his Conservation Framework has been developed to summarize conservation 
efforts in place for the jaguar in Arizona and New Mexico, to focus attention on 
needed jaguar conservation efforts in the United States and Mexico, and to assist 
with efforts to ensure connectivity and movement across the International Border. 
 In addition, it identifies information gaps that must be addressed to implement 
long-term management strategies that will help ensure presence of jaguars in the 
United States and long-term persistence in Mexico. (P. 3) 

 
In this iteration, the action phrases are to focus attention and to assist with efforts B 
considerably more passive than the previous goal of carrying out a conservation 
program.  Absent here is the 1997 commitment to Acoordinate protection of jaguar 
habitat.@  

Abandonment of the goal of habitat conservation follows the wholesale failure of 
the JCT to carry out its habitat protection pledges.  The 1997 Conservation Strategy had 
included the following task:  AIdentify, maintain, and promote existing and other suitable 
jaguar habitats.@ (P. 16)  As part of that assignment, within the first year the JCT was to 
AProvide each land management agency cooperator with guidelines for conducting an 
assessment of the impacts of its current and planned actions on the jaguar@ in four 
border counties in New Mexico and Arizona. And these agencies as well as wildlife 
agencies were to Aevaluate the potential impacts on jaguars and jaguar habitat of each 



new project@ proposed to be carried out in these counties. (P. 17)   These tasks were 
never completed. 

Furthermore, within two years (ie. by April 1999) habitat suitable for jaguar 
occupancy, or that might become suitable, was to be mapped B followed by Aprotection 
and enhancement agreements for suitable jaguar habitat with federal and state land 
managers and willing private landowners@ B spearheaded by AGFD and NMGFD (p. 
18).  The mapping was actually completed in 2006, and no such agreements have been 
developed or agreed to. 

Instead, at the April 27, 2006 JCT meeting, when the habitat committee (which 
includes conservationists and ranchers with widely divergent views) delivered four final 
maps and an accompanying report with two unanimously derived recommendations, the 
JCT formally rejected one of the recommendations.  The rejection came in the form of a 
motion discussed but then not acted upon until after 21 New Mexico soil and water 
conservation districts plus Greenlee County, Arizona were added as voting signatories 
to the six pre-existing signatory members.  Following that instantaneous 467% growth in 
the voting membership of the JCT, the motion to reject the habitat committee=s 
recommendation, which had been held in abeyance, received a vote. The 22 new 
members voted as a bloc, along with two of the pre-existing members B but opposed by 
four of the pre-existing members B to reject the committee=s unanimous  
recommendation.  The nullified recommendation pertained to the 41 million acres of 
suitable habitat identified by the habitat committee in New Mexico.  The JCT=s vote 
endorsed conservation of jaguars within New Mexico solely in Hidalgo County.  But 
there is no reason to believe that any affirmative activity to recover jaguars will take 
place in Hidalgo County. 

The JCT=s draft 2006 conservation framework even ignores the JCT habitat 
committee=s own reports.  The Framework states that A[F]rom 1996 through February 
2006, four jaguars were documented in the United States.@ (P. 6)  The habitat 
committee documented two Class 2 sightings (defined as those by an experienced and 
reliable observer) during this period in addition to the four Class 1 sightings (those 
accompanied by verifiable physical evidence) that the Framework evidently intended.  
(Furthermore, two 1990 Class 2 sightings, one of which was observed by two 
professional biologists in the Gila National Forest, should have been mentioned; there is 
no reason to limit the summary of recent documented sightings to the past ten years 
given that jaguars can potentially live for sixteen years.) 
   In the same vein, the Framework states that Ano black jaguars have been 
documented in the northern population@ (p. 4) despite the subcommittee=s compilation of 
information pertaining to (1) a sighting and plaster cast of a large black cat in 1999 
south of Silver City, New Mexico, rated by the subcommittee as a Class 2 jaguar 
sighting; (2) a black AMexican jaguar@ spotted near the Little Hatchet Mountains of New 
Mexico in 1916; and (3) a 2004 photograph of a melanistic jaguar alongside a tributary 
canyon of the El Fuerte River near the border of Chihuahua and Sinaloa B within the 
region defined as encompassing the northern jaguar population.  (In addition, the New 
Mexico Game and Fish Department, which failed to follow up on the 1999 sighting, has 
a 1973 record that was not made available to the habitat subcommittee during its 
deliberations of a very large black cat in today=s Malpais National Monument in New 
Mexico that was closely observed by a geology professor and his students out on a field 
trip.  The cat was emerging from a lava tube B a subterranean habitat more closely 
associated with jaguars than mountain lions.  The professor stated he believes it to be a 
jaguar.) 

The JCT does not even fulfill its much-touted promise to bolster interagency 
cooperation and communication. The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, a 



signatory and member of the JCT, prevented its personnel from investigating a reported 
jaguar sighting (accompanied by a track) in May 1999 south of Silver City, New Mexico; 
had it put dogs on the scent promptly as one of its local employees was prepared to do, 
it could have determined whether a jaguar or a mountain lion was present. It did not 
divulge another jaguar report from 1973 in its records to the JCT=s habitat 
subcommittee. Both reports pertained to large black felines, which may have been 
melanistic jaguars. The Department, and the JCT as a whole, prejudicially dismiss such 
sightings as impossible despite the lack of any scientific literature indicating melanistic 
jaguars are confined (as they contend) to the southern portion of the species= range, 
and despite a photograph of a black jaguar in the wild in northern Mexico (whose 
validity they impeach with no evidence to back up this stance). The New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish only reluctantly, belatedly, and under pressure 
investigates jaguar reports that are not of black cats -- such as that from 1990 in the 
Peloncillo Mountains, repeatedly brought to the attention of the JCT so that that report 
could be utilized or dismissed, as appropriate, in the JCT=s protocol for determining valid 
historical jaguar sightings in the service of habitat evaluation. The New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish ignored the criteria developed over a period of seven 
years by the JCT=s habitat subcommittee in creating a map of suitable habitat for 
jaguars in New Mexico, which further delayed the JCT=s adoption of maps of suitable 
habitat.  

The Border Patrol and the Department of Homeland Security have utterly failed 
to participate in, or even use the information developed by the JCT, in planning and 
carrying out their actions; thus, border developments continue to fragment jaguar 
habitat and likely constrain jaguar movements despite the JCT=s alleged successes in 
enhancing communications. Years after it pledged to do so, the JCT finally developed a 
brochure to educate the public about jaguars in the U.S., then after initial publication 
failed to renew printing that brochure; it is not now available for the public to pick up and 
read. Even the JCT=s education committee has emphasized the political elements of 
jaguar controversies, such as the JCT antipathy toward enforcement of the Endangered 
Species Act, instead of educating about the history of jaguars in the U.S. or their habitat 
requirements. The JCT=s supposed communication triumphs have not led to information 
being shared with hound-hunters from throughout the United States who have been 
convening annually in the area known to be currently inhabited by jaguars in the U.S., 
which might have helped dissuade them from running their dogs and thus harassing 
jaguars. 

Even if the JCT was actually furthering communication (or accomplishing any 
conservation whatsoever), its purview only extends to two of the states in which jaguars 
are known to have originally roamed in the United States B and not to California, 
Colorado, Texas, Louisiana and further east.  To put the JCT=s activities in perspective, 
it has confined its activities to just Arizona and New Mexico, failed to fully evaluate 
jaguar reports within New Mexico, officially confined its so-called conservation mission 
to Arizona and one county in New Mexico, and then failed to actually do anything to 
protect jaguars, much less recover them, even in that much-diminished area. It has not 
even taken a formal stance opposing border fences that would block the recolonization 
of jaguars into the United States from Mexico B much less taken stances opposing other 
habitat-destroying projects. 

Neither the Jaguar Conservation Team nor any other extant agency or group 
replaces the functions of a recovery team.  Neither do any of the JCT=s documents 
substitute for the substantive functions of a recovery plan. 

 
 



Recurring uncontrolled take of jaguars 
Jaguars continue to be harassed by hunting dogs; one of the jaguars residing in 

southern Arizona was chased by dogs into Mexico and killed there. Another similarly 
displaced from its habitat is believed to have been killed, unknown to American 
authorities, as a result of the known encounters with hunting dogs. Neither the Service, 
nor public land management agencies on whose land these activities take place, nor the 
JCT have in any way regulated or limited such activities so as to prevent take of 
jaguars. 
 
Illegal and Uncontrolled Predator Control 

The USDA Wildlife Services predator killing program has only nominally limited 
its operations in a small portion of areas in which jaguars are known to roam.  It allows 
use of poisons and traps to which jaguars are particularly vulnerable in grasslands 
habitats despite their documented use by jaguars.  It allows these devices even though 
there is evidence (previously presented to the Service) that WS continues to use these 
killing techniques in areas in which they are proscribed.  

On June 22, 1999, USFWS issued a formal Biological Opinion regarding the 
effects on jaguars in the United States of USDA WS=s poisoning, trapping, neck-snaring 
and hound-pursuit operations.  The 1999 BiOp limited USDA WS=s operations within 
Aoccupied range@ and Aoccupied habitat@ of the jaguar.  AOccupied range@ in Arizona 
was defined as including all lands within Cochise and Santa Cruz Counties, Pima 
County east of Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument, Pinal County east of State 
Highway 77 and south of the Gila River, and Graham and Greenlee Counties south of 
the Gila River.  In New Mexico, Aoccupied  range@ was defined as Hidalgo County.   

AOccupied habitat@ is the more limited region that excludes urban areas and 
agricultural/grassland habitats further than three miles from the base of major mountain 
ranges and one mile from major riparian corridors B but includes everything else within 
occupied range.   Jaguars have been extensively documented in arid grasslands.  
There is no scientific basis for excluding grassland areas from protections for jaguars.  
Yet, only jaguars within occupied range are protected from M-44 poison devices, 
strangulation snares and large traps, not jaguars roaming the broader occupied habitat, 
such as grasslands. 

Not even the areas supposed to be protected actually are.  The 1999 BiOp, in 
limiting certain activities within occupied habitat and occupied range, required the 
development of maps to delineate these areas B an essential prerequisite to 
enforcement of the mandatory terms and conditions, and itself a condition of the BiOp.  
Without these maps, occupied habitat cannot be ascertained because different 
individuals may assume different locales for the Abase of major mountain ranges,@ and 
may even differ on what constitutes a Amajor@ mountain range or riparian area. 

In a March 21, 2003 WS letter to the Center for Biological Diversity (in  response 
to a Freedom of Information Act request), USDA WS admitted that these maps had not 
been developed.  Subsequently, in 2005 after receiving a notice of intent to sue, WS 
provided maps with lines that tapered off, excluding vast areas and leaving unclear 
whether they include occupied habitat.  Despite the agency not identifying where 
protective provisions apply, it continues to broadly use locally proscribed killing and 
capture techniques.   

Furthermore, occupied range of the jaguar in New Mexico should extend beyond 
the boundaries of Hidalgo County and should include the entireties of Grant and Catron 
Counties and the portion of Sierra and Soccoro Counties to the west of Interstate 25; 
and in Arizona, the entirety of Greenlee County and Graham, and not just the region 
south of the Gila River, as well as the portions of Apache, Navajo and Gila Counties that 



are south of highway 60.   
Specifically, the Jaguar Conservation Team=s habitat committee documented 

three AClass II@ jaguar sightings in and near the Gila National Forest in Grant, Catron 
and Sierra Counties during the 1990s.  Class II records, as defined by the JCT, are 
observations made by a reliable observer and/or accompanied by physical evidence.  
These records are as follows: 

 
August 25, 1990 observation by NM Highlands University biology 

professor Gerald Jacobi, Ph.D. and Donna Jacobi in the Gila National Forest 
immediately north of the Aldo Leopold Wilderness; 

1998 (date unrecorded) observation by Tom and Boe Duffy near the San 
Francisco River west of the Gila Wilderness; 

May 1999 observation and accompanying plaster cast by John Trewern in 
the Burro Mountains south of Silver City. 
   
Collectively, these records indicate jaguar use of Grant, Catron and Sierra 

Counties B and the likelihood of use of additional historic habitats in Socorro, Greenlee, 
Graham, Apache, Navajo and Gila counties, since the above-described portions of 
these counties are in no way delimited by impermeable physical barriers to jaguar travel 
and are part of (or within easy migration range of) the same landforms that jaguars 
evidently are already using.  Yet jaguars retain no protection from federal predator 
control throughout these regions.   

 
Summary and Recommendations 

The jaguar remains highly endangered throughout its United States range.  The 
Fish and Wildlife Service is systematically and illegally denying the jaguar the 
protections it is supposed to receive as an endangered species. 

The agency=s antipathy to protection of jaguars has a long history.  The Service=s 
predecessor agency the Bureau of Biological Survey systematically killed jaguars 
beginning in December 1918, when U.S. government hunter Lee Parker killed a jaguar 
on Mt. Wrightson in the Santa Rita Mountains of Arizona.  (Enclosed with this mailing is 
documentation from a letter of Stanley P. Young to Everett M. Mercer, 2/11/1953, 
Record Unit No. 7174, Stanley Paul Young Papers, Smithsonian Institution Manuscript 
Collections.)  By 1930, the Biological Survey_s Arizona district had an official policy that 
AAll Lobo wolves and jaguars will be taken as fast as they enter this State from Mexico 
and New Mexico, as one hundred per cent of them live on livestock and game.@  
(Enclosed with these USPO comments is a copy of _Objectives and Policies of the 
United States Biological Survey in Arizona,_ entered into the record of the Hearing 
before the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of the U.S. Senate, in its 
consideration of S. 3483, May 8, 1930.)  The Fish and Wildlife Service took on jaguar 
killing from its inception in 1940 into the early 1970s. 

Even after passage of the Endangered Species Act, the Service claimed an 
Aoversight@ prevented the jaguar=s listing as endangered in the United States.  The 
Service pledged to protect jaguars in the U.S. as endangered Aas quickly as possible@ 
(Federal Register Vol. 44, No. 144, July 25, 1979) but failed to do so until compelled by 
a court.  The jaguar finally became an endangered species on July 22, 1997 but this 
designation has meant little because of Service failure to exercise the authority it holds 
to meet its statutory goals. 

 
 



The Service should immediately convene a recovery team for the jaguar with a 
deadline of one year to complete development of a jaguar recovery plan for the United 
States.  The Service should designate critical habitat as expeditiously as possible in part 
of the vast historic range of jaguars in the United States.  The Service should issue a 
new biological opinion on predator control and hound hunting affects on jaguars.  The 
Service=s failure to undertake any conservation action that might lead to recovery of the 
jaguar to date is an abrogation of its legal and moral responsibilities to conserve 
endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they depend.   
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Michael J. Robinson, coordinator 
Carnivore Conservation 

 
 


