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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) is authorized and directed by law to protect American
agriculture and other resources from damage associated with wildlife. The primary statutory authority for the
Wildlife Services (WS) program is the Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 1931, as amended (7 U.S. C. 426-
426¢; 46 Stat. 1468) and the Rural Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 1988
(P.L. 100-202)(see Section 1.8). WS activities are conducted in cooperation with other federal, state and local
agencies; and private organizations and individuals. Federal agencies, including the United States Department of
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USDI, FWS), recognize the expertise of WS to address wildlife damage issues.

Wildlife damage management, or control, is defined as the alleviation of damage or other problems caused by or
related to the presence of wildlife. It isanintegral component of wildlife management (Leopold 1933, The
Wildlife Society 1990, Berryman 1991). The WS program uses an Integrated Wildlife Damage Management
(IWDM) approach (sometimes referred to as Integrated Pest Management or |PM) in which a combination of
methods may be used or recommended to reduce wildlife damage. IWDM is described in Chapter 1, 1-7 of The
Animal Damage Control Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA 1997 revised). These methods
include the alteration of cultural practices as well as habitat and behavioral modification to prevent damage. The
reduction of wildlife damage may also require that the offending animal(s) be removed or that popul ations of the
offending species be reduced through lethal methods.

WS mission isto “provide leadership in wildlife damage management in the protection of America's agricultural,
industrial and natural resources, and to safeguard public health and safety.” Thisis accomplished through:

A) training of wildlife damage management professionals;

B) development and improvement of strategies to reduce economic losses and threats to humans from wildlife;

C) callection, evaluation, and dissemination of management information;

D) cooperative wildlife damage management programs;

E) informing and educating the public on how to reduce wildlife damage and;

F) providing data and a source for limited-use management materials and equipment, including pesticides
(USDA 1997a).

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates ways by which this responsibility can be carried out to resolve
predation on livestock by coyotes, dogs, and red fox in the Commonwealth of Virginia (VA).

WS is acooperatively funded and service oriented program. Before any operational wildlife damage management
is conducted, Agreements for Control or WS Work Plans must be completed by WS and the land
owner/administrator. WS cooperates with private property owners and managers and with appropriate public land
and wildlife management agencies, as requested, with the goal of effectively and efficiently resolving wildlife
damage problems in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws.

Individual actions on the types of sites encompassed by this analysis are categorically excluded under the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) Implementing Regulations for compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (7 CFR 372.5(c)). APHIS Implementing Regulations also provide that all
technical assistance furnished by WS is categorically excluded (7 CFR 372.5(c)) (60 Federal Register 6,000-6,003
(1995)). Do tointerest in WS activities, WS has prepared this EA to assist in planning coyote (canis latrans), dog
(canis familiaris), and red fox (vulpes vulpes) damage management activities under the Virginia Cooperative
Coyote damage Control Program (V CCDCP) and to clearly communicate with the public the analysis of
cumulative impacts for a number of issues of concern in relation to alternative means of meeting needs for such
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management in the State. This analysis covers WS plans for current and future VCCDCP actions wherever they
might be requested within Virginia.

Biological carrying capacity isthe land or habitat’s limit for supporting healthy populations of wildlife without
degradation to the animals' health or their environment over an extended period of time (Decker and Purdy 1988).
Wildlife acceptance capacity, or cultural carrying capacity, isthe limit of human tolerance for wildlife or the
maximum number of a given species that can coexist compatibly with local human populations (Decker and Purdy
1988). These terms are especially important in urban areas because they define the sensitivity of alocal
community to a specific wildlife species or problem. For any given damage situation, there will be varying
thresholds by those directly and indirectly affected by the damage. This threshold of damage is a primary limiting
factor in determining the wildlife acceptance capacity. While Virginia has abiological carrying capacity to
support more than the current number of coyotes, the wildlife acceptance capacity is often much lower. Red fox
may have reached biological carrying capacity in Virginia (VDGIF pers.comm.). Once the wildlife acceptance
capacity is met or exceeded, people will begin to implement population or damage reduction methods, including
lethal management methods, to alleviate property damage and public health or safety threats (Loker et al. 1999).

This EA documents the analysis of the potential environmental effects of the proposed program. This analysis
relies on existing data contained in published documents, primarily the Animal Damage Control Final
Environmental Impact Statement (USDA 1997 revised) to which this EA istiered. These WS activities will be
undertaken in compliance with relevant laws, regulations, policies, orders, and procedures including the
Endangered Species Act (ESA).

A Noatice of Availability of the (pre-decisional) EA was published consistent with APHIS NEPA procedures to
allow interested parties the opportunity to obtain and review the document and comment on the proposed
management activities.

1.2 Purpose

The purpose of this EA isto analyze the effects of WS activitiesin Virginiato reduce predation by coyotes, dogs,
and red fox on sheep, goats, and cattle and other livestock. The livestock industries in Virginia most affected by
mammalian predators are sheep, goat, and cattle. According to the Virginia Agricultural Statistics Service (VASS)
(1998), the sheep industry is primarily located along and west of the Blue Ridge Mountains, the goat industry isin
its infancy with the greatest number of producers believed located along and west of the Blue Ridge Mountains.
The cattle industry is located primarily west of the Blue Ridge Mountains and in the northern and southern
Piedmont regions.

Coyotes are non-indigenous wild canids originally from the short grass prairie regions of North America (Parker
1995). They have expanded their range eastward taking advantage of a niche left vacant when red wolves (canis
rufus) and gray wolves (canis lupus) were extirpated (Parker 1995). Coyotes are believed to have first colonized
Virginiaaround 1979 or 1980 (Tomsa 1991, Parker 1995, Moore and Parker 1992). Coyotes are the foremost
predator of livestock in Virginia, followed by dogs. Historically, feral and free-roaming dogs have been livestock
producers primary predator problem. Today, dog predation on livestock would include pet dogs, feral dogs, and
hybrids wolf/coyote/dog. Red fox are native to North America, however they were believed native to spruce-fir
forests (Samuel and Nelson 1982, Linzey 1998). European red fox were brought to North America and released by
colonist in the 1600's for sport. Red fox in Virginia probably are a hybrid of North American and European red
fox (Samuel and Nelson 1982, Linzey 1998). Whilered or gray fox both may prey on livestock, it appears red fox
are primarily responsible for livestock predation in Virginia.
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1.3 Need For Action

Coyote depredations were recognized as a potentially serious threat to Virginia's livestock industriesin the mid
1980's. Asaresult, the VCCDCP was created in 1990. The VCCDCP provides the necessary technical assistance
and operational assistance in identifying and abating coyote, dog, and fox predation on livestock. Asameasure of
magnitude, the VCCDCP assisted 45 sheep farms with losses of 555 sheep killed by coyotesin FY 1990. This
compares to 84 sheep farms assisted with losses of 448 sheep killed by coyotesin FY 1999. The VCCDCP has
kept losses down per farm; however, the coyote population continues to expand (Virginia Department of Game and
Inland Fisherises (VDGIF), unpubl. data) and affect additional farms each year.

1.3.1 Summary of Proposed Action

The proposed action is to continue the current portion of the WS program in Virginia that responds to requests
for the VCCDCP to protect sheep, goats, and cattle in Virginia. An Integrated Wildlife Damage Management
(IWDM) approach would be implemented which would alow the use of any legal technique or method, used
singly or in combination, to meet the requestor needs for resolving conflicts with coyotes, dogs, and red fox
(Appendix B). Cooperators requesting assistance would be provided with information regarding the use of
effective nonlethal and lethal techniques. The VCCDCP coordinates with county extension agents to conduct
educational workshops for local livestock producers each year going over al legal nonlethal and lethal
methods to protect livestock. Lethal methods used by WS would include shooting, calling and shooting,
trapping, snaring, the use of dogs, M-44"s, Livestock Protection Collars (LPCs), and gas cartridges.

Nonlethal methods used by WS may include strobe sirens to temporarily repel mammalian predators from
bedding areas and assistance in placing guard dogs. Most nonlethal methods are best implemented by the
livestock producer. Non-letha methods recommended by WS may include: guard dogs and Ilamas; fencing,
moving livestock to other pastures, shed lambing/birthing, night penning, habitat alteration, herders, and scare
devices. A few livestock producers also have the skills and time to implement lethal control methods (e.g,
shooting, snaring, trapping) to reduce predation. VCCDCP by WS would be allowed in the State, when
requested, on private property or public lands (e.g., state) where a need has been documented and upon
completion of an Agreement for Control. All management actions would comply with appropriate federal,
state, and local laws.

1.3.2 Needto Protect Livestock from Coyotes, Dogs, and Foxes

Livestock is avery important industry in Virginiawith 1999 receipts from marketing cattle and sheep totaling
$328 million (Virginia Agricultural Statistics Service [VASS] 2000). Livestock inventoriesin Virginia
include 1.6 million head of cattle and 61,000 head of ewes and lambs on January 1, 2000. While sheep
inventories have stabilized in the past 3 years, sheep inventory is down 63% from 1990 (VASS 2000). The
goat industry is not surveyed by VASS or the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), therefore the
number of goatsin Virginiais unknown.

Livestock predation by coyotes, dogs, or red fox includes damage primarily to sheep, goats, and cattle (Table
1-1, Table 1-2, Table 1-3). Infrequently, foals and range raised fowl are preyed upon by coyotes, dogs, or
foxes. InVirginia, coyotes accounted for 68% of all predator-killed calves and 76% of all predator-killed
lambsin 1998 (NASS 1999). Additional costs associated with livestock protection include labor, lost genetic
stock, time (in months or years) to replace killed animals, implementation of wildlife management practices to
reduce damage or the threat of damage, and long distance calls to government agencies to seek assistance.
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Table 1-1. Livestock losses involving coyotes, dogs, or red fox predation reported to the United States Department
of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services Program from May 1992 through
September 1999.

predator damage Livestock resource
sheep cattle goats other,
coyotes killed 2267 184 346 238
injured 205 15 1 2
dog killed 305 26 3 801
injured 57 15 1 1
red fox killed 13 0 11 61
injured 2 0 6 0
Total 2849 240 368 1103

1. Includesfoals, chickens, turkeys, ducks, donkey, and geese.

Table 1-2. Number of sheep farms reporting sheep killed and injured by coyotes and receiving Wildlife Services
assistance by Fiscal Year.

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

sheep farms 45 56 34 24 41 28 56 49 72 84 67
asstd.

sheep killed/ 555 469 623 404 363 191 402 250 229 448 337
injured

Table 1-3. Number of cattle, goats, and sheep killed and injured by coyotes reported to the United States
Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services program by fiscal year.

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

cattle killed/injured 2 15 14 8 13 22 24 15 17 67 33
goats killed/injured 0 36 3 16 7 13 0 14 53 249 178

sheep killed/injured 555 469 623 404 363 191 402 250 229 448 337

USDA, APHIS, WS
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1.3.2.1 Impactson the Sheep Industry

The NASS (1999) reported 811 sheep and lambs killed by coyotes, dogs, and red foxes on 94 sheep farms
surveyed in Virginiain 1998. The lost value of these sheep totaled $78,667 with an average market value
at $97 per head (VASS 1999). During FY 1999, 448 sheep on 84 sheep operations were reported and/or
confirmed killed by coyotes to the VCCDCP (Management Information System [MIS] 1999). The sheep
losses reported to and/or verified by WS on farms from FY 1990 through FY 1999 are summarized in
(Table 1-2). The number of sheep operations requesting assistance to reduce coyote, dog and red fox
damage increased from 45 operationsin FY 1990 to 84 operationsin FY 1999 (MIS 1999).

Sheep and lambs remain vulnerable to predation throughout the year, particularly from coyotes, (Henne
1977, Nass 1977, 1980, Tigner and Larson 1977, O’ Gara et al. 1983). In Virginia, 128 sheep and lambs
were reported killed by dogsin 1998 (NASS 1999). Lambs are vulnerable to red fox predation during the
early stages of spring and fall lambing seasons. NASS (1999) reports 25 lambs killed by red foxesin
Virginia during 1998.

1.3.2.2 Impactson the Goat Industry

During FY 1999, 249 goats were reported and verified killed by coyotes on 13 livestock farmsin Virginia
(Table 1-3) (M1S 1999). The lost value of these goats is estimated at $24,000. This represented a 370%
increase from reported and verified losses from the previous year.

Smaller kid goatsin small groups of goats (<30) are usually selectively preyed upon by coyotes (Windberg
et. al 1997). In Virginia, the red fox is also a major predator of small kid goats and pygmy goats. Red fox
and coyotes may repeatedly kill small goats and take them to a den of pups.

1.3.2.3 Impactson the Cattle Industry

Calf depredations by coyotes are a growing concern among producers, particularly in southwest Virginia
(Table 1-3). NASS surveys (1992, 1996, 2001) of cattle predator loss indicated an increasing number of
coyote/calf predation in Virginiafrom 700 calvesin 1991, 900 calvesin 1995, to 1000 calvesin 2000. A
survey of Virginia WS clientsin 1998 shows 93 cattle reported killed by coyotes on 174 livestock farms
(NASS 1999). The average market value was $480 per head in 1998 placing the total loss of these 93
cattle at $44,640.00 (NASS 1999). Cattle and calves are most vulnerable to predation at calving time and
less vulnerable as they get older and larger (Shaw 1977, 1981, Horstman and Gunson 1982). In Virginia,
dogs were responsible for 10 cattle/calf depredations in 1998 on farms assisted by WS (NASS 1999).

1.3.2.4 Impactson Other Livestock

In Virginia, coyotes, red fox, and dogs have attacked, killed, or injured other livestock including, foals,
range raised fowl, and hogs (Table 1-1). The frequency of these occurrences has been low; however,
sometimes large numbers of livestock (e.g. fowl) were killed during each occurrence.

1.3.3 Summary of Coyote, Dog, and Red Fox Predation on Livestock

WS (VCCDCP) provided damage reduction services to more than 321 livestock operations requesting
assistance with coyote, dog, and red fox predation on livestock from July 1990 through September 1999. The
VCCDCP also provided technical assistance to these livestock operations and others that requested technical
assistance only. Virginia WS instructed livestock producers and the public by teaching more than 4,000
persons at 86 workshops from May 1990 through September 1999. The need exists for effective reduction of
predation associated with coyotes, dogs, and red fox on livestock because livestock producers lack expertise,
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resources, and specialized equipment to effectively reduce damage. They also do not have the appropriate
certifications to use some methods (i.e., M-44, LPC). Livestock producers aso have limited time which can be
devoted to developing expertise to resolve livestock predation problems. Large livestock producers also need
to efficiently use large acreage to cost effectively raise livestock for profit. The large number of animals raised
by large livestock producers may prohibit effective use of some nonlethal methods (e.g., night penning)
because of labor, time constraints, and disease concerns.

Coyote, dog, and red fox predation reduction is very complex due to assisting multiple property owners,
involvement of local, state, and federal agencies when implementing an IWDM program; technical expertise
needed to capture wild animals; and restrictions of federal, state, and local statutes. Also, mammalian
predator management to protect livestock is complex because of the federal responsibility to protect threatened
and endangered (T& E) species while fulfilling legislative obligations. Some coyote, dog, and red fox
predation damage management methods can best be implemented by the WS program, others by the livestock
producer. Legal restrictions prevent livestock producers from using some tools (e.g., M-44'sand LPCs) in
Virginia

RELATIONSHIP OF THISENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT TO OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTS

141  ADC Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. WS has issued a Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) on the national APHIS/WS program (USDA 1997). This EA istiered to the
FEIS. Pertinent information available in the FEIS has been incorporated by reference into this EA.

142 USDA-APHISWS Environmental Assessment for the Management of coyote, dog, and fox
predation on livestock in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Thisisthe EA by which WS has
conducted coyote, dog, and fox damage management activitiesin Virginiasince 1998. This new EA,
“Management of coyote, dog, and red fox predation on livestock in the Commonwealth of Virginia’,
will supercede the 1998 document.

DECISION TO BE MADE

Based on the scope of this EA, the decisions to be made are:

16

Should VCCDCP as currently implemented by the WS program be continued in Virginia?

If not, how should WS fulfill its legisative responsibilities for reducing coyote, dog, and red fox predation on
livestock in Virginia?

Might the continuing of WS current program of VCCDCP have significant impacts requiring preparation of
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)?

RELATIONSHIP OF AGENCIES DURING PREPARATION OF THE EA

Based on agency relationships, Memorandums of Understanding (MOUSs) and legidlative authorities, Virginia WS
isthe lead agency for this EA, and therefore responsible for the scope, contents and decisions made. The VDGIF
and VDACS contributed input throughout the EA preparation to ensure an interdisciplinary approach in
compliance with NEPA, and agency mandates, policies, and regulations.

1.7

SCOPE OF THISENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS

1.71  Actions Analyzed.

USDA, APHIS WS
EAMANAGEMENT OF COYOTE, DOG, AND RED FOX PREDATION ON
LIVESTOCK IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA VA CoyoteEA 1-6



This EA evaluates coyote, dog, and red fox damage management by WS to protect livestock on private land or
public facilities within Virginia wherever such management is requested from the WS program.

1.7.2  Period for Which this EA isValid.

This EA will remain valid until WS determines that new needs for action or new alternatives having different
environmental effects must be analyzed. At that time, this analysis and document will be reviewed and revised
as necessary. This EA will be reviewed each year to ensure that it is complete and still appropriate to the
scope of the VCCDCP activities.

1.7.3  Site Specificity.

This EA analyzes potential impacts of WS VCCDCP activities that would or could occur at private property
sites or at public facilities within Virginia. Because the proposed action is to continue the current program,
and because the current program’s goal and responsibility isto provide service when requested within the
constraints of available funding and personnel, it is conceivable that V CCDCP activity by WS could occur
anywherein the State. Thus, this EA analyzes the potential impacts of such efforts wherever and whenever
they might occur as part of the current program. The EA emphasizes significant issues as they relate to
specific areas whenever possible. However, the substantive issues that pertain to the various types of coyote,
dog, and red fox predation on livestock and resulting management are the same, for the most part, wherever
they occur, and are treated as such. The substantive issues analyzed in this EA were effects on coyote and red
fox populations; effects on nontarget wildlife populations, including T & E species; effects on dogs; effects on
human health and safety; and impacts to stakeholders, including aesthetics. The standard WS Decision Model
(Slate et al. 1992) and WS Directive 2.105 are the routine thought process that is the site-specific procedure
for determining methods and strategies to use or recommend for individual actions conducted by WS in the
state (See USDA 1997, revised, Chapter 2 and Appendix N for a more complete description of the WS
Decision Model and examples of its application). Decisions made using this process would be in accordance
with any mitigation measures and standard operating procedures (SOP) described herein and adopted or
established as part of the decision.

1.8 AUTHORITY AND COMPLIANCE

1.8.1 Authority of Federal and State Agenciesin Coyote, Dog, and Red Fox Damage M anagement in
the Commonwealth of Virginia!

1.8.1.1 WSLegidative Authority

The primary statutory authority for the WS program is the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931 (7 U.S.C.
426-426¢; 46 Stat. 1468), which provides that:

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to conduct such investigations, experiments,
and tests as he may deem necessary in order to determine, demonstrate, and promulgate the best
methods of eradication, suppression, or bringing under control on national forests and other areas of
the public domain as well as on State, Territory or privately owned lands of mountain lions, wolves,
coyotes, bobcats, prairie dogs, gophers, ground squirrels, jackrabbits, brown tree snakes and other
animalsinjurious to agriculture, horticulture, forestry, animal husbandry, wild game animals,
furbearing animals, and birds, and for the protection of stock and other domestic animals through

1 see Chapter 1 of USDA (1997, revised) for a complete discussion of federal laws pertaining to WS.
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the suppression of rabies and tularemia in predatory or other wild animals; and to conduct
campaigns for the destruction or control of such animals. Provided that in carrying out the
provisions of this Section, the Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate with Sates, individuals, and
public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions.”

Since 1931, with the changes in societal values, WS policies and programs place greater emphasis on the
part of the Act discussing "bringing (damage) under control," rather than "eradication™ and "suppression”
of wildlife populations. In 1988, Congress strengthened the legislative authority of WS with the Rural
Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. This Act states, in part:

"That hereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, except for urban rodent control, to
conduct activities and to enter into agreements with States, local jurisdictions, individuals, and
public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions in the control of nuisance mammals
and birds and those mammal and bird species that are reservoirs for zoonotic diseases, and to
deposit any money collected under any such agreement into the appropriation accounts that
incur the costs to be available immediately and to remain available until expended for Animal
Damage Control activities."

1.8.1.2 Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services L egidative Mandate

VDACS has the statutory authority to manage damage to agriculture and property, and to protect human
health and safety from damage involving birds (VAC 8Title 3.1 - 1011). VDACS also was granted
damage management authority on coyotes by an appropriation act in the General Assembly in 1990.
VDACS currently has a MOU with WS which establishes a cooperative relationship between WS and
VDACS, outlines responsibilities, and sets forth annual objectives and goals of each agency for resolving
wildlife damage management conflictsin Virginia.

1.8.1.3 Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries L egislative Mandate

The VDGIF, under the direction of the Governor-appointed Board of Directors, is specifically charged by
the General Assembly with the management of the state’s wildlife resources. Although many legal
mandates of the Board and the Department are expressed throughout the Code of Virginia, the primary
statutory authorities include wildlife management responsibilities (V AC8829.1-103), public education
charges (VAC8829.1-109), law enforcement authorities (VAC8829.1-109), and regulatory powers
(VAC8829.1-501). In 1990, the Board of Directors adopted mission statements to help clarify and
interpret the role of VDGIF in managing the wildlife resources of Virginia.
They are:
To manage Virginiawildlife and inland fisheries to maintain optimum populations of all speciesto
serve the needs of the Commonweslth;

To provide opportunity for all to enjoy wildlife, inland fisheries, boating and related outdoor
recreation; and

To promote safety for persons and property in connection with boating, hunting, and fishing.
VDGIF currently has a MOU with WS. This document establishes a cooperative relationship between
WS and VDGIF, outlines responsibilities, and sets forth annual objectives and goals of each agency

for resolving wildlife damage management conflictsin Virginia.

182 COMPLIANCEWITH OTHER FEDERAL LAWS.
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Several other federal laws authorize, regulate, or otherwise affect WS wildlife damage management. WS
complies with these laws, and consults and cooperates with other agencies as appropriate.

1.8.2.1 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

WS prepares analyses of the environmental impacts of program activities to meet procedural requirements
of NEPA. This EA meetsthe NEPA requirement for the proposed action in Virginia. When WS
operational assistance is requested by another federal agency, NEPA compliance is the responsibility of
the other federal agency. However, WS could agree to complete NEPA documentation at the request of
the other federal agency.

1.8.2.2 Endangered Species Act (ESA)

It isfederal policy, under the ESA, that all federal agencies shall seek to conserve T& E species and shall
utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the ESA (Sec.2(c)). WS conducts Section 7
consultations with the FWS to use the expertise of the FWS to ensure that "any action authorized, funded
or carried out by such an agency . . . isnot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
endangered or threatened species . . . Each agency shall use the best scientific and commercial data
available" (Sec.7(a)(2)). WS obtained a Biological Opinion (BO) from FWS in 1992 describing potential
effects on T& E species and prescribing reasonable and prudent measures for avoiding jeopardy (USDA
1997, revised, Appendix F). WSiinitiated an informal Section 7 consultation for the proposed coyote, red
fox, and dog damage management program.

1.8.2.3 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

FIFRA requires the registration, classification, and regulation of all pesticides used in the United States.
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for implementing and enforcing FIFRA. All
chemical methods used or recommended by the WS program in Virginia are registered with and regul ated
by the EPA and VDACS, Office of Pesticide Management (OPM) and are used by WS in compliance with
labeling procedures and requirements.

1.8.2.4 National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended

The NHPA 1966, and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800), requires federal agenciesto: 1)
determine whether activities they propose constitute "undertakings' that can result in changesin the
character or use of historic properties and, 2) if so, to evaluate the effects of such undertakings on such
historic resources and consult with the State Historic Preservation Office regarding the value and
management of specific cultural, archaeological and historic resources, and 3) consult with appropriate
American Indian Tribes to determine whether they have concerns for traditional cultural propertiesin
areas of these federal undertakings. WS actions on tribal 1ands are only conducted at the tribe' s request
and under signed agreement; thus, the tribes have control over any potential conflict with cultural
resources on tribal properties. WS activities as described under the proposed action do not cause ground
disturbances nor do they otherwise have the potential to significantly affect visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements of historic properties and are thus not undertakings as defined by the NHPA. In those cases, the
officials responsible for management of such properties would make the request and would have decision-
making authority over the methods to be used. WS has determined VCCDCP actions are not
undertakings as defined by the NHPA because such actions do not have the potential to result in changes
in the character or use of historic properties. A copy of this EA is being provided to the Chickahominy,
Mattaponi, and Pamunkey American Indian tribes in the state to allow them opportunity to express any
concerns that might need to be addressed prior to a decision.
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1.8.2.5 Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898 - “Federal Actionsto Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.”

Executive Order 12898, entitled, “Federa Actionsto Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and L ow-Income Populations’” promotes the fair treatment of people of all races, income
levels and cultures with respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental
laws, regulations and policies. Environmental Justice is the pursuit of equal justice and protection under
the law for all environmental statutes and regulations without discrimination based on race, ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status. It isapriority within APHIS and WS. Executive Order 12898 requires Federal
agencies to make environmental justice part of their mission, and to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of Federal programs,
policies and activities on minority and low-income persons or populations. APHIS implements Executive
Order 12898 principally through its compliance with NEPA. All WS activities are evaluated for their
impact on the human environment and compliance with Executive Order 12898. WS personnel use only
legal, effective, and environmentally safe wildlife damage management methods, tools, and approaches.
It is not anticipated that the proposed action would result in any adverse or disproportionate
environmental impacts to minority and low-income persons or populations.

183 COMPLIANCEWITH OTHER STATE LAWS.
1.8.3.1 Virginia Comprehensive Animal L aws, (coyotes)

Thislaw (VACS883.1-796.67:1) directs the Commissioner of Agriculture and Consumer Services to enter
into agreements with local, state, and federal agencies or other persons for the control of coyotes which
pose a danger to agricultural animals.

1.8.3.2 Virginia Comprehensive Animal Laws, (Dogskilling, injuring, or chasing livestock or
poultry)

Thislaw (VACS883.1-796-116) alows any person to kill atagged or untagged dog in the act of killing,
injuring, or chasing livestock.

1.8.3.3 Possession, Transportation, and Release of Wildlife by Authorized Persons

This regulation (4 VACS88 15-30-50) authorizes employees of federal wildlife management agencies and
local animal control officers in the performance of their duties to take problem wildlife in the
Commonwealth of Virginia.
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CHAPTER 2: ISSUES

Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the issues, including issues that will receive detailed environmental impact
analysisin Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences), issues that have driven the development of mitigation
measures and/or SOP, and issues that will not be considered in detail, with rationale. Pertinent portions of the
affected environment will be included in this chapter in the discussion of issues used to develop mitigation
measures. Additional description of affected environments will be incorporated into the discussion of the
environmental impacts in Chapter 4.

21

ISSUES

The following issues have been identified as areas of concern requiring consideration in this EA. These will be
analyzed in detail in Chapter 4:

22

e Effects on Coyote and Red Fox Populations

e Effects on Nontarget Wildlife Populations, including T& E Species
» Effectson Dogs

e Effects on Human Health and Safety

e Impactsto Stakeholders, including Aesthetics

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THE ANALYSISOF ALTERNATIVES
221 Effectson Coyote and Red Fox Populations

A common concern among members of the public is whether wildlife damage management actions adversely
affect the viability of target species populations. The target species selected for analysisin this EA are the
eastern coyote and red fox of which a minimal number of individuals are likely to be killed by WS use of lethal
damage management methods under the proposed action in any one year.

2.2.2  Effectson Nontarget Wildlife Populations, including T& E Species

A common concern among the public and wildlife professionals, including WS personnel, is the impact of
damage management methods and activities on nontarget species, particularly T & E Species. WS SOPs
include measures intended to mitigate or reduce the effects on nontarget species populations and are presented
in Chapter 3.

Special efforts are made to avoid jeopardizing T& E Species through biological evaluations of the potential
effects and the establishment of special restrictions or mitigation measures. WS has consulted with the FWS
under Section 7 of the ESA concerning potential impacts of VCCDCP methods on T& E species and has
obtained a BO (USDI 1992). For the full context of the BO, see Appendix F of the USDA (1997revised,
Appendix F).

The Virginia WS program has reviewed the proposed action to evaluate potential impacts of the program to
federally listed Threatened and Endangered (T& E) species occurring within the state. WS obtained a copy of
the list of federal T& E speciesfor Virginiafrom the USFWS s web site on November 29, 2001 and the
potential impacts of the VCCDCP to each species was considered. Additional information from the VDGIF' s
website (November 30, 2001), and from Terwilliger (1991) and Terwilliger and Tate (1995) was used to
evaluate the potential impacts on T& E species. We concluded that the proposed VCCDCP would have no
effect on federally or state listed T& E speciesin Virginia. We contacted the FWS, Region 5 office on
November 26, 2001, and were instructed to follow the 1992 biological opinion because similar livestock
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protection programs were addressed in that biological opinion (P. Nickerson, FWS, pers. commun.).

In contrast to adverse impacts on nontarget animals from direct take by VCCDCP methods, some nontarget
species may actually benefit from VCCDCP. Coyotes, dogs, and red fox are predators and may feed on other
birds and mammals. An exampleisthe benefit to federally threatened piping plovers, which have been preyed
upon by red fox in Virginia. Other examples include, coyotes killing fawn and adult white-tailed deer which
some people enjoy watching and legally hunt. Other people benefit from coyotes killing deer because it
reduces damage to crops and the number of deer available for deer-vehicle collisions. Red fox eat eggs and
fledglings of quail which some people enjoy viewing, calling, feeding, or legally hunting.

2.2.3 Effectson Dogs

A common concern among the public and wildlife professionals, including WS personnel, is the impact of
damage management methods and activities on dogs. The ownership of dogs as pets and hunting companions
has along tradition in Virginia. However, not all dogsin Virginia have the same status. Since there are so
many feral and unwanted dogsin Virginia, local government and humane societies must euthanize thousands
of dogs annually (Table 2-1). Some dogs are feral, others are abandoned, and some such as wolf hybrids have
been liberated. WS SOPs include measures intended to mitigate or reduce the effects on nontarget species
populations and are presented in Chapter 3.

Table 2-1. Fera and unwanted dogs and hybrid dogs euthanized by local animal control and humane
organizationsin Virginia as reported by Division of Animal Industry Services of the Virginia Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services.

Year
19972 1998 1999 2000
Dogs 38,057 68,258 67,300 70,667
Hybrid dogs' 24 32 14 19

1. Hybrid dogs are crosses between awolf and a dog or a coyote and a dog.
2. Dataisfor last 6 months of 1997. Thiswas first year reporting was required.

The public is concerned some dogs involved in killing or injuring livestock may be killed. More importantly,
the public is concerned innocent dogs may be inadvertently killed by some damage management actions. Dogs
used for legal hunting are believed by some people to be especially at risk. Specia efforts are made to avoid
harming dogs not involved in livestock depredation. Where dogs are killing or injuring livestock, lethal or
nonlethal control methods may be implemented by livestock producers, local animal control officers, WS, and
othersto protect livestock.

Dogs Killing Livestock

Dogs occasionally kill or injure livestock (NASS 1992, 1995, 1996, 1999). However, dogs rarely feed upon
the livestock they kill. Livestock producers and dog owners are very sensitive to the issue of dogs killing
livestock because of the brutal means in which dogs kill or injure livestock, often many livestock animals are
killed or injured in asingle incident. Monetary losses incurred by livestock producers from dog damage can
be substantial which makes livestock producers sensitive to dogs around livestock. Pet owners may have
strong attachment to their dogs and may not objectively view their dogs as threats to livestock. Some pet
owners have difficulty accepting responsibility for actions of their dogs, and the legal responsibility and
liability dog owners bear for controlling their animals. All these issues make dogs and livestock a sensitive
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issue.

Analysis of Impacts on Hunting Dogs

An analysis of damage management methods (described in detail in Appendix B) identified M-44's and guard
dogs as methods which could result in the unintentional death of a hunting dog. WS then conducted a risk
analysis for hunting dogs that could be exposed to damage management methods that would result in
unintentional death from M-44's (Table 2-2). Thisanalysis considered hunting seasons when hunting dogs
are likely afield (Table 2-3).

Guard dogs have been reported killing hunting dogs (deer) which resulted in intense conflicts between some
deer-dog hunters and livestock producers. Guard dogs are a method WS may recommended, but the livestock
producer is responsible for implementing.

Hunters are required by state law to have written or verbal permission to hunt on private land (VAC818.2-132,
VAC 818.2-134). Dogs for bear and deer hunting can be more than one mile from the hunter and chases can
cross multiple properties. Dog hunters should have permission to hunt from private landowners where there
dogs are likely to chase game animals. However, Virginialaw (VACS 18.2-136 ) allows dog hunters using
dogs to cross another person’s land without permission to retrieve dogs. Based upon this analysis of the
likelihood of hunting dogs to be in afenced area and greater than one mile from the hunter, only dogs used for
hunting bear and deer would likely be at risk. Based on this analysis, SOPs and state policies were devel oped
(see SOP'sin Chapter 3).

Use of Dogs for Hunting

Hunting dogs are used in Virginiato pursue fox, raccoon, bobcat, opossum, rabbit, squirrel, doves, quail,
grouse, turkey deer, bear, and waterfowl. There are an estimated 266,585 licensed hunters in Virginia who
hunt with or without dogs (Wright et a. 2000). Hunting contributed $1,404,269,000 in total economic output
into the Virginia economy during 1991 (Southwick Associates 1994). The types of hunting with dogs are
described.

Mounted foxhunting hounds

Mounted foxhunting has along rich tradition in the Commonwealth of Virginia (Calos 1999, Juersivich 1999,
Tolme 2000, Caggiano 2001). Virginiais the “capital” of foxhunting in the United States (L etter from D.
Foster to M. Lowney, February 6, 2002). Mounted foxhunting occurs during the day. An average of 22
foxhounds may participate in a hunt and some hunters may use up to 50 foxhounds (L etter from G.
Pitsenberger to M. Lowney, February 5, 2002). Hunts generally occur on a scheduled basis from September
through March and certain farms are usually hunted once per month during these six months (L etter from G.
Pitsenberger to M. Lowney, February 5, 2002; J. Fendley, Master of Foxhounds Association, pers. commun.).
There are an estimated 5,000 - 6,000 mounted fox huntersin Virginia (VDGIF, unpub. data).

Most mounted foxhunting occurs in Loudoun, Fauquier, and Warren Counties (D.Foster, pers. comm.). Of
these three counties, only Loudoun County has requested and received VCCDCP service on three farmsin the
12 years of the VCCDCP. The nature of mounted foxhunting and mounted foxhunters is that written
permission to hunt is lawfully obtained from the landowner and thus information of VCCDCP activitiesis
usually passed on to the hunters. In twelve years of conducting the VCCDCP only one foxhound was
captured. The accidental capture or take of foxhound is unlikely.

Only one foxhound has been captured by the VCCDCP in asnare. The dog was released unharmed by the
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hunter (G. Pitsenberger, pers. commun.). Furthermore, the farmer informed the hunter of the whereabouts of
the snares. Since thisincident occurred, the landowner, the mounted foxhunter, and WS have worked together
to prevent future risks to foxhounds.

The likelihood of VCCDCP interfering with mounted foxhunting is extremely low because most mounted
foxhunts occurs in counties unserved by VCCDCP. It is possible that VCCDCP could become an
inconvenience to mounted foxhunters at a very localized level. If mounted foxhunters choose to hunt an area
in which VCCDCP activities are taking place they may arrange with the landowner and WS to mitigate for a
particular hunt if reasonable notice is provided to WS and the landowner. To date, (FY 2002), only two
mounted foxhunters have requested mitigation with WS.

Mounted foxhunters believe their quarry is doing fine (74%) and feel there are more red fox today than 5 years
ago (VDGIF, unpub. data). Ninety-three percent of mounted foxhunters believe that coyote abundance is up
and 57% believe the coyote population is increasing (VDGIF, unpub. data).

Genera foxhunting hounds

Foxhunting is also practiced without the use of mounted hunters and occurs during the night or day. Eighty-
three percent of these hunters conduct chases within a fenced foxhound training preserve (VDGIF, unpub.
data.). However, sixty percent also participate in free cast hunts during the night and day on private lands
(VDGIF, unpub. data). The home range of red fox is approximately 400 to 1200 acres (Samuel and Nelson
1982) and free cast fox hunts may cover this much area. These foxhunters generally hunt 60 times per year
and run an average of 19 hounds per hunt (VDGIF, unpub. data). Of the 60 hunts per year over half (an
average of 31) occur in fenced training preserves (VDGIF, unpub. data). Unlike bear and deer hunting with
hounds, foxhounds stay closer to the hunter and therefore the seasoned fox hunter should have a good idea of
where his’her hounds will travel during a hunt (VDGIF pers. comm.). Free cast foxhounds are possibly at risk
to VCCDCP activities. Foxhounds run within fenced training preserves are not at risk to VCCDCP activities.
The number of free cast fox hunters is unknown.

General foxhunters believe that fox populations are doing fine and that coyote populations are increasing
(VDGIF, unpub. data). To date, only one general foxhunter has requested mitigation with WS in 12 years.
WS will work with landowners and general foxhunters if requested by both parties to mitigate individual
situations.

Raccoon hunting hounds

Raccoon hunting is especialy popular in southwest Virginia but raccoon hunting occurs statewide. There are
an estimated 10,000 raccoon hunters who hunt with hounds (Wright et al. 2000). Raccoon hunting seasons
arelong (Table 2-3). Some raccoon hunters use their hounds year round as allowed by state regulation as long
asthe quarry isfox in June and July (VDGIF pers. comm.). Some coonhounds become lost or abandoned
which also increases their risk to VCCDCP activities. Unlike bear and deer hunting with hounds, coonhounds
stay closer to the hunter and therefore the seasoned raccoon hunter should have a good idea of where his/her
hounds will travel during a hunt (VDGIF pers. comm.). The likelihood of VCCDCP interfering with law
abiding raccoon hunting is unlikely. WS will work with landowners and raccoon hunters if requested by both
parties to mitigate individual situations. To date, only one raccoon hunter has requested mitigation.

The following is a breakdown of coonhounds captured by VCCDCP:

1 October 1993, one coonhound was snared and released unharmed. The hunter did not have permission to
hunt on this property.
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1.2 January 1995, two coonhounds were snared, both were shot by the farmer who had problems with
these two dogs.

13 February 1998, one coonhound was snared and released unharmed.

14 May 1999, one coonhound was killed by an M-44. The hunter did not have permission to hunt on
this property.

15 September 1999, one coonhound was killed by an M-44, lawfully hunting.

Bear and deer hunting hounds

Bears may be hunted with hounds from December through the first Saturday in January in Virginia. Family
and community tradition plays a big part in bear hunting participation (N. Lafont, unpub. data). Bear hounds
includes curs, plot, airdale, blue tick, walker, and red tick. Pack size may vary from 5 - 8 dogs. Bears are
hunted with hounds using three methods. Hunters may be posted along suspected escape routes, by open cast
or rig. Open cast is dogs are turned loose in the woods where bears are suspected of occurring and hunters
chase the dogs. Rig hunting is starting from the road where bear sign is found by the hunters. The dogs are
turned loose where the bear sign is detected and then the hunters follow the dogs. The chase may average 3
miles, but can be aslong as 20 miles. Most bear chases are less than 6 miles. There were 17,157 bear hunters
in 1999 and 45% hunted bear with dogs (VDGIF 2001). In Virginia most bear hunting occurs on public land
on the Blue Ridge Mountains and west of the Blue Ridge Mountains. Hunters may cross private land to
retrieve their dogs, but not shoot game animals. Bear populations have increased and broadened their
distribution in Virginiain the last 50 years (VDGIF 2001). The bear population numbers approximately 4,000
- 5,000 animals (VDGIF 2001).

Deer may be hunted with hounds east of the Blue Ridge Mountains from late November until the first Saturday
in January in Virginia. Deer hounds are broken down into two categories: long-legged and short-legged
hounds. Long-legged hounds include walkers, black and tan, and red bone hounds. Short-legged hounds are
mainly beagles. Hunters usually hunt with either long-legged or short-legged hounds and seldom mix them.
Hunts with long-legged hounds may extend for miles. Hunts with short-legged hounds tend to be significantly
shorter. Pack size may vary from 5 to 35 hounds during a hunt. Hunters are posted along suspected escape
routes to shoot deer and catch dogs. Hunters are required to have verbal or written permission from the
landowner. Hunters may cross private land to retrieve their dogs, but not shoot game animals. Deer occur and
are hunted statewide in Virginia. The deer population is stable at approximately 1million animals.

Bear hounds and deer hounds, because of the length of the chase may separate themselves from hunters, are at
risk to M-44s. Because of this, formal mitigation measures were taken to avoid M-44 risks to these hounds
(see chapter 3). Deer hunting with hounds generally occurs east of the Blue Ridge further reducing any
likelihood of VCCDCP interference. In 12 years of the VCCDCP only one bear hound was captured in a snare
and released unharmed in 1992. In 12 years of the VCCDCP no deer hounds were captured. However, several
deer hounds have been killed and injured by livestock guarding dogs (e.g. Anatolian shepard, Akbash, etc.) in
eastern Virginia.

The mitigation measure (no use of the M-44 from September 1 to January 7) was made to reduce the risk
primarily to bear and deer hounds, but also to other hunting dogs. Thisis the most common time of year
among all groups of hunters to be afield pursuing the various hunting opportunities that Virginia offers.

Bobcat, squirrel, grouse, and turkey hunting dogs

Bobcats usually are hunted with hounds; squirrels with feists; grouse with pointers, setters, labs, and spaniels;
and turkey with setters, pointers, and short-hairs. Pack sizes tend to be single dogs to three or four dogs.
Hunting may occur on public or private land. Hunting generally occurs in wooded/forest habitat and therefore
the likelihood of any risk from V CCDCP methods to these types of hunting dogs is unlikely (Table 2-2). In 12
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years of the VCCDCP, no hunting dog of the above forms of hunting has been captured or killed. Hunters are
required to have verbal or written permission from the private landowner.

Opossum, rabbit, dove, quail/pheasant, and waterfow! dogs

Little information exists on opossum hunting in Virginia. Opossum are hunted with hounds; rabbits with
beagles, doves, quail and pheasants with labs, pointers, setters and retrievers; and ducks with labs,
Chesapeakes, and retrievers. Pack sizes tend to be single animalsto two or three. The VCCDCP has never
captured a dog being used in these hunting activities.

Opossum will likely be hunted on a specific property. Chases tend to be short. The VCCDCP has never
captured a hound engaged in opossum hunting. Hunters are required to have verbal or written permission from
the private landowner.

Rabbit hunting would likely take place on a specific property. Rabbits do not venture far when chased and the
average length of chase may be less that 10 square acres. Rabbit hunting generally occurs with use of one to
six beagle hounds and several hunters may participate. Rabbit hunting is usually conducted in thick brushy
habitat, (i.e.,recently clear cut forests, heavily vegetated fence rows) or early successional forest. The
VCCDCP has never captured a beagle hound engaged in rabbit hunting. Hunters are required to have verbal
or written permission from the private landowner.

Dove, quail, and pheasant hunting would likely occur on a specific property. Bird dogs are almost alwaysin
control of the hunter. The VCCDCP has never captured abird dog. Hunters are required to have verbal or
written permission from the private landowner.

Waterfowl dogs engaged in waterfow! hunting are unlikely to encounter M-44s which are set in fenced
pastures. The VCCDCP has never captured awaterfowl dog. Hunters are required to have verbal or written
permission from the private landowner.

M-44s pose the most yet unlikely risk to hunting dogs and the mitigation measure to stop using the M-44 from
September 1 to January 7 further reducesrisks. Thelikelihood of VCCDCP interfering with law abiding
opossum, rabhit, quail/pheasant, dove, and waterfowl hunting is unlikely. WS will work with landowners and
the above mentioned hunters if requested by both parties to mitigate individual situations.

Based on the above information, the impact the V CCDCP on the economics and opportunity of hunting with
dogsisnegligible:

1. TheVCCDCPisvery smal in scale (working an average of 140 properties total each year spread
throughout 30 or more counties, e.g. an average of <5 properties/county).

The total number of farms served are not serviced all year long or al at any one time.

If there is any risk to hunting dogs it occurs outside of most hunting seasons.

The VCCDCP will work with hunters and landowners alike to reduce risks on an individual basis.

The occurrence of hunting dogs being captured or killed has been low and will continue to be low.

The VCCDCPis 12 years old and Virginia hunting opportunity for many game speciesis at record levels.
Houndsmen numbers are down compared to 20 years ago (29,119 coon huntersin 1983; 9,631 coon-
huntersin 1999).

8. Fox populations are at or near carrying capacity (VDGIF).

Noar®WDN

Analysis of Impacts on Pet, Companion, or Work Dogs
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Pet or companion dogs are required by county ordinance granted by state law to be under the control of the
owner (VACS83.1-796.93) and cared for by the owner (VAC83.1-796.68). The VCCDCP mitigates with
landowners requesting V CCDCP assistance by requesting landowners notify their neighbors and inform them
of the risks associated with livestock protection activities. Regardless of thisinformation, some people fail to
restrain pet or companion dogs thereby putting their dogs at risk to VCCDCP activities and other risks (i.e.,
vehicle accidents). Some pet or companion dogs also become lost and fall victim to nature (Wasson 1998).
Some companion animals may be abandoned, picked up and euthanized by local humane societies (Table 2-1).

Work dogs (herding and guard dogs) are especially at risk on farms where VCCDCP activities are taking
place. Therefore, arrangements between WS and the landowners are taken to reduce any likelihood of any
accidents.

Analysis of Impacts on Feral, Abandoned, or Liberated Wolf Hybrid Dogs

Feral, abandoned, and liberated dogs or wolf hybrids were excluded from analysis of impacts because they are
ownerless, living in a semi-wild or wild state, and without the care of an owner (VACS83.1-796.68).
Furthermore, some of these dogs are killing livestock and the VCCDCP is requested by the livestock producer
and local animal control officers to capture these dogs.

Table 2-2. Analysis of vulnerability of types of hunting dogsto M-44's. WS analyzed the likelihood of a
hunting dog being in an extended chase and in afenced area where M-44's would be set.

Distance of dog from hunter

Wild animal hunted with  Likelihood of dog in > 1/4 mile distance > 1 mile distance
dogs fenced areawith M-44

bear possible likely likely
bobcat unlikely likely likely
deer possible likely likely
fox possible likely unlikely
opossum unlikely unlikely unlikely
rabhit likely unlikely unlikely
raccoon unlikely unlikely unlikely
squirrel unlikely unlikely unlikely
doves likely unlikely unlikely
quail/pheasant likely unlikely unlikely
grouse unlikely unlikely unlikely
turkey unlikely unlikely unlikely
waterfowl unlikely unlikely unlikely
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Table 2-3. Hunting and chase seasons that dogs can be used in Virginia. There are some additional hunting

seasons where the use of dogs are prohibited. The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries should be
consulted for detailed information on all hunting seasons. Hunting seasons are shaded in gray and chase seasons
(no killing of game animal) are shaded in checkerboard. Hunting and chase seasons are for 2000 - 2001 seasons.

Month of year

Mar

Apr

May [ Jun

Jul Aug

Sep Oct

Nov

Dec

opossum

raccoon

rabbit

squirrel

doves

quail/
pheasant

grouse

turkey

waterfowl

1. Hunting of deer with dogsis allowed east of the Blue Ridge Mountains only, with some exceptions.

2.24  Effectson Human Health and Safety

2.24.1 Safety and efficacy of chemical damage management methods.

Members of the public have expressed concerns that chemical damage management methods should not
be used because of potential adverse effects from direct exposure to chemical toxicants or from animals
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that have died as a result of toxicants. Under the alternatives proposed in this EA, the primary toxicants
proposed for use by WS are sodium cyanide (M-44) and sodium fluoroacetate (LPC). A less commonly
used toxicant proposed for use by WS is sodium nitrate and charcoal (Gas Cartridge). Sodium cyanide,
sodium fluoroacetate, and sodium nitrate/charcoal use is regulated by the EPA through FIFRA, by
VDACS, OPM through the Virginia Pesticide Control Act, and by WS Directives. There are no repellents
registered for use to protect livestock from predator attacks.

The use of sodium cyanide, sodium fluoroacetate, and sodium nitrate/charcoa for mammalian predator
damage management poses negligible risk when used according to directives, policies, laws, and |abel
directions (USDA 1997revised, Appendix P). According to the EPA, Poison Control Center, Toxic
Exposure Surveillance System for 1993 - 1996, there were over 400,000 recorded human exposures to all
sorts of animal toxicants, however, there were no recorded M-44 public human exposures (email from J.
Shivik, NWRC to M. Lowney, February 17, 1999). M-44's and coyote getters have been used for more
than 50 years by WS without any employee fatalities. There was one human fatality from the predicidal
use of sodium cyanide by a non-WS employee using a coyote getter (Letter from D. Gretz to ADC State
Directors, Western Region, November 27, 1989). WS SOPs include measures intended to mitigate or
reduce the effects on human health and safety and are presented in Chapter 3. WS personnel who apply
pesticides are certified restricted-use pesticide applicators and apply pesticides according to label
instructions. Certification is obtained after passing written tests administered by the VDACS, Office of
Pesticide Management.

2.2.4.2 Impacts on human safety of nonchemical VCCDCP methods

Some people may be concerned that WS use of firearms and traps could cause injuries to people. WS
personnel occasionally use rifles and shotguns to remove coyotes, dogs, or red fox that are preying upon or
attempting to prey upon livestock. Handguns may be used to euthanize trapped or snared animals. WS
personnel use special restraining traps and snares to humanely capture coyotes, dogs, or red fox. WS
SOPs include measures intended to mitigate or reduce the effects on human health and safety and are
presented in Chapter 3.

Firearm useis very sensitive and a public concern because of safety issues relating to the public and
misuse. To ensure safe use and awareness, WS employees who use firearms to conduct official duties are
required to attend an approved firearms safety and use training program within 3 months of their
appointment and a refresher course every 3 years afterwards (WS Directive 2.615). WS employees who
carry firearms as a condition of employment, are also required to sign aform certifying that they meet the
criteria as stated in the Lautenberg Amendment which prohibits firearm possession by anyone who has
been convicted of a misdemeanor crime of domestic violence.

The use of restraining traps such as leghold traps or snares is a sensitive issue because of the lack of
understanding and experience by the public in using these devices. Some people believe they could be
captured and restrained by these traps or injured. Some people believe these traps indiscriminately and
automatically capture people who may unknowingly approach locations where these traps or snares are
set. WS personnel meet with livestock producers and neighbors to explain and demonstrate the use of
traps and snares to alleviate anxiety some people may have. WS SOPs include measures intended to
mitigate or reduce the effects on human health and safety and are presented in Chapter 3.

2.2.4.3 Impactson human safety of not conducting VCCDCP to reduce athreat or safety risk from
coyotes which attack children and adults

The concern stated here is that the absence of adequate VCCDCP would result in adverse effects on
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human safety, because in the event of a coyote attack on humans, WS or the Commonwealth of Virginia
would not have effective methods and expertise available to capture the offending coyote. Effective
methods which would be unavailable are M-44's and specialized leghold traps and snares for capturing
coyotes. Also, there would be alack of knowledge and experience on how to efficiently capture a
threatening coyote. Although WS receives few requests to conduct VCCDCP for threats to human safety,
the potential impacts of not conducting such livestock protection work would lead to less efficient methods
and expertise being used to remove threatening coyotes. In Virginia, WS has removed one coyote that
posed an immediate threat to human safety, and the likelihood of further WS activities to protect human
safety exists. In Fiscal Year 2000, there have been 6 reported incidents of coyotes confronting people
(M1S2000). Protecting human safety is not within the scope of this EA, however, WS may provide
service to protect human safety under other NEPA documents or emergencies.

2.25 Impactsto Stakeholders, including Aesthetics

2.2.5.1 Effectson Human Affectionate-Bonds with Individual Animals and on Aesthetic Values of
Wild Canid Species

Some individuals or groups of wild canids habituate and learn to live in close proximity to humans. Some
people in these situations feed such animals and/or otherwise develop emotional bonds toward such
animals that result in aesthetic enjoyment. In addition, some people consider individual wild animals as
“pets,” or exhibit affection toward these animals. Examples would be, fox that live near and become
accustomed to people and eventually the fox begins taking food scraps from the public. Many people do
not develop emotional bonds with individual wild animals, but experience aesthetic enjoyment from
observing them.

Public reaction to damage management is variable because members of the public can have different
attitudes toward wildlife and wildlife damage. Some individuals that are negatively affected by wildlife
support removal or relocation of damaging wildlife. Other individuals affected by the same wildlife may
oppose removal or relocation. Individuals unaffected by wildlife damage may be supportive, neutral, or
opposed to wildlife removal depending on their persona views and attitudes. Some people do not believe
that individual coyotes or fox should even be excluded by fencing to stop or reduce damage problems.
Some of them are concerned that their ability to view coyotes, foxes, and other wildlife species are
lessened by non-lethal fencing and habitat alteration efforts.

The public’s ability to view wild canids in a particular areawould be more limited if the coyotes or red fox
areremoved. In addition, red fox and coyotes are usually difficult to observe because of the secretive and
nocturnal behavior. These animals can livein close proximity to humans and go undetected.
Additionally, the opportunity to observe coyotes and fox increases as dispersal in the fall and late winter
could possibly replace the animals removed during a damage management action. The opportunity to
view or hear wild canids would be available if an individual makes the effort to visit other parks or areas
with adequate habitat and local populations of the species of interest.

2.2.5.2 Effectson Aesthetic Values of Coyotes

Livestock producers who have sheep, goats, or cattle killed by coyotes believe coyotes have little to no
positive value. Some hunters believe coyotes compete with them for the same game animal s they hunt.
Some landowners who benefit from leasing land to hunters may believe coyotes and red fox are depriving
them of monetary gain because coyotes and fox are eating game animals that hunters would be willing to
lease land to hunt. These individuals may believe the environment would be better off if no coyotes and
fewer red fox existed in Virginia. In these instances, coyotes and red fox have low or no aesthetic value to
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these stakeholders.
2.3 ISSUES CONSIDERED BUT NOT IN DETAIL WITH RATIONALE
2.3.1 Appropriatenessof Preparing an EA (Instead of an EIS) For Such a Large Area.

Some individuals might question whether preparing an EA for an area as large as Virginia would meet the
NEPA requirements for site specificity. Wildlife damage management falls within the category of federal or
other agency actions in which the exact timing or location of individual activities cannot usually be predicted
well enough in advance to accurately describe such locations or timesin an EA or EIS. The WS program is
anal ogous to other agencies or entities with damage management missions such as fire and police
departments, emergency clean-up organizations, etc. Although WS can predict some of the possible locations
or types of situations and sites where some kinds of wildlife damage will occur, the program cannot predict the
specific locations or times when affected resource owners will determine a damage problem has become
intolerable to the point that they request assistance from WS. Nor would WS be able to prevent such damage
in all areas where it might occur without resorting to destruction of wild animal populations over broad areas
at a much more intensive level than would be desired by most people, including WS and state agencies. Such
broad scale population control would also be impractical, if not impossible, to achieve.

If adetermination is made through this EA that the proposed action would have a significant environmental
impact, then an EIS would be prepared. In terms of considering cumulative impacts, one EA analyzing
impacts for the entire state may provide a better analysis than multiple EAs covering smaller zones.

2.3.2 Cost Effectiveness of Coyote Damage M anagement

NEPA does not require preparation of a specific cost-benefit analysis, and consideration of this issue would not
be essential to making a reasoned choice among the Alternatives being considered. However, cost-
effectiveness of WS activities has been a concern among some members of the public. A specific cost-benefit
analysis of amajor component of WS activities was prepared.

A cost-benefit analysis of WS' activities as conducted during the decades of widespread toxicant use in the
western United States would likely show a much higher benefit per unit cost than predator damage
management programs as currently practiced in Virginia. Although certain toxicants were cheaper and very
effective at keeping predator numbers and predator losses low, there were valid concerns about some
environmental impacts. Our social value system has essentially established limits on how cost-effectively
predator damage management can be conducted. As restrictions on use of damage management methods
increase, cost-effectiveness of damage management is reduced.

Connolly(1981) examined the issue of cost effectiveness of federal predator damage management programs
and concluded that public policy decisions have been made to steer the program away from being as cost
effective as possible. Thisis because of the elimination of damage management methods believed to be
effective but less preferable, such atoxic baits. In addition, the increased costs of implementing the remaining
available methods were to achieve other public benefits besides livestock protection and could be viewed as
mitigation for the loss of effectiveness in reducing damage. USDA (1997revised) stated that “ Cost
effectivenessis not, nor should it be, the primary goal of the WS program.” Additional constraints, such as
environmental protection, land management goals, and others, are considered whenever arequest for
assistance is received (USDA 1997). These constraints increase the cost of the program while not necessarily
increasing its effectiveness, yet they are considered avital part of the WS program.

This cost-benefit analysisis limited to quantifiable values and does not consider a number of values that would
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be difficult to measure. When sheep are repeatedly harassed by predators, for example, they become extremely
spooky and do not disperse and feed normally. Therefore, they would not find the quality and quantity of feed
that they would have if unstressed, resulting in lower lamb weights at the end of the grazing season. Thisisa
form of predator damage, but it would be difficult to quantify. Jahnke et al. (1987) and Wagner (1988)
discussed additional examples of indirect predator damage, including increased labor costs and producer
efforts to find sheep scattered by predators and range damage related to the tighter herding required in
response to the presence of predators.

Cost-effectiveness of WS predator damage management can be assessed by looking at the difference between:
1) the value of actual losses with the program in place, plus the cost of the program, and 2) the value of what
losses could reasonably be expected without the program in place. This cost-benefit analysisis limited
specifically to WS efforts to protect sheep in the analysis area during FY 98 for two primary reasons. A
critical part of the determination of cost-benefit is the estimation of what losses might reasonably be expected
to be without a damage management program and 2) sheep are the only class of livestock for which studies
have been specifically conducted to look at this issue.

USDA (1997revised) cites four studies where sheep losses to predators were documented with no damage
management program in place
(Table 2-4). Annual

predation loss rates during
these studies varied from 6.3-
29.3% for lambsand O to

Table 2-4 Summary of field studies of sheep losses without coyote control
annual losses (%)

20.8% for adult sheep. The Source L ocation Y ear Sheep Lambs
unweighted average rate of

loss to predators was about Henne (1977) Montana 1974/1975 20.8% 29.3%
7% for sheep and 17% for

lambs. It is reasonable to Munoz Montana | 1975/1976 16% 24.4%
assume |osses without damage (1977)

management in place could be

about 16% for adult sheep and McAdoo and Cdlifornia 1976 L 0Sses were 6.3%
24% for lambs in areas with K lebenow not reported.

historic coyote predation. (1978)

However, for purposes of this

analysis, we will Delorenzo New 1976 0% 15.6%
conservatively assume that and Howard Mexico

loss rates for sheep and lambs (1976)

could be expected to be 7%

and 17%, respectively, inthe Delorenzo New 1975 0% 12.1%
absence of adamage and Howard Mexico

management program. (1976)

WS used 1998 information for

its economic analysis because

thiswas the year with the most recent loss and funding data. Data provided by the NASS (1999) and VASS
(1998) suggests that actual coyote losses on farms serviced by VCCDCP in 1998 were 108 adult sheep and 550
lambs, valued at an average price of $97 each. Table 2-5 shows that based on expected predation loss rates in
the absence of a damage management program, the projected losses for sheep producers in Virginia during
1998 may have been valued at more than $1.1 million. VCCDCP expenditures for predator damage
management to protect sheep in the analysis areain FY 98 was $92,000. This figure includes salaries and
benefits for field, supervisory, and administrative staff, vehicle expenses, supplies and equipment, and
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overhead for all activities to protect sheep in the analysis areaduring FY 98. The difference between 1) the
value of actual 1998 losses, plus the cost of the damage management program, and 2) the value of what losses
could reasonably be expected to be without a damage management program is conservatively estimated at
$952,884. This amount, divided by the cost of the FY 98 program, yielded a positive benefit-cost ratio of
10.35to 1 or for every dollar spent on VCCDCP there was potentially up to $10.35 saved.

Table2-5 Actual and hypothetical sheep and lamb losses to predators in the Virginia analysis areafor FY 1998.
Actual losses taken from National Agricultural Statistics Service (1998) data. The Virginia Cooperative Coyote

Damage Control Program budget in 1998 was $92,000.

Actual losses Projected losses Avg. 1998

w/ VCCDCP w/out VCCDCP Difference $ Value/Head

(% predation) (% predation) Total Saved
Sheep 108 (0.29) 2590 (7) 2,482 $240,754
(37,000) $97
Lambs 550 (1.05) 8,840 (17) 8,290 $804,130
(52,000)
Total 658 11,430 10,772 $1,044,884

If projected losses to cattle and goats were included in this analysis, losses to the Virginia livestock industry
would be much greater than our conservatively estimated $952,884 dollars. Also, if these |osses were included
in a cost:benefit analysis, then the benefit would exceed 10.35 to 1.

233

Some people may be concerned that WS-conducted coyote and red fox removal activities would affect

Effects on legal hunting and trapping

regulated hunting and trapping by reducing local wild canid populations and coyote and red fox lethal and
nonlethal damage management methods interfere with legal regulated hunting and trapping.

2331

I mpacts on coyote, fox, and raccoon hunters and trappers

WS annual take of coyotes, fox, and raccoons by lethal damage management methods is very minimal
(Table 2-6) compared to the annual take by licensed hunters within Virginia. WS activities would result
in reduced coyote, fox, or raccoon densities on project area properties and possibly on adjacent properties,
hence dlightly reducing the number of coyotes, foxes, and raccoons that may otherwise be available to
local licensed hunters. Coyote, fox, and raccoon densities on other properties outside the project area
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would likely not be affected, thus providing ample opportunities for hunters and trappers to harvest these
animals.

2.3.3.2 Impactson rabbit, deer, turkey, and other hunters

Rabbit, turkey, and deer hunters may believe programs to reduce coyote and fox predation on livestock
benefits them because competition with these predators for the same game animalsis reduced. Many of
these hunters believe there would be more game animals to hunt near livestock farms where WS is
removing coyotes and red fox. Some deer hunters east of the Blue Ridge Mountains and some rabbit
hunters may be concerned that some nonlethal or lethal damage management methods may harm or
capture their hunting dogs.

Coyoteskill and eat fawn deer and adult deer. Coyotes are capable of killing adult deer, especially in
winter and the spring (Messier et. al. 1986 in Parker 1995, Lavigne 1996). Coyotes appear most
successful in attacking and killing deer when deer leave the woods and enter fields or pastures where
coyotes overtake the deer who have less stamina. The white-tailed deer may provide up to 60% of a
coyotes diet from January through April and up to 70% in June and July when fawns are especially
susceptible (Witmer et. al. 1995, Lavigne 1992, Blanton and Hill 1989). Another study showed that the
diet of eastern coyotesis comprised of up to 90% deer during certain times of the year (Ozoga and Harger
1966). Coyotes focus on hunting for deer fawns during fawning in early June (Blanton and Hill 1989).
The impact of coyote predation on deer populations in the eastern United States needs further research
and understanding.

WS activities would result in reduced coyote, feral dog, and red fox densities on project area properties
and possibly on adjacent properties, hence slightly increasing the availability of rabbits, deer, turkey and
other game animals available to local licensed hunters that could otherwise become prey to these
predators.

2.3.3.3 Lossof hunting opportunity because of the VCCDCP

At theindividual property level, it is possible that certain property owners may discontinue hunting
opportunity for short periods of time until such arrangements can be made to mitigate for a hunt. Such
occurrences would be uncommon. Concerns over lost hunting opportunities because of VCCDCP at a
statewide, regional, or local level are unsubstantiated. There is no evidence to suggest that hunters have
stopped hunting because of the VCCDCP thereby reducing opportunity or the economic value of hunting.
Other factors such as loss of rural values and commercial development of the countryside are what most
hunters believe impacts their sport the most (VDGIF, unpublished data).

Many livestock producers are more concerned about protecting their flock than they are about allowing
hunting. Hunters need to understand the livestock producers standpoint and communicate with these
landowners to prevent aloss of hunting opportunity. The VCCDCP conducts little predation
management activities during the hunting season because livestock predation is at a seasonal low. At the
local level each county has tens of thousands of acres of private and possibly government owned lands for
hunters to use if a particular property is being worked by the VCCDCP.

Many deer, turkey, fox, rabbit, and raccoon hunters alike may possibly benefit from alocal temporary
reduction in the coyote population. The temporary reduction in coyote numbers on alocal property may
leave more game animals for hunters. Many hunters recognize this and support the VCCDCP for these
reasons.
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Table 2-6. Number of selected animals taken by the Wildlife Services program of the United States Department of
Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, in Virginiato reduce or eliminate damage to resourcesin
federal fiscal year 1999 (October 1, 1998 through September 30, 1999).

Animalskilled by Wildlife Services Animalskilled by legal huntersin 1998 - 1999 season *

coyotes 284 6,277
red fox 114 17,315
gray fox 35 28,461
raccoon 63 96,421
bobcat 6 4,004
opossum 37 n/a

skunk 9 n/a

1. Information provided by Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.
234 Corrective Predator Damage Management Only, No Preventative Damage M anagement

Some people believe lethal management should be implemented to stop predation by coyotes and red fox on
livestock only after predation has started. These people oppose preventative lethal management which would
kill coyotes living near livestock operations even though these same livestock operations have chronic historic
predation. While WS is unable to predict which coyote or red fox will kill livestock or which livestock
operations will have substantial predator losses, WS can look at historical records for each farm and draw
inferences. On livestock operations with historic predator losses, it is likely there will be future losses.
Therefore, it is prudent for the livestock manager to have coyotes removed as good husbandry, especialy prior
to lambing, kidding, or calving (Conner et. al. 1998). Furthermore, Wagner and Conover (1999) found that
preventative damage management is areas of historic predation on livestock significantly reduced predation to
livestock and was cost effective. WSis able to better serve the livestock industry when requests for assistance
for corrective predator damage management are more evenly distributed from late winter through fall rather
than the VCCDCP being overwhelmed with requests for service during spring lambing, kidding, and calving.

2.3.5 Requirelivestock producersto help themselves before receiving assistance from WS

Although no law or policy requires livestock producers to employ husbandry or other predation prevention
practices to protect their livestock, 65% of Virginia cattle and 87% of sheep producers report using nonlethal
methods to reduce predation (NASS 1999). Furthermore, the U. S. District Court of Utah (1993) found the
imminent threat of damage or loss of resources is often deemed sufficient for wildlife damage management
actionsto beinitiated. On average, sheep producersin Virginia spent $1,115 per year/farm on nonlethal
management methods (NASS 1999) and $0.06 per breeding sheep annually (NASS 1995) or $3.42 per farm
annually on lethal damage management methods (NASS 1998).

Livestock producersin Virginia employ many lethal and nonlethal management methods to reduce predator
losses. In 1999, 105 livestock producers reported the use of 16 different nonlethal methods (VA WS unpub.
data). Therefore, requests for WS assistance to protect livestock from predation in Virginiain 1999 came
from producers who were already using an average of 3.3 nonlethal methods on each operation, but till
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experienced unacceptable predation. The most frequently used nonlethal methods were: 1)fencing barriers
(conventional) 2) husbandry 3) fencing barriers (permanent electrical) and 4), guarding dogs (VA WS unpub.
data) . WS policy isto respond to all requests for assistance within program authority, responsibility, and
budget. If improved husbandry or other nonlethal methods would reduce predation on livestock, then WS will
recommend these practices.

2.3.6  Usenonlethal beforeimplementing lethal methods

Some people want nonlethal methods used before offending coyotes and red fox are killed. NASS (1999)
reported 87% of Virginia sheep producers and 65% of cattle producers used nonlethal methods, yet many of
them still had predation problems. The purpose of the VCCDCP is to reduce predation and protect livestock.
If producers are aready using nonlethal methods, and nonlethal methods are best implemented by producers,
thenitisillogical for WS to implement nonlethal methods or withhold lethal management to stop predation on
livestock.

2.3.7 Nouse of chemical methods

Much of the public’s concern over the use of registered toxicants for predator damage management is based on
an erroneous perception that WS uses non-selective, outdated chemical methodologies. In redlity, the
chemical methods currently used by WS have a high degree of selectivity (see section 4.1.2). WS' use of
registered toxicants is regulated by the EPA through the FIFRA, by MOU’ s with other agencies, and by
program directives. In addition, APHIS conducted a thorough risk assessment that concluded chemicals used
according to label directions are selective for target individuals or populations, and therefore have no
negligible impacts on the environment (USDA 1997revised, Appendix P).

The decision to use registered toxicants falls within the WS decision model (see section 3.2.3 Slate et al.
1992). Chemical methods are used because they allow for efficient and effective delivery of service to
livestock producers that may not be served if registered toxicants were unavailable. Registered toxicants, such
as the M-44, have the ability to work during inclement weather and solve predation problems, whereas traps
and snares may be inoperable and shooting impractical in the same inclement weather.

2.3.8 Humaneness and animal welfar e concer ns of methods used

The issue of humaneness and animal welfare, asit relates to the killing or capturing of wildlife is an important
but very complex concept that can be interpreted in a variety of ways. Schmidt (1989) indicated that
vertebrate pest damage management for societal benefits could be compatible with animal welfare concerns, if
" .. .thereduction of pain, suffering, and unnecessary death is incorporated in the decision making process."

Suffering isdescribed asa™ . . . highly unpleasant emotional response usually associated with pain and
distress.” However, suffering " . . . can occur without pain...,” and" ... pain can occur without suffering .
..” (Andrews et al. 1993). Because suffering carries with it the implication of atime frame, a case could be
made for " . . . little or no suffering where death comes immediately . . . ” (CDFG 1991), such as shooting.

Defining pain as a component in humaneness of WS methods appears to be a greater challenge than that of
suffering. Pain obviously occursin animals. Altered physiology and behavior can be indicators of pain, and
identifying the causes that elicit pain responses in humanswould " . . . probably be causes for pain in other
animals...” (Andrewset al. 1993). However, pain experienced by individual animals probably ranges from
little or no pain to significant pain (CDFG 1991).

Pain and suffering, as it relates to WS damage management methods, has both a professional and lay point of
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arbitration. Wildlife managers and the public would be better served to recognize the complexity of defining
suffering, since " . . . neither medical or veterinary curricula explicitly address suffering or itsrelief” (CDFG
1991).

Therefore, humaneness, in part, appears to be a person's perception of harm or pain inflicted on an animal,
and people may perceive the humaneness of an action differently. The challenge in coping with thisissueis
how to achieve the least amount of animal suffering within the constraints imposed by current technology and
funding.

WS has improved the selectivity and humaneness of management techniques through research and
development. Research is continuing to bring new findings and products into practical use. Until new
findings and products are found practical, a certain amount of animal suffering could occur when some

V CCDCP methods are used in situations where nonlethal damage management methods are not practical or
effective.

WSisvery concerned about animal welfare. As such, where possible more humane methods are used to
capture or kill animals. WS has been funding research to develop Best Management Practices for the use of
restraining traps since 1997 and funding trap research for decades (Phillips and Mullis 1996, Engeman et. al.
1997). Traps and snares used by WS embrace many innovations reported in the scientific literature (Phillips
and Gruver 1996, Gruver et. al. 1996, Phillips 1996, Phillips et. al. 1990). WS Directive 2.450 requires coyote
size traps equivalent to size 3N Victor or larger must have smooth rounded offset jaws or padded jaws, and
pan-tension devices, unless pan tension devices preclude capture of the intended target species.

There is concern about captured animals remaining in traps and either chewing their feet or dying. This
perception, held by some of the public is not supported by fact. Recent research showed coyotes rarely chew
their feet (< 1% of captures) and no animals die in coyote traps from the trap ((Best Management Practices
(BMP) workshop, unpubl. data, 2000)).

VA WS personnel are experienced and professional in their use of management methods so that they are as
humane as possible under the constraints of current technology, workforce and funding. Mitigation
measures/ SOPs used to maximize humaneness are listed in Chapter 3.

2.3.9 Lethal Methods May Actually Increase Predation and the Coyote Population through
Compensatory Reproduction

Mortality in coyote populations can range from 19%-100%, with 40%-60% mortality most common (USDI 1979).
Severd studies of coyote survival rates, which include cal culations based on the age distribution of coyote
populations, show typical annual survival rates of only 45% to 65% for adult coyotes. High mortality rates have
also been shown in four telemetry studies involving 437 coyotes that were older than 5 months of age; 47% of the
marked animals were known to have died. Mortdlity rates of “unexploited” coyote populations were reported to be
between 38%-56% (USDI 1979). Thus, most natural coyote populations are not stable (USDI 1979). In studies
where reported coyote mortality was investigated, only 14 of 326 recorded mortalities were dueto WS' activities
(USDI 1979).

Dispersal of “surplus’ young coyotes is the main factor that keeps coyote populations distributed throughout their
habitat. Such dispersal of subdominant animals removes surplus animals from higher density areas and repopul ates
areas where artificial reductions have occurred. Three studies (Connolly et al. 1976, Gese and Grothe 1995, Gese
1999) investigated the predatory behavior of coyotes and determined that the more dominant (alpha) animals (adult
breeding pairs) were the ones that initiated and killed most of the prey items. Thus, it appears the above concernis
unfounded because the removal of local territorial (dominant, breeding adult) coyotes actually removes the
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individuals that are most likely to kill livestock and generally results in the immigration of subdominant coyotes that
arelesslikely to prey on livestock.

Coyotesin areas of lower population densities may reproduce at an earlier age and have more offspring per litter,
however, these same populations generally sustain higher mortality rates. Therefore, the overall population of the
area does not change. The number of breeding coyotes does not substantially increase without exploitation and
individual coyote territories produce one litter per year independent of the population being exploited or
unexploited. Connolly and Longhurst (1975) demonstrated that coyote populations in exploited and unexploited
populations do not increase at significantly different rates and that an areawill only support a population to its

carrying capacity.

2.3.10 A site specific analysis should be made for every location wher e livestock predation
management could occur

The underlying intent for preparing an EA isto determine if a proposed action might have a significant
impact. The WS EA process is issue driven, meaning issues that were raised during the interdisciplinary
process and through public involvement that were substantive, were used to drive the analysis and determine
the significance of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives. Therefore, the level
of site specificity must be appropriate to the issues listed. The substantive issues analyzed were effects on
coyote and fox populations, effects on nontarget wildlife populations including T& E species, effects on dogs,
effects on human health, and impacts on stakehol ders including aesthetics.

The analysis in this EA was driven by the issues raised during the NEPA process. More detailed site specific
information would not contribute to the public’s understanding of the proposed action, nor would it change the
analysis and result in substantially differing environmental consequences. Also, further site-specific analysis
would provide no additional useful information to the decision-maker (Eccleston 1995).

In addition to the analysis contained in this EA, WS personnel use the WS Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992)
as asite specific tool to develop the most appropriate strategy at each location. The WS Decision Model is an
analytical thought process used by WS personnel for evaluating and responding to wildlife damage
management requests (Fig. 3-1).

2.3.11 Relocation of coyoteskilling livestock

Virginialaw (VACS 29.1-542) prohibits release of coyotesin Virginia. Translocation of wildlifeisaso
discouraged by WS policy (WS Directive 2.501) because of stress to the relocated animal, poor survival rates,
and difficulties in adapting to new locations or habitats (Nielsen 1988).
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CHAPTER 3: ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

3.0

INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of five parts: 1) an introduction, 2) description of the alternatives, 3) VCCDCP strategies and
methodologies available to WS in Virginia, 4) alternatives considered but not in detail, with rationale, and 5)
mitigation and SOPs for coyote, fox, and dog damage management. Five alternatives were identified, devel oped,
and analyzed in detail by a multi-agency team (WS, VDACS, VDGIF) and two alternatives were considered but
not analyzed in detail.

31

Alternatives analyzed in detail are:

1) Alternative 1 - Continue the Current Federal VCCDCP Program. (Proposed Action/No action)
2) Alternative 2 - Nonlethal VCCDCP Only By WS

3) Alternative 3 - Technical Assistance Only.

4) Alternative 4 - Letha VCCDCP Only By WS

5) Alternative 5 - No Federal role in VCCDCP.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

3.1.1 Alternative 1 - Continuethe Current Federal VCCDCP Program /Integrated Wildlife Damage
Management (No Action/Proposed Action).

The No Action alternative is a procedural NEPA requirement (40 CFR 1502), is a viable and reasonable
alternative that could be selected, and serves as a baseline for comparison with the other aternatives. The No
Action aternative, as defined here, is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’S)
definition (CEQ 1981).

The proposed action is to continue the current WS program in Virginia that responds to requests for VCCDCP
to protect livestock from coyote, dog, and fox predation. An IWDM approach would be implemented which
would allow use of any legal technique or method, used singly or in combination, to meet requestor needs for
resolving conflicts with coyotes, dog, or red fox (Appendix B). Cooperators requesting assistance would be
provided with information regarding the use of effective nonlethal and lethal techniques. Lethal methods used
by WS would include shooting, calling and shooting, trapping, snaring, dogs, Gas Cartridges, M-44's, and
LPCs. Nonlethal methods used by WS may include strobe sirens and placing guard dogs. In many situations,
the implementation of nonlethal methods such as guard dogs, llamas, or donkeys, fencing, moving livestock to
other pastures, shed lambing, night penning, habitat alteration, herding, and scare devices are best
implemented by livestock producers and they would be the responsibility of the requestor to implement.
VCCDCP by WS would be allowed in the State, when requested, on private or public lands (e.g., state) where
a need has been documented and upon completion of an Agreement for Control. All management actions
would comply with appropriate federal, state, and local laws.
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3.1.1.1 Disposition of coyotes, dogs, and foxes
Coyotes and foxes captured in leg-hold traps and snares will be euthanized by gunshot®. There are
different outcomes for dogs captured in leg-hold traps or snares depending on the situation:

»  Dogswill be returned to the owner with the assistance of local animal control if the dog is wearing
identification and is known not to be the offending predator.

»  Dogs found abandoned or not properly cared for may be euthanized if the dog wears no identification.
Abandoned and not properly cared for dogs will be turned over to local animal control if the dog
wears identification (Virginia Comprehensive Animal Law 883.1-796.114)

* Dogs known to be livestock killers wearing identification or not may be euthanized if the dog is
caught in the act of killing, injuring, or chasing livestock. In addition, local animal control will be
contacted to handle these dogs that wear identification in events when such dogs are properly
restrained (Virginia Comprehensive Animal Law 883.1-796.116).

3.1.2 Alternative 2 - Nonlethal VCCDCP Only By WS.

Under this alternative, only nonlethal direct damage management activities and technical assistance would be
provide by WS to resolve coyote, dog, or red fox predation on livestock. Persons receiving nonlethal technical
assistance could still resort to lethal methods that were available to them. Lethal control methods which could
legally be implemented by the public are shooting, calling and shooting, trapping, snaring, dogs, and Gas
Cartridges. M-44'sand LPCs are only legally available for use by WS employees. Appendix B describes a
number of nonlethal methods available for use by WS under this aternative.

3.1.3 Alternative 3 - Techn