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USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Through a cooperative effort of the APHIS Administrator’s and Wildlife Services Deputy 
Administrator’s offices a programmatic safety review of APHIS Wildlife Services (WS) was 
conducted during 2007-2008. Although program area specific safety reviews have been 
conducted previously, a comprehensive review was deemed appropriate after accidents in 
2006 and 2007. Its focus was to evaluate the current safety program and identify 
improvements that can be made in WS activities to improve employee safety. 
 
Nine WS operations program areas that present potential safety risks are included in this 
review: aviation, explosives and pyrotechnics, firearms, hazardous materials (chemical and 
biological), immobilization and euthanasia drugs, pesticides, vehicles, watercraft, and 
zoonotic diseases (diseases & parasites transmissible from wildlife to humans). Each 
program area was reviewed by subject-area experts from outside of APHIS. 
 
For each program area, reviewers evaluated and reported on adequacy of written safety 
materials, effectiveness of safety program administration, training course materials, tracking 
systems for employee training and recertification requirements, and the program’s safety 
culture. Accident records were reviewed and field inspections were conducted. 
 
Reviewers stressed that some WS program areas have extremely well-designed safety 
programs in place that could serve as models for other agencies to follow. The well-managed 
aviation program was cited for an excellent training facility and high standards for pilot and 
crew certification. Within the explosives program area, long-standing outreach efforts to 
explosives industry experts have contributed to a well-developed safety program. Vehicle 
operators have a demonstrated low accident rate, and firearms users have a very low 
frequency-of-use/accident-rate ratio.  
 
The reviewers suggested some safety improvements for multiple program areas, such as, the 
need for standardized training programs, and databases to track training and certification, 
drugs, and other hazardous materials. Other suggestions were more narrowly focused on 
specific program areas. Improvements specified include the need to: select a National 
Aviation Coordinator for the WS aviation program to ensure regulatory FAA compliance, 
which would require an aviator certified in at least one program aircraft;  improve roadside 
safety for vehicle operators and communication ability for remote employees; stress the 
importance of employees partnering with co-workers when working with explosives; ensure 
local veterinary support when working with immobilization and euthanasia drugs; and 
maintain personal protection equipment and improve accident investigation procedures. 
 
Overall, reviewers indicated that WS employees are cognizant of the often hazardous nature 
of their work and their responsibility to perform their duties safely. Implementation of a more 
formal and accountable nation-wide safety system and dedicated safety funding are 
highlighted as important ingredients in ensuring a safer environment for employees, 
stakeholders, and the public. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The Wildlife Services (WS) program is unique among APHIS programs, in that a high 
percentage of some employees’ daily duties involve hazardous procedures and materials. 
To complete the Program’s mission, employees use motorized land vehicles (ATVs, 
snowmobiles, trucks and automobiles), watercraft, aircraft, hazardous chemicals 
(laboratory, manufacturing), pesticides, immobilization and euthanasia drugs, explosives 
(including pyrotechnics), animal handling, and firearms. Recognizing the risk involved 
in these operations, WS has in place extensive safety policies and procedures to ensure 
the safety of WS employees. Accidents during the last five years involving aircraft, 
firearms, pyrotechnics, and water safety highlighted the need for WS to reassess safety 
policy and procedures to ensure the work environment is as safe as possible for WS 
employees. 
 
This safety review was not designed to assess the appropriateness or effectiveness of WS 
mission activities. It was designed and conducted for one purpose: to ensure WS is doing 
everything that can be reasonably expected, to provide the safest working environment 
for its employees.  

 
 
2. PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE REVIEW 

 
Aviation, firearms, pyrotechnics and water safety accidents in 2006 and 2007 highlight 
the need for WS to take a critical look at its safety policy and procedures. In June 2007, 
working cooperatively with the APHIS Administrator’s office, the WS Deputy 
Administrator began a comprehensive review of nine WS programmatic areas that 
present a significant safety risk.  
 
Nine major program areas of the WS program were included in this safety review: 
aviation, explosives and pyrotechnics, firearms, hazardous materials (chemical and 
biological), immobilization and euthanasia drugs, pesticides, vehicles, watercraft, and 
wildlife diseases/parasites (zoonotic disease). To facilitate the program-wide review 
process, one WS employee was identified as the facilitator and primary contact for each 
area. The facilitator was responsible for assuming the lead role in the initial design of his 
or her component review, securing contracts or cooperative agreements with the 
reviewing organization, and ensuring the final report was complete with findings and 
recommendations. Since this was a voluntary review, no punitive actions were associated 
with the review process. This approach allowed all WS programs and employees 
freedom to be transparent and open when contacted by reviewers. 
 
The actual program area reviews were conducted by independent subject-area experts to 
ensure objectivity. It was also determined that organizations familiar with the WS 
mission would increase the quality of the review, however, this was not a critical 
condition of contractor selection. Subject area experts selected to conduct the reviews 
included the following organizations: 
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• The Interagency Committee for Aviation Policy (ICAP) – The ICAP is 
recognized as leaders in government aviation safety programs. The ICAP 
conducts standardized reviews according to ICAP’s “Guide for the Conduct of 
Aviation Resource Management Surveys.” Through ICAP, the General Services 
Administration and other federal agencies work together to foster the safest, most 
efficient and effective federal aviation operations. ICAP reviewed the WS 
aviation program.  

• The Institute of Makers of Explosives (IME) - The IME is a non-profit 
incorporated association founded in 1913 to provide accurate information and 
comprehensive recommendations concerning commercial explosives. The IME is 
the safety association for the commercial explosives industry in the United States 
and Canada. IME reviewed WS’ use of explosives and pyrotechnics. 

• The National Security Academy (NSA) – The NSA is a private firearms use and 
safety training organization. The NSA, staffed with prior law enforcement and 
military professionals, specializes in providing training to law enforcement, 
military, mobile security teams, and security consultants. NSA reviewed WS’ use 
of firearms. 

• Federal Occupational Health (FOH) – FOH is one of the primary government 
agencies tasked with assessing workplace safety. Through FOH, reviews were 
contracted for WS use of hazardous materials, vehicles and pesticides. 

o Hazardous Materials – Century Environmental Health specializes in 
industrial hygiene, toxicology and risk assessment. 

o Pesticides – EnviroHygiene, LCC is involved in all aspects of integrated 
environmental safety auditing, training, and consulting, including pesticide 
use and safety.  

o Vehicles – Tidewater Inc. is involved in all aspects of industrial hygiene, 
environmental engineering, and occupational safety and health. Among 
work in management and safety of vehicle fleets, Tidewater manages the 
Job Corps safety program. 

• The Berryman Institute – The Berryman Institute is the premiere non-
governmental organization dedicated to professionalism in resolving human-
wildlife relationships and resolving human-wildlife conflicts through teaching, 
research, and extension. Located within the Mississippi State University and Utah 
State University, it was the lead agency on the review of the WS zoonotic disease 
review. (It is noted that the Berryman Institute receives financial support from 
WS but is independent and co-directed by university faculty.) 

• Global Wildlife Resources (GWR) – GWR, a nonprofit agency, supports wildlife 
professionals and universities with field assistance, training and educational 
resources. It provides euthanasia and immobilizing training to many wildlife 
management professional organizations including WS. The course offerings 
including “Wildlife Handling and Chemical Immobilization for Wildlife 
Professionals,” are considered the best in the industry. GWR conducted the 
immobilization and euthanasia drug review in conjunction with The Berryman 
Institute. 
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• The Maryland Natural Resources Police (NRP) - The NRP, a state law 
enforcement agency, is a member of the National Association of State Boating 
Law Administrators (NASBLA) and provides training to all Maryland residents 
operating boats in Maryland waters and to Maryland WS boat operators. The 
Maryland NRP boating safety program is considered one of the best in the United 
States. 

 
Reviewers were asked to evaluate the WS safety program areas in the following ways:  

• Review applicable APHIS and WS Directives in relation to safety policies. 
Identify weaknesses and make recommendations as appropriate. 

• Evaluate safety program administration. This includes staffing, staff responsibility 
and accountability, line authority for compliance and intra-program hazard 
communication and dissemination of safety information, manuals and standard 
operation procedures. Conduct telephone or field interviews with State Directors, 
District Supervisors, specialists, biologists or other employees.  

• Evaluate relevant training-program course materials, and the tracking system for 
employee training and recertification requirements. Identify weaknesses and make 
recommendations. If applicable, observe at least one training workshop. 

• Conduct on-site field inspections at a minimum of two Western Region and two 
Eastern Region locations, unless otherwise specified. The overall WS program 
review was coordinated to maximize the number of research and state operational 
program locations receiving at least one component safety inspection. Field 
inspections were to examine the availability of relevant safety information and 
equipment, employee knowledge of and adherence to safety policies, use of 
personal protective equipment, on-site hazard communication rules, 
transportation, handling and storage of hazardous materials, and equipment 
condition. Reviews included State office, headquarters and field-level 
observations and interviews.  

• Review WS accidents that occurred between 2002 and 2007 (five years). This 
review will focus on identifying causes and provide recommendations to prevent 
reoccurrences. 

• Evaluate the entire WS program culture regarding fostering and promoting safe 
working environments. 

• Produce a written final report of the review and conduct an exit interview 
including recommendations for program improvement and establishing systems to 
monitor safety compliance. The final report should summarize all findings and 
observations into firm recommendations aimed at improving overall program 
safety.  

 
Unless reviewers noted specific conditions during site visits that warranted immediate or 
specific attention, recommendations were targeted at programmatic improvement. Any 
safety conditions warranting immediate attention were to be brought up at the time of 
observation allowing corrective action to be taken immediately. 
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3. INDIVIDUAL REVIEW SUMMARIES 
 
Results of the program area reviews are presented below by breaking the review into four 
sections. The first section provides a short narrative describing the efforts made by WS 
to protect its employees prior to the conducting this safety review. The second section 
describes the activities the reviewer undertook during the review. The information 
provided in the third section “Summary of Review Findings” has been excerpted from 
the actual reviews and includes either the executive summary or another section of the 
report which provided an overall synopsis of the review. The text in this section has only 
been changed to make editorial corrections or remove repetitive text. The fourth section 
provides a short list of the priority improvements recommended by the reviewers. These 
recommendations should be viewed as those having the biggest impact on improving 
employee safety. A complete list of all recommendations made by the reviewers is 
provided in the Appendix II, following each individual review report. 

 
 

 
Page 6 of 342 



USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

3.1 Aviation 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
The current Aviation Operations and Safety program began with the Aviation 
Safety and Operations Review of 1998, initiated because of a series of aircraft 
accidents, some with fatalities, in WS aerial operations. That review provided 
recommendations, and suggested resources for improving the WS Aviation 
Program. When this current safety review began in June 2007, the products and 
programs based on the 1998 review in place were as follows: 
 
• Appointment of a Flight Instructor Training Officer (FITO) in 1999 to 

develop and implement aviation training and standardization program. This 
position provided the standards and training curriculum to which agency pilots 
and contract pilots must perform. 

• Establishment and hiring of the following positions to enhance safety and 
operations: 

o Aviation Safety Manager 
o Aviation Maintenance Officer 
o Helicopter Specialist 

• Appointment of a National Aviation Manager (NAM) to implement agency 
operating and safety programs and policy (2002). 

• Aviation Training and Operations Center (ATOC) opened in Cedar City, UT, 
(2004) to further WS aviation standards and safety. 

• Aviation Operations Manual and Aviation Safety Manual revised, published, 
and implemented (2004) to provide guidance and direction for aviation 
operations. 

• Aviation accident investigation practices and procedures implemented to find 
causes of accidents, and how to prevent the incident/accident from reoccurring 
(2006). 

•  Appointment of a National Aviation Coordinator (NAC) (2007). 
 
The WS Aviation Program has been growing and evolving since the earlier 
mentioned 1998 review. The WS Aviation Training and Operations Center has 
become the low-level aviation authority in the U.S., by providing high quality 
training, standardization, and most of all, guidance for safe job performance. The 
Aviation Program’s goal is to provide WS employees the ability to do their 
assigned tasks safely with the best equipment available. 
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS aviation program was conducted by the Interagency Committee 
on Aviation Policy (ICAP). The ICAP review team included representatives of the 
Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) and the General Services Administration (GSA), 
Aviation Management Program. During the review, ICAP representatives examined 
all WS Directives, documents and manuals relating to management and operations, 
training requirements and curricula and training records, maintenance records 
procedures, and aviation safety procedures. The ICAP team also interviewed 
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representatives of WS management, pilots, administrative personnel, maintenance 
personnel and contractors. As part of the review the ICAP team spent four days at 
the WS ATOC, and conducted an on-site inspection of one aircraft maintenance 
facility. 
 
Summary of Review Findings 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Heath Inspections Service, 
Wildlife Services program operates in accordance with applicable Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FAR Part 91, Part 43, etc.), Public Law, and the Code of Federal 
Management Regulations (FMR 102-33) that pertain to a federal agency aviation 
operation. There are WS program manuals, policies, and procedures in place 
designed to effectively manage the organization. It is the opinion of the Aviation 
Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Team that the WS aviation program is 
being operated in a safe, efficient, and effective manner. The WS aviation program 
meets the requirements of the ICAP Gold Standard Certificate program. 
 
The WS aviation program provides capable, mission-ready aircraft and professional 
crews trained to conduct the WS mission wherever and whenever required. Some of 
the aviation missions the WS carries out include population reduction, bird and 
mammal surveys, delivery of oral rabies vaccines, predator control, and training. 
Wildlife Services conducts these missions by using helicopters and fixed-wing 
aircraft. Wildlife Services operates in 28 states using 74 agency-owned, contactor-
owned and -operated, and “exclusive use” leasing aircraft. The WS flight crews are 
required to conduct missions that include demanding flight regimes. The central 
WS training facility is located in Cedar City, Utah, and this center supports WS 
operations in each state. 
 
The following is a general summary of the WS aviations operations that the ARMS 
Team evaluated during the survey. 
 
Management and Administration 
It is the opinion of the ARMS team that WS has an appropriately defined 
organizational structure in place that is staffed with trained, qualified and 
experienced personnel. It is clear that WS has put significant effort into establishing 
an aviation management structure that conforms to the requirements contained in 
FMR 102-33.  
 
During the course of the evaluation, ARMS members interviewed numerous 
management, support, and administrative personnel. The interviews regarding 
management were positive. Overall morale of the staff seems good. 
 
The system seems to be working well for WS. Managers felt they had appropriate 
input into the planning and budget process. All felt their program needs were being 
met. All managers and supervisors with budget responsibility were especially happy 
with their autonomy in dealing with their budgets, programs and challenges. A high 
degree of team effort was noted between the various program managers in dealing 
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with budget issues and needs. Wildlife Services appears to be proactive in its fleet 
planning with an active and recurring effort to review and evaluate its mission and 
program. Overall, indications are that management enjoys the confidence and 
support of the employees. 
 
Training 
Wildlife Services has an established flight training program. The majority of the 
initial and recurrent training is conducted at the Aviation Training and Operations 
Center (ATOC) located in Cedar City, Utah. The training facility is staffed with a 
minimum of qualified personnel to accomplish the training mission. The ATOC 
manager has developed an effective training curriculum using a set of manuals, 
simulators and training devises that provide outstanding quality training that is 
geared to the specific tasks of the WS pilot and crewmember. The training promotes 
safety through standardization. Training records are maintained at the ATOC 
facility both hard copy and electronically. A review of the records indicates that 
they are well maintained, accurate and complete. All personnel interviewed 
indicated that the training has improved dramatically over the past few years and 
gave it high marks for effectiveness, timeliness, and applicability. The training 
operation is considered to be outstanding. 
 

Safety Management Administration 
The WS aviation safety program is detailed in the WS Aviation Safety Manual. The 
WS Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) manages the aviation safety program. The 
aviation safety program meets all requirements of the Federal Management 
Regulation (FMR) 102-33 180 thru .185.as well as FMR 102-33.445 and .450. It is 
operating in an effective manner with all required elements required of a successful 
aviation safety program. 
 
Operating Procedures, Manuals, and Directives 
The WS Aircraft Operations Manual (2004) is used by all aviation and management 
personnel to conduct flight operations. The manual is currently under revision and 
requires only minor changes to bring it up to standards required by the Federal 
Management Regulation, Federal Aviation Regulations, and WS Directives. 
Wildlife Services State Directors also issue state directives to augment the Aircraft 
Operations Manual.  
 
Operations Records 
The pilots training and certification records are being maintained in several 
locations within WS. From interviews and discussions, the records appear to be 
maintained in accordance with the FMR and Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR). 
Flight time records being maintained appear to be accurate and complete.  
 
Flight Operations 
The WS flight operations are highly decentralized and located in rural areas close to 
the locations in which they conduct their flight operations. This wide dispersal of 
flight operations was not conducive to practical observations by the ARMS teams. 
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However, one ARMS team member was able to observe the flight operations of a 
contract operator in Oral Rabies Vaccination operations being conducted in 
Junction, Texas, on January 17, 2008. Interviews and reviews of manuals and WS 
directives lead the ARMS team to a good understanding of how flight operations 
are being conducted.  
 
Maintenance Management 
Wildlife Services aircraft maintenance management is addressed in the WS 
Aviation Operations Manual in a disjointed manner. There is no designated chapter 
in the Aviation Operations Manual that addresses maintenance procedures and no 
‘stand alone’ General Maintenance Manual. However, all WS aircraft are required 
to have “a valid FAA Airworthiness Certificate” in accordance with the Aviation 
Operations Manual, Section B. It is assumed that every WS aircraft falls under a 
manufacturer’s maintenance program, which includes FAA oversight. The ARMS 
Team reviewed the WS existing maintenance procedures and documents, applicable 
Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), 
FAA Type Certificate Data Sheets (TCDS), and FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 00.1-
1 Public Aircraft Operations, for the basis of determining the effectiveness and 
regulatory compliance of WS maintenance management. The survey included 
personal interviews with key WS maintenance personnel and contractors. It is the 
opinion of the ARMS Team that the aviation maintenance program is operating in a 
safe manner. 
 
Wildlife Services requires all WS aircraft to be certified, maintained, and operated 
in accordance with all pertinent regulations and guidelines set forth by Aircraft 
Operations Center (AOC), International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), DOD, 
FAA, and Aircraft Manufacturers to the fullest extent practical. FAR Part 91 has 
been established as the minimum standard for maintenance and inspection of WS 
aircraft.  
 
It appears that there is limited communication between the State Director, National 
Aviation Coordinator and field personnel on the airworthiness status of aircraft 
operated by the Program. It is also difficult to determine who has the oversight 
responsible for tracking aircraft times and scheduled inspections.    
 
Refueling Facilities and Operations 
The WS normally conducts in-house refueling services. There are procedures in the 
Aircraft Operations Manual under Section B-Flight Operations, B-9, Aircraft 
Refueling Procedures. Overall, aircraft refueling appears to be conducted in a safe 
manner with sufficient procedures in place as outlined in the operations manual.  
 
Aviation Life Support Equipment (ALSE) 
There is no formal WS “ALSE Program” in place. However, ALSE is worn by each 
WS pilot. Each pilot wears as a minimum, a helmet, nomex flight suit, nomex 
gloves, and leather boots. In addition, each aircraft carries an Emergency Locator 
Transmitter (ELT) and a survival kit. The ALSE equipment is stored in a central 
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location, distributed by APHIS personnel, and inspected on an annual basis as per 
the Aviation Operations Manual Section B-15.3.3. Any equipment that requires 
repair or replacement is done so at that time.  
 
Physical Security 
Wildlife Services addresses physical security in Directive 1650.2 (2/28/06) the 
APHIS Aviation Security Program. This directive directs WS personnel to conduct 
risk analysis for each mission as well as security procedures for aircraft, personnel, 
and facilities. The security program is a function of the Marketing and Regulatory 
Business Services, Employee Services Division (ESD), which conducts security 
reviews and issues security policy. The Directive states that the ESD Director is 
responsible for the functional management and leadership of the APHIS Aviation 
Security Program and the APHIS Aviation Security Officer is responsible for 
APHIS employees, aircraft, and facilities. The ATOC facility in Cedar City is 
equipped with video monitors, and key control, and the personnel are briefed and 
trained in USDA security requirements.  Overall, the USDA security program is 
operating in an effective manner and is in compliance with FMR 102-33. 
 
Aviation Accident Response Plan 
Wildlife Services has aviation accident response plans for each State program and 
the USDA has an aviation accident response plan that appears to meet the 
requirements of the Emergency Response Plan that follows the procedures as 
suggested by the National Transportation Safety Board in the NTSB Federal Plan 
for Aviation Accidents Involving Aircraft Operated by or Charted by Federal 
Agencies (NTSB Plan).  
 
The top priority recommendations made by the ICAP were as follows: 

1. Management and Administration 
• The NAC, out of necessity, should be a qualified aviator. It may not be 

necessary, although highly desirable, that they have a background as an 
APHIS pilot, but they should definitely have aviation experience. It only 
stands to reason that an individual that is in a position to create and 
influence aviation policy have aviation experience. In the civilian world, 
this position would equate to a Director of Operations for an air carrier or 
air taxi operator. Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 119) require 
that an individual in that position be a current line pilot in at least one 
aircraft that the operator operates. The position of NAC at 
USDA/APHIS/WS WS should be filled by a qualified aviator. This will 
give instant credibility to the position and to the safety and training 
programs.  

2. Training 
• The ATOC has developed an outstanding training program that enhances 

safety in APHIS flight operations. Upper management should continue to 
support the training program with necessary financial and human 
resources that might be required for the ATOC to continue providing 
outstanding and effective training.  
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• For each course of training the ATOC should add a “Completion 
Standard.”  This would bring the training curriculums up to industry 
standards (14 CFR Part 141). In addition, it gives the student a complete 
understanding of what level of performance is expected of them at the 
completion of a module of training.  

• The ATOC should develop a policy addressing how unsatisfactory (“U”) 
item(s) on a check flight (pilot evaluation flight) will be processed. By 
establishing quantitative completion standards (see Recommendation 1 
above) there is no question as to whether a pilot was successful or not. 
Also, remedial training and how many attempts to satisfactorily complete 
a maneuver should be addressed. The process should be included in the 
Aviation Operations Handbook which will become policy as it is signed 
by the Deputy Administrator. This policy would be a great benefit to 
human relations personnel should it become necessary to take action 
affecting an employee’s employment status as the reason for the action is 
quantified and is no longer subjective. This is a standard policy in the air 
carrier industry.   

• Wildlife Services should consider to hiring another full time Certified 
Flight Instructor (CFI) to the Cedar City training facility staff. This would 
alleviate scheduling and resource problems/issues created when the ATOC 
goes to a State Director to secure the services of one of his/her pilots who 
provide CFI services. An additional CFI would provide more timely 
checking (evaluating pilots during a flight) and enhance standardization 
and thus safety. 

3. Aviation Life Support Equipment (ALSE) 
• APHIS should formalize the ALSE Program and designate an “ALSE 

Manager” who would be responsible for the ordering, tracking, 
distribution, inspection, and repair (or return to manufacturer) of ALSE 
equipment. This “ALSE Manager” would also be responsible for the 
evaluation of ALSE equipment and for developing policy for the use of 
ALSE equipment by APHIS/WS flight crew and personnel. 

4. Operating Procedures, Manuals, & Directives / Maintenance Management 
• The Aircraft Operations Manual needs to be updated to incorporate 

changes contained in the WS Directive as well as other procedural 
changes that have been implemented and are being practiced by managers 
and pilots. This will bring it up to standards required by the FMR, FAR, 
and WS Directive.  

• Wildlife Services should revise Aviation Operations Manual Sections B, 
C, & J to reflect current guidelines/policy of WS operations 

5. Management & Administration 
• APHIS should develop a planning document that outlines a budget and 

timetable for the purchase/replacement of aircraft. The plan should 
consider the cost of operating older aircraft versus newer aircraft as well 
as determine the appropriateness of a particular aircraft type for the terrain 
that it is to operate in. Aircraft that are identified as ‘scheduled for 
replacement’ should be considered as candidates for the General Services 
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Administration's ‘exchange/sale’ program. Older aircraft could be sold and 
the monies received could be used to purchase newer aircraft for the 
APHIS fleet. 

 
Safety Review Coordinator comment: Shortly before this document went to the 
printer, the ICAP review team leader submitted the following recommendation via 
email. 

 
In the safety review draft final report, it is stated that "WS should accept no less 
than industry standard" and WS should "...implement programs designed to make 
safety a common mindset and goal of all employees."  The adoption of a Safety 
Management System (SMS) would go a long way in accomplishing those goals. 
The FAA is in the process of redesigning the National Airspace System (NAS). The 
program is referred to as "NexGen". Congress directed the Secretary of 
Transportation to establish a Joint Planning & Development Office (JPDO) in the 
FAA to manage work related to the Next Generation Air Transportation System 
(ATS). The JPDO has nine working groups -- Aircraft; Air Navigation Services; 
Airport; Environment; Global Harmonization; Safety; Security; Net-Centric 
Operations; and Weather. Government and industry representatives jointly co-chair 
each of the nine working groups. The Safety Working Group is emphasizing Safer 
Practices as an integrated, systemic approach to safety risk management through 
implementation of formalized Safety Management Systems (SMS) that incorporate 
safety data analysis processes. An SMS provides a systematic and deliberate 
approach to safety management in four key areas identified as safety policy, Safety 
Risk Management (SRM), safety assurance, and safety promotion. Safety 
management systems establish safety accountability at all organizational levels by 
using management principles, practices, and procedures geared towards the 
identification and control of risk and the promotion of a strong safety culture. 

 
The FAA considers this an integral part of the NexGen ATS. They will first direct 
the certificated air carriers to adopt and implement the SMS approach. The FAA 
has already approached ICAP with the intent that ICAP play a pivotal role in the 
incorporation of SMS into the government aviation flight. 
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3.2 Explosives and Pyrotechnics 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
WS is recognized by commercial explosives industry officials at The Institute of 
Makers of Explosives (IME) as the leader in explosives safety and accountability 
for wildlife management applications. WS’ explosives safety training and 
certification program is recognized by the IME as “the premier explosives program 
of its type in the United States.” 
 
In 1986, WS recognized the need for an effective explosives safety program. In 
cooperation with the commercial explosives industry, WS developed policy and 
procedural guidance for field operations and established an in-depth explosives 
safety training program. Two private explosives engineering consultants were 
recruited to assist the newly formed WS Explosives Safety Committee with 
developing a nationwide explosives safety and regulatory compliance program.  
 
The WS explosives safety program features the following elements for explosives 
applications in wildlife damage management. 

• Voluntary use of commercial explosives industry safety standards and 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) regulations. 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations and standards are also observed. 

• Safety procedure field checklists similar to an airplane pilot’s checklist  
• A proactive Explosives Safety Committee established to do the following:  

o train and certify WS Explosives Specialists, 
o promote and represent the interests of WS and APHIS cooperators to 

the commercial explosives industry and Federal regulatory agencies, 
o ensure safe and legal storage, transportation, and handling of 

explosives by WS personnel, 
o assist WS state programs implementation of explosives security 

measures and state-of-the-art explosives industry safety measures,  
o provide assistance to other agencies with jurisdiction or interests in 

explosives including ATF, OSHA, Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, 
U.S. Forest Service, state wildlife and regulatory agencies, and 
Foreign governments, and  

o serve as an information source for WS Certified Explosives 
Specialists, the WS Management Team, other federal and state 
agencies, university wildlife departments, private wildlife management 
organizations, and other wildlife managers.  

• A history and willingness to respond positively to explosives and other 
hazardous materials reviews and audits. The WS explosives program 
underwent an OIG/OSHA audit in 1994-96 which resulted in a number of 
recommendations. WS actively participated in and assisted OIG and 
OSHA in every way possible during the review, and implemented many 

 
Page 14 of 342 



USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

of the recommendations prior to the final audit report. All audit 
recommendations were implemented and remain in effect today. 

• Training developed by WS in 2005 to teach rocket and cannon capture net 
safety for avian influenza  sample collections has been under taken by 146 
biologists and wildlife technicians to date from WS and cooperating 
Federal and state agencies, universities, and private conservation 
organizations. Wildlife Services also developed a capture net operated by 
air pressure which is in use for AI surveillance.   

 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS explosives and pyrotechnics program was conducted by The 
Institute of Makers of Explosives (IME). The IME is recognized in the U.S. as the 
premiere organization dedicated to promoting safe use of explosives. During the 
review, IME representatives examined all pertinent WS documents and manuals 
pertaining to management and operations, training requirements and curricula and 
training records, explosives and pyrotechnics safety procedures, and interviewed 
WS management and field personnel. As part of the review the IME team visited 
five WS state offices and accompanied field personnel on projects including 
dynamiting beaver dams and using pyrotechnics to haze wildlife. 
 
Summary of Review Findings 
The Institute of Makers of Explosives (IME) conducted a safety and security review 
of WS use of explosives and pyrotechnics. Wildlife Services has an outstanding 
explosives and pyrotechnics safety and security program and fosters a culture, from 
top to bottom, that promotes safety. The WS explosives and pyrotechnics safety and 
security program could serve as a model for other agencies or groups looking to 
improve their own program.”  The recommendations made by IME in this report 
address relatively minor safety and security issues. They should in no way reflect 
poorly on WS employees. Only through IME’s intimate knowledge and experience 
of commercial explosives and blasting could these recommendations be known. 
 
The IME reviewed six WS Directives and 36 documents used for safety and 
security training by WS. In general, WS documentation was well written and 
covered the essential topics. IME suggested many minor modifications to the 
documentation that WS should consider making. 
 
No training classes were held during the review period so IME was not able to 
attend one. Wildlife Services training instructors are highly skilled and experienced 
safety professionals and WS training documents are outstanding. IME has no 
doubts that the WS training and certification programs could serve as a model for 
other agencies. 
 
IME conducted four separate field audits of state WS explosives programs, 
involving six field offices. Each auditor prepared a field-audit report that was 
reviewed by IME. Each auditor was very impressed with the emphasis WS places 
on safety and in particular, explosives safety and security. Field audits included a 
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review of the availability of relevant safety information and equipment, employee 
knowledge of and adherence to safety policies, use of personal protective 
equipment, on-site hazard communication rules, transportation, handling and 
storage of hazardous materials, and equipment condition. No major deficiencies 
were observed in any of these areas, although IME made recommendations to 
resolve some minor issues.  
 
Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the IME were as follows: 
1. Implement ways to limit WS employees working alone with explosives and 

water hazards related to beaver impoundments. 
 

2. Improve cooperator assistance with safety. 
 

3. Involve the WS Explosives Committee in the review of all accidents involving 
explosives or pyrotechnics. 

 
4. Ensure that at least ½ FTE be devoted to the national coordination of the WS 

explosives and pyrotechnics safety and security program. 
 

5. Carry-over the certification process for blasters to the rocket net program. 
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3.3 Firearms 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
Wildlife Services has a long tradition in firearms use and firearms safety. It should 
be noted that WS wildlife damage management activities are distinctly different 
from recreational sport hunting. Wildlife Services employees frequently conduct 
wildlife management operations under difficult or unusual conditions in both rural 
and urban settings, sometimes in high profile situations. Wildlife Services policy 
and firearms safety training need to reflect this unique role. 
 
In 1999, after an accidental discharge of a firearm inside a vehicle, WS recognized 
the need to formalize a WS firearms safety policy and proficiency training program. 
The WS Firearms Safety Committee was tasked with updating the WS firearms 
safety policy and writing the first WS Firearms Safety Training Manual. In 2002, 
the WS Firearms Safety Training Manual was provided to WS employees. This 
training manual reflects the unique mission of WS employees. The manual includes 
these sections: 

• Basic safety training requirements 
• WS Directive 2.615, Firearms Use and Safety 
• Firearms Safety, APHIS Safety and Health Manual 
• General firearms safety considerations 
• Firearms carrying positions 
• Safety distance guidelines 
• Shot-travel distance table 
• Lead contamination 
• Rifle, shotgun, handgun description 
• Rifle, shotgun, handgun marksmanship 
• Firearms care 
• Reloading safety and ammunition 
• Pyrotechnics 
• Suppressed firearms, night-vision equipment, and infrared aiming lights 
• Shooting range rules 
• Sharp-shooting procedures\guidelines for white-tailed deer damage 

management 
• President Clinton’s memorandum on child safety lock devices for 

handguns 
• The Lautenberg Domestic Confiscation Law 
• Contacts for firearms instructor training 

 
To implement the training required by WS Directive 2.165, WS Firearm Use and 
Safety, volunteer WS employees were trained and certified as Firearms Safety 
Training Instructors. Currently WS has 86 certified Firearms Safety Training 
Instructors throughout the U.S. providing firearms safety training to the over 1,700 
WS employees. All WS employees who use firearms in the field have received 
firearms safety training from a certified firearms safety instructor in accordance 
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with WS policy and the WS Firearms Safety Training Manual. Employees receive 
training on all types of firearms (rifle, shotgun, and handgun) at least once every 
other year. Written tests and live-fire exercises are included in the training. 
 
Each year, WS employees fire tens of thousands of rounds while conducting 
wildlife damage management activities. Other than the military, this is more than 
any other state or federal organization, including law enforcement agencies. 
Although WS strives for zero accidents, the two injury accidents involving WS 
employees over the past five years is a remarkably low number, when compared to 
the number of rounds fired and the large number of WS employees who use 
firearms.  
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS firearms program was conducted by the National Security 
Academy (NSA). The NSA is a private firearms use and safety training 
organization. They specialize in providing training to law enforcement, military, 
mobile security teams, and security consultants. During the review, NSA 
representatives examined all WS Directives, documents and manuals pertaining to 
management and operations of WS firearms program, training requirements and 
curricula and training records, firearms safety procedures. In addition, NSA 
representatives interviewed WS management and field personnel. As part of the 
review the NSA team inspected four WS state offices and accompanied field 
personnel on projects involving live-fire of firearms. They also attended one WS 
firearms safety training.  
 
Summary of Review Findings 
Wildlife managers use many tools to minimize conflict between people and 
wildlife. Firearms are commonly used when it is determined that removal is the best 
solution to a conflict. Wildlife Services employees rely on firearms and shoot 
thousands of rounds each year. It is therefore imperative that WS employees be 
highly skilled in their use of firearms and employ safe practices. 
 
During the initial site visit, reviewers met with the Chairman of the Firearms Safety 
Committee who stated, “Wildlife Services” goal is to be at the forefront in firearms 
safety among all government agencies.”  Upon completion of the review, it was 
apparent that WS is an agency with employees that share this same goal; who 
demonstrate a willingness to learn and who have a genuine desire to act in a safe 
and responsible manner. Demonstrating the importance of safe firearms use 
(through actions and attitude) at each of the various levels within WS will help to 
ensure that this goal continues to be met.  
 
Wildlife Services has implemented a comprehensive firearm safety program for its 
employees, resulting in well-trained, competent staff, employees who are 
knowledgeable about the safe-use, transport, and storage of firearms. When 
compared to employees of other federal and law enforcement agencies, WS field 
employees discharge their firearms significantly more on a daily basis. While it was 
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difficult to calculate from the data WS currently collects, it is noteworthy, that the 
number of firearm-related incidents, relative to the number of rounds fired, is 
disproportionately low. On the rare occasion that a firearm incident occurs, it is 
generally the result of an employee failing to comply with WS stated policies and 
procedures, or failing to exercise the fundamental rules of safe gun handling. It is 
important to note that the few accidents that WS has incurred involved WS 
personnel, not members of the public. 
 
Strict adherence to firearms safety rules, a continued emphasis on training, and well 
documented training program in each state will minimize the chances of further 
firearms incidents.  
 
Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the firearms reviewers were as follows: 
1. Wildlife Services firearm safety training should be standardized. The NRA is 

the only nationally recognized firearm safety training organization. Wildlife 
Services should adopt the use of NRA certified instructors, use of NRA 
curriculum (to include their three fundamental safety rules) and certification 
standards for pistol, rifle and shotgun, NRA proficiency standards, NRA testing, 
and NRA certification for WS employees. Additional state-related firearm 
safety training may be added, such as information regarding concealed carry 
laws. 

 
2. The Firearm Safety Committee should devise a system to track all firearm 

related accidents, incidents and safety violations, regardless of whether injury or 
property damage has occurred. A toll-free, anonymous hotline should be 
instituted in addition to other reporting mechanisms. The committee should 
develop an investigative process to respond to reports of unsafe firearm 
situations. Guidelines should be developed for stricter disciplinary action 
regarding firearm accidents/incidents to include mandatory drug testing and 
retraining. 

 
3. Wildlife Services directives should clearly address whether shooting out of 

vehicles is allowed. Additionally, directives should clearly define the phrase 
“out of vehicles” (e.g. muzzle out of window, person completely out of vehicle). 
If shooting out of vehicle is indicated, a procedure for transporting the firearm 
while in pursuit of wildlife should be clearly addressed. 

 
4. Firearms should be transported in vehicles in an approved rack system or hard 

sided case. When use is not imminent the bolt should be locked to the rear, 
magazines removed or empty, and safeties on. 

 
5. All firearms that are used by WS employees on the job should be inspected 

annually. All work performed on these firearms should be initially approved by 
the State Director and the work should be conducted only by a certified 
gunsmith. Firearms should be inspected periodically to ensure proper 
functioning of actions and safeties. 
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3.4 Hazardous Materials (Chemical and Biological) 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulates the safe-use 
of hazardous materials through its many standards in 29 CFR 1910 such as: 
Hazardous Materials (Subpart H), Personal Protective Equipment (Subpart I), and 
Toxic and Hazardous Substances (Subpart Z). In addition, the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) also regulates the environmental aspects of hazardous 
materials through its standards in 40 CFR Parts 260-399, which include the 
requirements for hazardous waste, threshold planning quantities, and spill reporting 
quantities. Other EPA regulations affecting the use of hazardous materials include 
the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. 
 
For many years, APHIS has been instrumental in disseminating regulatory and 
safety information and providing assistance to its various programs and facilities in 
establishing compliant and effective programs. Leading this effort is the APHIS 
Safety, Health, and Employee Wellness Branch (SHEWB) with a staff which 
includes an Industrial Hygienist and an Environmental Protection Manager to assist 
with issues regarding hazardous materials. The principal written guidance is the 
APHIS Safety and Health Manual, which has chapters covering OSHA and EPA 
requirements.  
 
The use of hazardous materials within WS falls into three distinct categories: 
operations, research, and manufacturing. Within WS operations, the use of 
hazardous materials is mainly limited to the use of registered or formulated 
products, which are primarily regulated by the registration labeling requirements 
and the individual states according to their own pesticide applicator requirements. 
Within the areas of WS research (National Wildlife Research Center (NWRC), Fort 
Collins, CO) and manufacturing (Pocatello Supply Depot (PSD), Pocatello, ID) the 
use hazardous materials such as laboratory chemicals and/or pesticide ingredients is 
much more prevalent, and these must follow a broader range of regulations and 
requirements. Both the PSD and NWRC have developed their own specific 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for hazardous materials and activities at their 
facilities. 
 
Previous audits of the PSD are as follows: 

• An Environmental Compliance Audit conducted on August 17-18, 2004 by 
the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, applauded the efforts WS has 
taken to minimize waste generated from the production process. 

 
• An Industrial Hygiene Exposure Assessment conducted on May 5-6, 2005 

by Federal Occupational Health, concluded that the overall ventilation and 
indoor air quality was effective and that worker exposure was well below 
the applicable standards or recommendations. 
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• An Oversight Review of Hazardous and Solid Waste by the USDA 
Hazardous Waste Program Group conducted on July 10, 1995, stated that no 
imminent hazards or major noncompliance were observed. 

 
Previous audits at NWRC are as follows: 

• Several evaluations of the NWRC Biosafety Level 3 (BSL-3) laboratory 
were conducted in 2006 and 2007 by different experts including the 
Colorado State University’s Biosafety Officer and the National Veterinary 
Services Laboratory Biosafety Officer. All evaluations helped the NWRC 
obtain the final certification and permit for operating a BSL-3 laboratory. 
 

• An Integrated Environmental Management System (IEMS) Review 
conducted by BMT Entech on March 14-15, 2006, which was intended to 
cover all aspects of environmental, health and safety, security management 
and compliance activities at NWRC. This produced an IEMS Program 
Manual and Guidance document for the NWRC. 
 

• A Personnel Management Evaluation Site Visit conducted by the APHIS 
Safety, Health, Environmental, and Security Team on July 19, 2000, which 
categorized the NWRC safety program as excellent. 

 
Safe and proper use of hazardous materials at both the PSD and the NWRC, and the 
safety and health of the employees who work with those materials are the top two 
management priorities. This is evidenced by the outstanding safety, health, and 
environmental records at both of these facilities. 
 
Examples of critical program elements already in place are as follows: 

• NWRC appointed a Safety and Occupational Health Specialist. This 
specialist has served for over 15 years as the Safety Officer, Chemical 
Hygiene Officer, Biosafety Officer (CHO), and Local Radiation Protection 
Officer. 

• A highly developed selection of Standard Operating Procedures at the 
NWRC which includes detailed procedures on laboratory safety, chemical 
inventory, hazardous waste collection and disposal, and emergencies. 

• A voluntary Occupational Medical Monitoring Program for NWRCs 
employees.  

• Fully permitted Biosafety Level 2 and Biosafety Level 3 laboratories. 
 
In addition to the chemical laboratories, the NWRC also has several biological 
laboratories that contain biohazardous materials and agents. The Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC) Biosafety in Microbiological and 
Biomedical Laboratories (BMBL) provides the standard which provides the 
recognized guidance for proper facilities, practices, and procedures for working 
with biohazardous agents. To receive and possess biohazardous agents, an 
inspection and authorization permit must first be obtained from USDA APHIS. The 
NWRC has successfully obtained permits for agents such as rabies virus, Vaccinia 
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virus, low pathogenic avian influenza virus, West Nile virus, St. Louis encephalitis 
virus, and transmissible spongiform encephalopathys. Most of those agents are 
classified as Biosafety Level 2. However, the NWRC recently redesigned an 
existing suite of laboratories to Biosafety Level 3 enabling the NWRC to safely 
conduct research on more virulent agents that affect wildlife. 
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS hazardous materials programs at the NWRC and PSD was 
conducted by Century Environmental Health (CEH) under contract with Federal 
Occupational Health (FOH). Century Environmental Health is a private firm that 
specializes in industrial hygiene, toxicology and risk assessment. During the 
review, a CEH Industrial Hygienist examined all WS Directives, documents and 
manuals along with procedures and equipment for storage, inventory, use and 
disposal of chemicals and biological hazards, employee adherence to policy and 
safety procedures, use of personal protective equipment, and other applicable safety 
elements. The hygienist also interviewed WS management and laboratory and 
manufacturing personnel. As part of the review the CEH team conducted 
inspections at the National Wildlife Research Center and the Pocatello Supply 
Depot. As noted by the reviewer, the PSD and NWRC have very different missions, 
staffing and potential hazards. 
 
Summary of Review Findings 
Safety programs at the facilities are strong, comprehensive, and well implemented. 
No major program gaps or concerns were found. Environmental health and safety 
(ESH) programs can never be perfectly implemented in any organization; thus, the 
expectation is that they perform on a satisfactory level and strive for continual 
improvement. Environmental safety and health programs met the satisfactory level 
overall but have several areas where improvement can be made. 
 
Environmental Safety and Health operations at both facilities are essentially in 
compliance with federal requirements and in conformance to CDC guidelines and 
other recommended work practice guidelines. With operations that involved so 
many staff members and diverse work activities improvements can be made.  
 
Areas with the best performance included waste management, operation of BSL-2 
and BSL-3 laboratories, written plans and SOPs, exposure controls, medical 
monitoring, and spill response preparedness. Areas needing improvements included 
training, inventory management/hazard communication, labeling, ventilation 
systems, chemical hygiene, and staff resources. While all of the recommendations 
in the final report should be considered and implemented by WS when feasible, the 
more immediate needs include the following recommendations. 
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Priority Recommendations 
1. Formalize training programs for each facility or common job type in an SOP 

including initial and on-going training for each area. 
 
2. Conduct job hazard analysis for each potentially hazardous task. For jobs where 

hazards are indicated by job hazard analysis, safety procedures should be 
developed by the facility’s safety manager in cooperation with the project 
manager. 

 
3. Periodically inspect areas where hazards exist to verify that work practices and 

controls are properly implemented. These inspections should be conducted and 
documented by the safety manager 

 
4. Provide junior level support to the CHO. 
 
5. Consider out-sourcing environmental compliance work at the PSD that can be 

performed on a periodic (e.g. quarterly) basis, while continuing to perform the 
day-to-day recordkeeping that flows into the in-house periodic compliance 
report systems. 

 
6. Investigate operational parameters for pressure drop on the HEPA filter. 

Develop a means of checking for proper pressure drop and change schedules for 
pre-filters and HEPA filters, and recordkeeping system for these activities. 

 
7. Determine the compliance requirements for filter types, filter-change criteria, 

and pressure drops. Include these criteria in SOP for operation of the exhaust 
filter system. Develop recordkeeping on filter changes and (optionally) on 
pressure drops at BSL-3 entrance and filter bank. 

 
8. Develop computerized chemical inventory systems where they are not in place 

at the PSD and NWRC. 
 
9. Implement an on-line MSDS system for facilities with computerized 

inventories. This should be integrated into the USDA-wide chemical inventory 
system if the USDA system will be completed in the near future. 
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 3.5 Immobilization and Euthanasia Drugs 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
The WS Chemical Immobilization and Euthanasia (I&E) Committee was 
established in 1990 to identify program I&E needs, and to determine ways of 
incorporating immobilizing and euthanizing drugs into wildlife damage 
management. The veterinary medical community relies heavily on chemical (drug) 
techniques to accomplish the safe and humane capture/euthanasia of animals. The 
majority of these chemicals are state and federally controlled substances. 
Legislation passed by Congress (Animal Medicinal Drug Usage Clarification Act of 
1994 - AMDUCA) also reflects the public, professional, and regulatory demand 
that individuals and organizations involved in chemical immobilization and 
euthanasia of animals meet veterinary medical standards. Wildlife Services 
recognizes and supports this momentum toward improved, safer and more humane 
methods. 
 
Current regulatory standards and humane guidelines are primarily focused on 
domestic animals in commercial, clinical, or laboratory conditions. Wildlife 
management activities conducted in field conditions are not addressed by these 
standards. Wildlife Services has developed a training program, field protocol, and 
internal supervisory guidelines that accommodate both wildlife management and 
regulatory needs. This training program enables WS to meet program objectives of 
using more humane methods, improving safety for WS personnel and the general 
public, raising the professionalism and credibility or WS biologists, and ensuing 
regulatory compliance and increased environmental sensitivity. 
 
Wildlife Services employees are provided I&E training from highly qualified 
internal and external experts in animal handling and immobilization. Wildlife 
Services has pursued protocol and training goals by contracting with a wildlife 
veterinarian to write a training manual that has become the foundation of an overall 
I&E training program. This manual has provided an educational resource, and has 
also helped to refine WS’ I&E policy and program implementation. Required 
subject matter currently includes laws and regulations, pharmacology of selected 
drugs, dosage calculations and recommendations, equipment and techniques, 
safety/first aid, security, disposal, record keeping, ethics, and professionalism. The 
need for improved delivery of professional I&E training programs led to the 
creation of an online I&E course. The course was originally developed from the WS 
I&E Manual by Colorado State University in 2003. The online course was 
transferred to the Berryman Institute through Mississippi State University in 2006. 
Currently, WS has 463 employees trained/certified to use I&E drugs in the course 
of their duties. 
 
Wildlife Services also recognized the need to establish a system to adequately 
document I&E activities and to improve accountability. Wildlife Services currently 
meets these documentation needs through the Management Information System 
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(MIS), Controlled Materials Inventory System (CMITS) and, additionally, utilizing 
DEA and/or state record-keeping forms. 
 
Wildlife Services utilizes controlled substances ranked by the DEA at Schedule III 
or lower when immobilizing and euthanizing animals is required. Immobilization 
and euthanasia drug users are required to have veterinary oversight for their 
operations. Nationally, the NWRC provides the animal care veterinarian who 
oversees WS I&E activities. Currently, 40 WS state programs use chemical I&E 
methods. However, some WS state programs have established cooperative 
relationships with private, state game & fish, state health, or extension veterinarians 
in order to train personnel and to obtain the necessary drugs. Several state WS 
programs have not been able to implement chemical I&E methods due to the lack of 
a local veterinarian partner.  
 
Wildlife Services encourages and uses partnerships with outside organizations and 
agencies to meet training and procurement needs when possible. Wildlife Services 
voluntarily consults with other wildlife veterinarians for training and information on 
I&E activities and other wildlife veterinary medical issues. Wildlife Services has 
also established a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the American 
Association of Wildlife Veterinarians that established a pool of DVM trainers and 
consultants for each state. Wildlife Services continues to encourage a collaborative 
partnership with the veterinary medical community and other wildlife management 
entities. 
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS I&E program was conducted by Global Wildlife Resources 
(GWR) in conjunction with the Berryman Institute. Global Wildlife Resources 
provides euthanasia and immobilizing training to many wildlife management 
professional organizations including WS. To assess the degree of safety for WS in 
the arena of chemical immobilization and euthanasia of wildlife, reviewers 
identified the major risks associated with the WS I&E program; reviewed agency 
policies, directives, and supporting documents; reviewed training requirements, 
procedures, materials, tracking, and enforcement; visited four state programs to 
observe drug storage and handling, record keeping, field activities, and other 
pertinent issues; interviewed WS staff, administrators, and I&E committee 
representatives; and inquired about and investigated I&E-related accidents.  
 
Summary of Review Findings 
Overall, WS is doing an admirable job of addressing safety risks through their 
policies, administration, training, field operations, and culture. As reviewers 
discovered during state visits, some programs are highly conscientious about safety, 
while others are significantly less so. It appeared to be an “all or nothing” situation 
with each state program. Indeed, reviewers expected their findings to be reflective 
of the diversity of attitudes and approaches within the broader agency with respect 
to safety protocols. Some programs are doing nearly everything correctly and have 
little room for improvement, but other programs must make significant progress to 
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minimize the risks associated with I&E drugs and create a safe working 
environment. 
 
In consideration that each program is unique, and that findings and 
recommendations must be rectified with the reality in each program, the reviewer 
offers the following analyses and recommendations to increase the level of safety in 
the WS I&E program. The greatest risk associated with the WS I&E is accidental 
and intentional loss or unaccountability of drugs. This can result in risk to the 
agency, the employees, and the public. Addressing this risk includes legally 
complying with Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) requirements. The other 
principal risk is accidental exposure to drugs, which includes direct exposure of 
field personnel and indirect exposure of the public through consumption of recently 
drugged animals. Addressing this risk includes legally complying with the Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) requirements and providing quality training to further 
develop safe field practices and conscientious attitudes. 
 
Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the immobilization and euthanasia 
reviewers were as follows: 
1. Conduct unannounced, random, and physical (on-site) inspections of state 

programs to verify that requirements of drug storage and inventory 
documentation are met. This will effectively prevent potential drug abuses, 
sales, or loss and ensure that the legal requirements for DEA are met. 

 
2. Clarify, create, and/or enforce policies regarding: a) veterinary supervision of 

state I&E programs, b) holding and disposal of empty or expired drug vials, and 
c) transfer of I&E drugs. 

 
3. Empower an independent entity to track the certification status of employees 

and evaluate the acceptability of training reported by State Directors and other 
employees to meet certification requirements. This same entity could be 
responsible for creating and delivering integrated, standardized, and centralized 
training in the arena of I&E. 

 
4. Create an online clearinghouse of all I&E information pertinent to the WS 

program, including directives, policies, updates and memos, training curricula, 
technical information, and other pertinent resources. 

 
5. Increase accountability among administrators, State Directors in particular, to 

ensure safety protocols are followed. This includes accountability for all I&E 
policies, but in particular issues relating to drug inventories, storage, and 
documentation, veterinary supervision, and training requirements/certifications. 

 
6. Standardize terminology and format for drug inventory forms. The exact format 

is less important than that the forms are self-apparent, relatively standardized, 
and allow for the diversity of individual programs.  
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 3.6 Pesticides 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
The WS pesticide safety program promotes training, proper use, employee safety, 
environmental safety, and accountability. Wildlife Services employees who apply 
restricted use pesticides receive a state-issued Certified Pesticide Applicator 
license. They also receive additional safety training as determined by the state 
(continuing education courses) and/or WS program such as use of personal 
protective equipment (PPE), understanding of pesticide labels and their Material 
Safety Data Sheets (MSDS), proper reporting of pesticide application requirements, 
and the proper field application of each pesticide that they use.  
 
The WS pesticide program underwent an audit by the USDA Office of Inspector 
General (OIG) after the Management Alert in 2001 regarding hazardous materials 
inventory and accountability. Wildlife Services worked with OIG to refine and 
strengthen hazardous materials management. All OIG 2004 Audit Report 
recommendations regarding hazardous materials management have been 
implemented, primarily through policy improvements and development of revised 
directives to refine the inventory and reconciliation processes. The audit is 
officially closed. Examples of these improvements include WS Directives 
pertaining to pesticides and hazardous materials were developed or updated, WS 
Control Materials Inventory Tracking System (CMITS) was developed to provide a 
robust accountability and reconciliation procedures, and pesticide storage and 
security for WS offices and duty stations were updated. 
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS pesticide program was conducted by EnviroHygiene, LLC under 
contract with FOH. EnviroHygiene is involved in all aspects of consulting for 
integrated environmental and safety auditing, pesticide use and safety and related 
training. During the review, a EnviroHygiene representative examined all WS 
Directives, documents and manuals pertaining to management and operations of 
WS pesticide operations, training requirements and curricula and training records, 
safety procedures. EnviroHygiene staff also interviewed WS management and field 
personnel. EnviroHygiene conducted inspections of four WS state offices.   
 
Summary of Review Findings 
The recommendations and observations made by the pesticide reviewer were based 
on a review of current directives and accident reports for the past five years.  
Current training, program culture, and program administration were also evaluated. 
Additional information was derived from site visits in four states, including all 
district offices in these states, and several residential storage sites. 
 
The reviewer stated that WS employees readily and openly informed him of their 
responsibilities and commitment to safety, and described what training they felt was 
adequate for others, and continually emphasized their commitment to comply with 
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existing regulations and directives. Their basic philosophy was to go beyond the 
regulation’s requirements rather than taking a chance of not complying. 
 
All pesticide applicators were certified state applicators and for those state 
programs selling pesticides, they had current state dealer licenses. A review of 
annual inspection reports conducted by the appropriate state authority showed that 
there were no violations in the past five years at any state or district office covered 
by this review. There were no federal or state noncompliance issues. One finding 
indicated non-compliance with a WS directive.  
 
Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the pesticides reviewers were as 
follows: 
1. It is critical that the M-44 mechanisms be easily and thoroughly cleaned to 

prevent accidental injector activation. The newer type of mechanisms should be 
used. These are the Type 4 produced 2002 to present – no bottom crimp; a 
retaining pin holds plunger and ejector spring in place – the pin permits field 
disassembly for cleaning, lubrication or replacement of inner parts. The district 
supervisors should examine all M-44 devices in the applicator’s possession, 
designate the old-type devices for recycling, and ensure the policy states that 
only new mechanisms are to be used. In addition, the cleaning technique of 
using vinegar and water to clean the mechanisms should be further evaluated. 

 
2. The accident investigation program should be strengthened to provide an 

accurate assessment of a significant event so that adequate preventive actions 
can be implemented to prevent any recurrence. Those significant events must be 
first identified as significant, reported to the appropriate authority in an 
expeditious manner, and finally, investigated as close as possible to the time of 
occurrence. Significant events must be elevated through the management 
structure to ensure that an unbiased, professional evaluation is conducted. 

 
3. All applicators must carry a decontamination kit containing at least one quart of 

water, coveralls (they could be one-use, disposable overalls), a towel, and soap 
in case the applicator splashes some pesticide on him or herself. 

 
4. The WS program should produce several short, pesticide specific, i.e., M-44, 

LPC 1080, DRC-1339, safety training programs that can be placed on the WS 
Intranet and be copied to a DVD for distribution to remote locations not having 
high-speed internet service. These programs should stress safety, the use of 
pesticide/task-specific personal protective equipment, and should clearly 
delineate correct application procedures 

 
5. Pesticide storage should be clearly defined in the directives as incidental, small, 

or large. Incidental storage areas should not be defined as pesticide storage 
areas with regard to inspections, storage requirements, and other items 
mentioned in any directives. 
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3.7 Vehicles 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
Policies and procedures for vehicle use by government agencies have existed for 
many years. The General Services Administration (GSA) has maintained standards 
which deal with fleet management systems and motor vehicle management of 
owned and leased vehicles (41 CFR 101 and 102). Among the GSA regulations, is 
the requirement to designate Vehicle Accounting Officers within the different 
organizational levels of the agencies to help enforce the regulations and serve as the 
point of contact for any necessary reporting. In addition to the GSA regulations, the 
agency has implemented policies and procedures in the form of the MRP Motor 
Vehicle Manual (MRP 5400) which was last revised in November 2007. This 
manual supersedes the previous APHIS Motor Vehicle Fleet Management Manual 
(APHIS 5400) which had been in existence for many years. As a supplement to the 
Motor Vehicle Manual, there is an APHIS Directive “Defensive Driver Training 
Requirements” (APHIS 4790.4, dated 2/10/04), which provides more detailed 
guidance regarding vehicle use and defensive driver training requirements for 
APHIS employees. 
 
In addition to the GSA, MRP, and APHIS requirements, WS has taken it upon itself 
to further develop specific internal directives and polices related to the use of 
specialty vehicles that are unique to the activities within the program. The 
directives which are specific to WS include Directives 4.150 “Vehicle Use” and 
4.155 “All Terrain Vehicles and Snowmobiles.”  Both of these directives have also 
been in existence for many years, and are familiar to all WS programs and 
employees. 
 
Thus, for many years, regulations, manuals, directives, polices and procedures have 
existed for the operation of a government-owned or -provided vehicles, which all 
WS programs and employees have been accustomed to and are in compliance with. 
The APHIS Safety Health and Employee Wellness Branch (SHEWB) along with 
the National APHIS Safety and Health Council (NASHC) have been instrumental 
in seeking and providing authorized sources of training to be used to meet the 
defensive driver training requirements. One of those authorized sources is the 
National Safety Council (NSC), which is recognized as a leader in safety-related 
training and provides self-instructional video and workbook, or internet-based 
training courses, which are available to all WS employees. 
 
Both the APHIS and WS Safety and Health Councils have a vested interest in the 
safe use of vehicles, and are proactive in disseminating information regarding 
vehicle accidents data, safety issues, recalls, and training sources.  Both councils 
also sponsor an annual Safety Incentive Awards Program, and within WS awards 
programs, the Defensive Driver of the Year Award consistently receives the most 
number of nominations. 
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The WS vehicle-use program has never been audited before, but it is evident by the 
lack of serious vehicle accidents that the WS Program has an exemplary safety 
record when it comes to the use of motor vehicles. 
 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS vehicle program was conducted by Tidewater Inc. under contract 
with FOH. Tidewater is a private firm that specializes in all aspects of industrial 
hygiene, and occupational safety and health, including management and safety of 
vehicle fleets. During the review, a Tidewater Industrial Hygienist examined all WS 
Directives, documents and manuals pertaining to management and operations of 
WS vehicle program, training requirements and curricula and training records, 
safety procedures. They also interviewed WS management and field personnel. As 
part of the review, the Tidewater representative conducted inspections at four WS 
state offices including “ride-alongs,” and observations of vehicle use (on and off 
road, 4-wheeled all terrain vehicle). 
 
Summary of Review Findings 
The following observations about the WS Vehicle Safety Program are based on a 
review of all pertinent documentation on the WS Vehicle Safety Program, 
interviews with key WS personnel, responses to a survey sent to state and district 
offices, and on-site reviews. 
 
The WS Vehicle Safety Program is effective. Based upon site visits, WS wildlife 
specialists, their supervisors, and upper level managers demonstrate a high level of 
corporate safety culture, at least as it relates to the vehicle safety program. The 
accident rate of WS vehicles compares favorably with available statistics for 
government or private vehicle usage. However, an increase in the number of  
accidents over the last three years, even though it is still below comparable GOV 
and private vehicle rates, underscores a need for a more structured component to the 
WS Vehicle Safety Program.  
 
To bring the vehicle safety program to the next level, WS should strive to 
continually improve leadership, employee involvement, measurement, and 
continuous improvement. Leadership is critical to improving a safety program. 
Managers and supervisors at all levels need to support and implement the identified 
changes. A common misconception is that it is the duty of the safety person to make 
changes. Although the safety person has many responsibilities relating to employee 
occupational safety, it is the responsibility of managers to implement changes and 
keep attention on the program. Supervisors should use the existing awards program. 
Employee involvement can be increased by nominating more employees for vehicle 
awards.  With respect to measurement, a number of improvements can be made to 
obtain better data on the number and types of motor vehicle incidents actually 
encountered. The intent of measuring is not to enforce punitive measures, which 
can actually reduce reporting and affect morale in a negative way, but to identify 
trends and implement corrective measures. A requirement of this vehicle study, 
(e.g., establishing systems to monitor safety compliance) suggests that data 
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collection will result in continuous improvement. However, unless action is taken 
based upon this data and resources are committed do so, data can remain unused. A 
strong commitment to continuous review plus follow-up action can ensure that 
continual improvement will occur. 
 
Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the vehicle program reviewer were as 
follows: 
1. Investigate the use of newer technologies to enhance communications. Given 

the critical nature of communications in case of an accident and in the 
supervisor-employee relationship, cell phone boosters, “bag phones” (these are 
higher-power cell phones such as the Motorola M800), and personal locator 
beacons (PLBs) should be investigated for those wildlife specialists who 
frequently drop out of normal cell phone range during daily activities. 

 
2. Regional safety personnel serve on a collateral duty basis. Given the number of 

personnel in the field within the eastern and western regions who have direct, 
daily exposure to safety hazards, these persons should be assigned on a full-time 
basis. 

 
3. Improve roadside safety by the use of a magnetic strobe light that can be placed 

on the roof of a vehicle, marker cones placed behind and at a distance from the 
vehicle to warn approaching traffic, and the use of high-visibility vests. 
Collapsible cones are now available that can be locked inside tool boxes or 
elsewhere in pickup trucks to minimize the possibility of theft. Such cones are 
also available with LED blinker lights to improve visibility, especially in dark 
or semi-dark conditions. 

 
4. Establish a separate safety budget, independent from other operating budget(s). 

This will allow needs to be identified and prioritized separately. It will also 
allow the scope and complexity of safety needs to be more visible. Such needs 
include not only equipment, but also training, communication, and travel needs. 

 
5. Make information on solutions to common problems available to field personnel 

by newsletter or possibly a website. Connectivity is limited for many field 
personnel, and a simple FTP site or website section that does not take a long 
time to open will make the information more accessible. 

 
6. Establish and implement a more systematic way to ensure compliance with 

policies and procedures, (e.g., WS directives, safety manual). 
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 3.8 Watercraft 
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
USDA WS Safety Directive 2.601 (dated 10/07/05) enumerates many of the safety 
policies of the WS Program. It states that supervisors will promote a safe working 
attitude among employees. Additionally, supervisors must also provide employees 
with adequate information, training, and personal protective equipment to optimize 
employee safety. 
 
USDA WS does not currently have a directive on watercraft use. However, WS 
Directive 2.601 states that WS programs must adhere to state laws, this includes the 
operation of watercraft. Laws and requirements may that differ from state to state. 
Watercraft training in each state must meet guidelines set by the National 
Association of State Boat Law Administrators (NASBLA). This training requires 
either taking a hands-on class or successfully completing an on-line boater safety 
program.  
 
WS state programs must meet the requirements set forth by NASBLA and the state. 
However, many WS state programs far exceed the requirements set forth by state 
law. 
 

• Several WS state programs have state-specific directives/policies on 
watercraft use and safety. 

 
• Several WS state programs require additional first aid and safety training for 

employees who operate watercraft. 
 
• Many WS programs make recommendations from the state mandatory. For 

example, the state requires that there be a personal floatation device (PFD) 
aboard for every passenger. Some WS programs make it mandatory that you 
wear the PFD at all times while on the boat. 

 
• Several WS programs require hands-on training on watercraft safety and 

lifesaving. These programs exceed NASBLA and are intensive programs 
approved by the US Coast Guard. 

 
• WS programs have invested the funds necessary to ensure that the 

watercraft have all the safety equipment required by the state, and in most 
cases additional safety equipment exceeding state law. 

 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS watercraft use was conducted by the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resource Police (NRP). The NRP provides training to all Maryland 
residents operating boats in Maryland waters and to Maryland Wildlife Services 
boat operators. The Maryland NRP boating safety program is considered one of the 
best in the U.S. During the review, an NRPS Officer examined all WS Directives, 
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documents and manuals pertaining to management and operations of WS watercraft 
operations, training requirements and curricula and training records, safety 
procedures. The NRP officer also interviewed WS management and field personnel. 
The NRP conducted four inspections at WS state and district offices.   
 
Summary of Review Findings 
Wildlife Services employees use many different watercraft types, classification, and 
size to complete missions in a variety of environments on and near the water. These 
vessels include: one and two person kayaks, canoes, standard outboard motor boats, 
Beaver Tail long shank air cooled outboards, high power jet boats, and Jon boats. 
Operational environments include: the turbulent waters adjacent to huge hydro-
electric dams, some of America’s largest rivers and swamps in the Southeast, 
structures like bridges and ferry docks on the West Coast, the busy intra-coastal 
waterway, and floating marshes on the Eastern Shore. Wildlife Services employees 
often work at night, or at sunset. They may work alone, or sometimes from their 
own homes, resulting in supervisory accountability challenges. Many missions 
require lengthy trips to remote areas, work on shore in difficult terrain, and a return 
by boat late in the day or the next morning. Vessels are often loaded with 
equipment including beaver traps, poles, chain, pyrotechnics, and shotguns. 
 
Maryland Natural Resources Police (NRP) reviewers visited several WS sites 
throughout the country. Interviews were conducted with supervisors and staff. The 
reviewers accompanied boat operators on site as WS personnel performed typical 
duties, examined safety equipment and vessels, and reviewed written policies. 
Without exception, the reviewers were treated cordially, and in a highly 
professional and open manner by all WS employees. The reviewers were impressed 
by the dedication to the WS mission and the concerns for safety demonstrated by all 
staff including supervisors. The reviewers wish to acknowledge the exceptional 
safety record overall of WS since its inception. 
 
At most sites, reviewers found little or no written policies concerning basic safety 
requirements including use of personal flotation devices (PFDs). One notable 
exception was a state that had a policy stating: “that lifejackets must be worn while 
operating all types of watercraft.”  There were few written policies regarding 
certification of boat operators, inspection of safety equipment, checklists, or 
emergency procedures. 
 
The basic WS safety requirement is that all vessels and operators follow those 
requirements established by the laws and regulations of the state in which they 
operate see appendix for WS Safety Directive 2.210. This is not sufficient in that 
the work environment of WS employees is far more hazardous than recreational 
boaters for whom state laws were designed to provide minimum safety 
requirements. 
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Priority Recommendations 
The top priority recommendations made by the NRP reviewers were:  
1. PFD use (actual wearing while underway) is mandatory at all locations. 
 
2. Each site should obtain the styles and types of PFDs most likely to be worn 

including float coats, Auto Inflatable PFDs for hot weather, and comfortable 
vest style Type 3 PFDs. 

 
3. Safety officers should be appointed for each district. These individuals, in 

cooperation with supervisors and managers, will develop, in final form, a 
written policy. This policy would include initial and recurring training, 
certification of boat operators, emergency operations, search and rescue, safety 
equipment inspections, float plans, accountability, and proper loading of 
equipment on the vessel. 

 
4. Wildlife Services should purchase handheld GPS chart plotters (such as the 

Garmin Map 76 monochrome unit). Training, on the unit should be conducted 
prior to issue along with periodic refreshers each year. 

 
5. Wildlife Services should maintain strict adherence to vessel placards in regard 

to weight and number of passengers on board. 
 
6. Wildlife Services Safety Officers should obtain (often free from boater safety 

organizations) and post conspicuously signs, and safety posters. This sends a 
message that safety is important! 
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3.9 Zoonotic Diseases  
 
Safety Initiatives in Place Prior to Review 
Wildlife Services is primarily a wildlife damage management program managed 
and supervised by wildlife biologists. The primary purpose of the program is to 
assist people who are experiencing conflict with one or more wildlife species by 
removing or mitigating the conflict. Although WS manages wildlife damage rather 
than wildlife, per se, contact with wildlife and wildlife habitat constitutes a major 
facet of the work done by WS personnel. Since zoonotic diseases and parasites are a 
natural component of wildlife populations and their environment, WS personnel are 
routinely subjected to potential contact with various wildlife diseases, infectious 
agents and parasites. 
 
For many years WS personnel have worked in close contact with wildlife, 
conducted work within wildlife habitat or in areas containing wildlife-related 
debris, and handled wildlife, wildlife parts or animal remains. In earlier years, few 
or no precautions were taken when close contact with wildlife or wildlife-related 
objects was made. If any protective clothing was employed, it was generally limited 
to gloves which were usually cloth or leather rather than latex/nitrile. The purpose 
of the gloves was aimed more at protecting the hands from excessive wear than for 
protection from contagions. This level of “comfort” around wildlife was not unique 
to WS and, in fact, is fairly common within wildlife management organizations, 
groups and agencies. To many wildlife biologists, technicians or enthusiasts 
(hunters) wildlife species are generally not considered to be associated with 
diseases unless or until a specific disease situation is encountered. 
 
In 2004, WS developed and initiated the Surveillance and Emergency Response 
System (SERS). Wildlife Services developed the SERS program with the intention 
of addressing both the routine monitoring of wildlife-related diseases (surveillance) 
and to prepare for rapid response to acute disease outbreaks. SERS initially hired 23 
Wildlife Disease Biologists (WDBs) and stationed them within WS state programs 
across the nation. The majority of the WDBs were assigned to oversee more than 
one state. In 2007, the number of WDBs was increased to 44 and the oversight 
responsibility of the majority of the WDBs was reduced to one state. As of 2007, 43 
states have a WDB residing within the state and the remaining seven states have a 
WDB assigned to them. 
 
When WS developed the SERS program, the intention was to target wildlife 
biologists to fill the WDB positions rather than animal health specialists or 
veterinarians, because the purpose of the position is primarily wildlife-oriented 
rather than disease-related. The WDB is a wildlife professional whose job it is to 
monitor the health of wildlife communities through sampling wildlife. The WDB 
was intended to be a wildlife biologist with knowledge, skills and abilities relating 
to capturing and sampling wildlife for diseases identified as suspect or targeted.  
Special training in necropsy technique, foreign animal diseases, and personal 
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protective equipment is provided the WDB on a routine schedule and in-the-field 
exercises or projects are assigned to simulate emergency response mobilizations. 
 
The SERS WDB is stationed with and supervised by the WS state program of the 
state the WDB is assigned to cover. Because the WDB is stationed with the WS 
state program, the knowledge, skills and abilities acquired by the WDB is readily 
available to the state program. While the WDB is not intended to represent a 
formally trained health technician or disease specialist, the WDB does represent a 
source of locally pertinent disease information, disease safety information and PPE 
use information. All WDBs are encouraged to share their knowledge of diseases, 
disease safety and PPE use with state program personnel and to be readily available 
to both State Directors and District Supervisors to provide talks and training 
sessions at state and district meetings. 
 
The SERS WDBs are designated as WS’ primary first responders and are prepared 
to report to an incident within 24-48 hours. The following items pertain to all SERS 
WDBs. 

• Receive an annual FOH medical physical to ensure they are medically fit 
to conduct work in full PPE gear and to be allowed respirator fit-testing. 

• Are fit-tested for a respirator annually. 
• Are provided with a supply of PPE equipment and PPE use and safety 

training is conducted as part of required training. 
• Are required to participate in necropsy and FAD training courses and to 

take refresher courses at least every other year. 
• Are annually subject to mobilization assignments which require they 

report to work assignments at a distant location on short notice. These 
assignments provide practice for rapid response assignments. 

• Have access to SERS emergency response trailers. SERS has three 
emergency response trailers that are positioned around the country and 
available for use in emergency situations. These trailers are fully equipped 
with a large supply of PPE, sample collection supplies, generators, 
autoclaves and other surveillance and emergency response equipment and 
supplies.  

• Have access to the SERS supplies warehouse in Fort Collins. PPE 
equipment and supplies are stocked that can be used to augment the trailer 
supplies if needed.  

 
Wildlife Services recognizes that the program’s field personnel are also potentially 
exposed to wildlife-related infectious agents and parasites.  

• All WS field personnel are encouraged to be vaccinated for rabies and to 
have their titers checked routinely.  

• All WS field personnel are routinely provided with latex/nitrile gloves and 
informed that replacement supplies are readily available. 

• Supervisors are instructed to use state and district meetings to remind field 
personnel that they are to use protective gloves when handling wildlife or 
wildlife-related objects. 
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• All WS field personnel are instructed to record in their field diaries any/all 
incidents where they encounter parasites (e.g., fleas, ticks), or sick animals 
or make unsafe contact with wildlife during work activities. 

• All WS field personnel are provided with an APHIS form 260 (Medical 
Alert Card) which provides them with an “official” statement that their 
position with the program puts them in contact with wildlife and thus, in 
cases of illness, medical personnel should consider “exotic” enzootic 
diseases as well as the more routine generic illnesses they usually see. 
This medical alert card in combination with information on possible 
diseases they might have encountered, and information about what 
symptoms they should consider suspicious, is intended to provide WS 
personnel with enough information to allow them to inform their medical 
professionals of the specific risks they have as wildlife professionals. 

 
Review Activities 
Review of the WS zoonotic disease program was conducted by the Berryman 
Institute, the premiere non-governmental organization dedicated to resolving 
human-wildlife conflict. To assess the degree of safety for WS in the arena of 
zoonotic diseases, reviewers evaluated WS Directives, documents and manuals 
pertaining to management and operations, training requirements and curricula and 
training records, safety procedures. They also inspected four WS state programs 
and one rabies baiting operation to observe equipment use, field techniques, 
administrative support, interviewed WS staff and administrators and investigated 
and inquired about zoonotic infection reports. 
 
Summary of Review Findings 
Overall, WS is to be commended for its zoonotic safety record and for the creation 
of the National Wildlife Disease Program (NWDP), which is an important and 
innovative approach to infuse zoonotic disease awareness and safety throughout the 
agency. But, there is always room for improvement, and WS can improve on an 
already good zoonotic safety record. WS personnel are professionals who are 
committed to the program’s mission.  Supervisors and managers must understand 
the range of talents and needs of their employees, and appropriately tailor safety 
solutions to the workforce. While attention to the details of safety was evident 
during most site visits, there were occasional lapses in appropriate behaviors and 
techniques. It would appear that the desire to accomplish the WS mission as safely 
as possible is the goal of all WS personnel encountered. Achieving this goal will 
require some increased vigilance on the part of leadership and the allocation of 
appropriate resources (financial and man-power) to accomplish this task. Perhaps 
most importantly, the development of agency-wide safety directives, protocols and 
procedures to protect personnel against zoonotic disease risks will allow the 
development of effective training protocols and subsequent field practices.  
 
Wildlife Services’ Wildlife Disease Biologists (WDBs) work in an environment 
where there is a potential for contracting zoonotic diseases and parasites if proper 
care and practices are not conducted. Their principal duties involve frequent 
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handling of potentially diseased animals, and they are WS’ ‘first responders’ to 
disease outbreaks. The NWDP currently offers advanced training to WDBs in 
animal handling techniques, use of personal protection equipment and bio-security. 
For the safety of these employees, it is imperative that WS continue to provide 
advanced training on wildlife diseases and personal protection from job-related 
health hazards. A comprehensive list of skills/knowledge for wildlife disease 
biologists is needed to serve as a benchmark for future training and hiring. The risk 
of contracting zoonotic diseases is not unique to WDBs. A high percentage of 
Wildlife Specialists and general biologists routinely handle animals or work in 
environments where there is a high risk of exposure to animal borne diseases and or 
parasites. Historically, the protection of these employees from zoonotic diseases has 
not been a priority of either the employees or the Program. Wildlife Services should 
take steps to increase the general knowledge of all WS field personnel about 
potential risks and mitigation techniques to avoid disease threats when handling 
animals. WS’ WDBs should be assigned the responsibility of providing information 
to employees in their assigned areas on the zoonotic diseases of concern in the work 
area, safety techniques, and personnel protection, as well as advice on procedures 
for documenting exposure and seeking medical treatment. 
 
Priority Recommendations 
The following recommendations were deemed the most important 
recommendations for WS, in order of priority, which should be addressed 
immediately. Although these are prioritized 1-8, they should all be considered 
essential and, in fact, they build upon each other. 
1. Develop a directive to address the real and potential risks of zoonotic exposure 

and disease. 
 
2. Identify regional (if not by state) zoonotic disease risks that is cross referenced 

to the animals that may transmit each disease. Make this information available 
to all personnel. 

 
3. Continue to develop a higher level of expertise about zoonotic diseases among 

wildlife disease biologists. 
 
4. Initiate discussions within the agency and with OWCP to address the concern 

that many zoonotic diseases can and are contracted as part of WS work 
responsibilities, but that these exposures are difficult to document and thus file 
OWCP claims. 

 
5. Develop agency-wide zoonotic disease safety protocols. 
 
6. Establish a training academy (distance component as well as local or face-to-

face practical training), which incorporates zoonotic disease information into all 
aspects of WS activities. 

 
7. Maintain a positive work environment with open communications. 
 
8. Integrate wildlife (zoonotic) disease awareness into all aspects of WS activities. 
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4. SUMMARY OF BROAD-SCALE REVIEW FINDINGS 
 
 4.1 Current Safety Culture 

The nature and extent of safety needs within WS has increased dramatically over 
the last 100 years. Traditional activities such as the use of trapping and shooting are 
still a large part of the WS program, but the variety of activities WS is involved in 
has mushroomed to include disease surveillance, bird and mammal management at 
airports, dams, buildings, highways, parks and in a variety of agricultural settings, 
as well as small predator management for protection of threatened and endangered 
species, and other conservation activities. Reviewers found that the WS Program 
addresses diverse wildlife damage issues involving complex safety challenges. 
Much of the work accomplished by WS is inherently dangerous, and as WS 
continues to grow to meet new and more complex demands, a sound, aggressive 
safety program will be paramount to the program’s success. 

 
Reviewers stated that WS is doing a commendable job of fostering a philosophy 
and culture that embodies a strong safety ethic. In most state programs, and at the 
national level, reviewers reported finding committed professionals who placed high 
importance on personnel safety. This positive attitude was supported by State 
Directors who either addressed safety issues themselves or assigned safety-
conscious employees to monitor and improve employee safety. With support from 
the APHIS Safety, Health and Employee Wellness Branch, and National APHIS 
Safety and Health Council, WS developed a safety system around the APHIS model 
which is based on Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
standards. The WS safety program is comprised of a national WS Safety and Health 
Council, safety officers at various program levels, and safety committees and 
protocols that have resulted in an environment that has produced surprisingly few 
accidents relative to the nature and extent of WS activities. Wildlife Services has 
also developed excellent working relationships with agencies and organizations that 
regulate or have a vested interest in workplace safety. In reference to the explosives 
program, the reviewer stated that “Wildlife Services has an outstanding explosives 
and pyrotechnics safety and security program and fosters a culture, from top to 
bottom, that promotes safety. The WS explosives and pyrotechnics safety and 
security program could serve as a model for other agencies or groups looking to 
improve their own program.”  All reviewers commented favorably on the effort and 
success WS has had overall with its safety programs, stating that employees and 
management truly sought to operate in the safest way feasible. 

 
Reviewers also encountered the occasional situation where this level of enthusiasm 
and competence was lacking. Some reviewers found the culture and attitudes 
towards safety within some WS state programs to be essentially “all or nothing.”  In 
those states, it was noted that while all WS personnel attempted to operate safely, 
the general working culture and lack of information/training/discussion did not 
support proper safety protocols. Thus, while the desire to accomplish the WS 
mission as safely as possible was prevalent among the WS personnel encountered, 
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management must emphasize its importance and provide adequate financial and 
personnel resources to accomplish a universal safety culture within WS. 

 
Some of the general recommendations made by reviewers to improve the safety 
attitudes and culture within WS include the following: 
• Wildlife Services should make better use of the existing awards programs and 

develop new and creative ways to acknowledge exemplary safety behavior. 
• Wildlife Services should establish and facilitate an information-sharing 

process. 
• The WS Safety and Health Council and all committees should become more 

proactive on safety issues. 
• Display safety posters and other visual safety information to reinforce safety 

on bulletin boards, safes and in vehicles both in the state and field offices. 
• Managers should ensure the highest quality of training that is available to all 

appropriate employees. Initiate and encourage mentorship programs. 
• Managers should create opportunities for isolated employees to work with 

others, either within the state or in an exchange program with other states. 
 

As previously stated, overall the reviewers invited to evaluate WS safety programs 
and culture were impressed with the types of work WS conducts in relation to the 
number of accidents the program experiences. The fact that in many areas accident 
rates are lower than could be expected considering the nature and amount of work 
conducted, is testament to an already strong safety culture within the Program.  

 
 4.2 Safety Program Administration 

Reviewers commented that some WS Directives are vague and do not provide 
adequate guidance for state programs. Directives should clearly set the baseline 
standards for WS activities. Two components of WS operations evaluated in this 
review, watercraft and zoonotic disease, are not currently addressed by a specific 
directive. Wildlife Services should develop directives for these activities. Safety 
Directive 2.601 requires WS to meet state standards for watercraft operation, but 
because WS sometimes operates watercraft in more hazardous environments than 
recreational boaters, it should establish a directive that requires higher training and 
safety standards than those required for recreational boaters. Wildlife Services 
should put a directive in place that specifies minimum safety standards for 
protection against accidental transmission of zoonotic diseases and parasites that is 
applicable to all WS field personnel. Well-crafted directives in both of these 
program areas, watercraft and zoonotic disease, would provide the basis for 
developing strong safety programs. 

 
Because the risk of contacting zoonotic diseases and parasites during daily activities 
is a real facet of WS field activities, WS should make sure APHIS, the Department 
of Labor, and the Office of Worker’s Compensation Program (OWCP) recognize 
disease and parasites as an occupational hazard. As a recognized occupational 
hazard, efforts should be made to make it easier for personnel to document 
exposure and submit OWCP/medical claims. Wildlife Services should also explore 
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the possibility of providing both pre- and post-exposure and annual blood testing 
for all employees covering all potential diseases.  

 
The WS safety program is currently administered by the National WS Safety and 
Health Council, special emphasis committees, and the appointment of state office 
Safety Coordinators, and regional Collateral Duty Safety and Health Officers 
(CDSHO). This structure appears to function very well for some states and in some 
areas of program safety. Another management approach is to have a centralized and 
staffed safety program. Review final reports were evaluated for recommendations 
regarding the need for changes in the administration of the safety program and the 
need for additional safety staff within WS. Five of the nine reviewers made specific 
comments on these topics. 

 
• Vehicles – “During interviews it was learned that Regional safety persons 

served on a collateral duty basis. Given the number of personnel in the field 
within the Eastern and Western Regions who have direct, daily exposure to 
safety hazards, these persons should be assigned on a full-time basis.” 

• Explosives and Pyrotechnics – “Ensure that at least ½ FTE (full-time 
employee) be devoted to the national coordination of the WS explosives and 
pyrotechnics safety and security program.” 

• Watercraft – “Safety officers should be appointed for each district.” 
• Hazardous Materials – “Provide junior level support to the Chemical Hygiene 

Officer” at the NWRC.  
• Aviation – “Serious consideration should be given to the addition of another 

full time Certified Flight Instructor (CFI) to the Cedar City training facility 
staff. . . An additional CFI would provide more timely checking (evaluating 
pilots during a flight) and enhance standardization and thus safety.” 

 
A clear consensus was not achieved on whether a program-wide safety officer is 
recommended. However, this may be a function of each review being limited to one 
safety area rather than the programmatic perspective. Reviewers were not asked to 
make comments on the need for a program-wide safety officer. Despite the absence 
of universal recommendation, most reviewers either explicitly or implicitly 
supported an increase in dedicated safety personnel. It was also apparent in many 
reviews that an effective safety program must receive adequate, dedicated funding 
from management.    

 
 4.3 Safety Program Funding 

Many reviewers recommended that WS should have a dedicated budget to provide 
the resources necessary to develop all the components of a strong safety program 
such as: setting baseline safety standards, training and certifying employees, 
training instructors, building systems to track training needs and accidents, 
distributing safety reminders and informational materials, allowing travel for 
inspections and to conduct training, supporting awards programs, conducting 
accident investigations and implementing corrective measures when needed. 
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Wildlife Service projects are often funded through local sources. One reviewer 
reported encountering a stronger allegiance to the local cooperator than WS. This 
stronger allegiance and relationship can lead to a culture where “getting the job 
done” can supersede safety and compromise the State Directors’ ability to guide 
and direct field employees. Reviewers understood the need for WS state programs 
and personnel to meet the expectations of cooperators, but they emphasized this 
type of relationship can not be allowed to dilute the importance of safety and 
attention to detail. Indeed, WS should continue to create a culture where safety 
protocols are viewed as part-and-parcel of every successful project. 

 
 4.4 Supervisor and Employee Responsibility 

Reviewers noted that WS Directives should clearly state that supervisors must take 
immediate action to evaluate risks of mission activities and minimize any impact 
they have on safety. It is the supervisor’s responsibility to provide employees with 
high quality training and appropriate safety equipment to perform WS mission 
duties. Supervisors should also ensure employees are properly prepared to perform 
job-related functions (e.g., possessing a current motor vehicle license, Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA) certification, or pesticide applicator 
certification). Supervisors should conduct annual review visits (field and office) and 
“ride-alongs” with each field employee. To that end, WS should continue to 
develop clear, enforceable guidance outlining Program safety standards and clearly 
communicate them to employees. Wildlife Services should implement a more rigid 
drug-testing program for hiring employees involved in hazardous activities (e.g., 
firearms, aviation, explosives etc.) and for employees involved in accidents. Greater 
disciplinary and corrective action should be taken in regards to negligence and 
policy violations that lead to accidents. Ultimately, each employee should be held 
responsible for working safely and should be accountable for violations. 

 
Simple tools can be employed to demonstrate a supervisor’s commitment to safety. 
Employees working remotely should be provided a check-in/check out procedure or 
emergency rescue locator devices. Safety posters and other visual safety 
information to reinforce safety should be displayed in the state and field offices and 
in vehicles. Supervisors should make better use of the existing awards programs 
and explore new and creative ways to acknowledge exemplary safety behavior.    

 
 4.5 Training 

Wildlife Services currently has extensive safety-related training requirements for 
many of the activities included in this review. Wildlife Services needs to develop a 
more formal, standardized approach to training, including tracking and defining 
required training curricula, determining acceptable sources of training, and 
establishing standards for training frequency and certification. Required standards 
and the consequences of failing to meet them should be clarified within each area. 
This level of guidance would require significant oversight and a structured tracking 
system to implement. One reviewer suggested WS develop a training academy to 
facilitate developing a formal training program. In addition, WS should establish a 
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formal information-sharing process. This could be as simple as providing a list of 
trainers’ phone numbers or starting a forum for exchanging ideas. 

 
 4.6 Information Management 

Better information management is recommended for all nine components. Six of the 
nine reviewers made recommendations for improving or developing databases or 
tracking systems for safety-related information. Wildlife Services could benefit 
from a formalized information tracking system in areas such as employee training 
and certification, chemical and hazardous materials inventory, dissemination of 
safety information (i.e., MSDSs), monitoring accidents and minor incidents, and 
monitoring employee health and safety conditions. 
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APPENDIX I 
WILDLIFE SERVICES DOCUMENTS REVIEWED BY OUTSIDE REVIEWERS 

 
 
Wildlife Service Directives 
 1.101 The Wildlife Service Policy Manual 
 1.201 Mission and Philosophy of the WS Program 
 2.115 National Wildlife Research Center 
 2.210 Compliance with Federal, State, and Local Laws and Regulations 
 2.305 Wildlife Hazards to Aviation 
 2.340 Chemical Immobilizing and Euthanizing Agents 
 2.410 Pesticide Use 
 2.415 M-44 Use and Restrictions  
 2.420 Livestock Protection Collars  
 2.435 Explosives Use and Safety 
 2.465 Accountability and Oversight of Hazardous Materials  
 2.505 Euthanizing Wildlife  
 2.515 Disposal of Wildlife Carcasses  
 2.601 Safety  
 2.605 WS Safety and Health Programs 
 2.620 Wildlife Services Aviation Safety and Operations 
 2.625 Pyrotechnics, Rocket Net Charges, and Incidental Explosive Materials  
 2.435 Explosives Use and Safety 
 2.615 Firearm Use and Safety  
 3.115  Pocatello Supply Depot 
 4.150 Vehicle Use 
 4.155 All-Terrain Vehicles and Snowmobiles 
 4.210 Program Evaluation 
 4.301 Employee Development  
 4.305 Meetings and Conferences  
 4.405 WS Safety and Health Incentive Program 
 
WS Services Safety Related Documents 

• Aviation Operations Manual 
• Aviation Safety Manual 
• Aviation Accident Response Plan 
• Standard Operating Procedures for Rocket and Cannon-net Use, August 8, 2006 
• Wildlife Services Explosives Training Workshop, What-to-Bring List 
• Explosives Handling Procedures for Beaver Damage Management, September 

2007 
• Environmental Quality Assessment Final Report, December 9, 2004 
• Industrial Hygiene Exposure Assessment Report, August 2, 2005 
• Hazard Communication Program 
• NWRC BSL-3 Employee Clearance Database  
• NWRC Biosecurity Plan 
• Approval and Training for BSL-3 Workers and Visitors SOP (AD016.01) 
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• Use and Maintenance of the Sterilmatic Autoclave (IE 033) 
• BSL-3 Laundry Procedures (HS021.00) 
• Shipment of Biological Substances, Animal Specimens, and Environmental Test 

Samples (HS 013.02) 
• Standard and Special Practices, Safety Equipment, and Facility Procedures for 

Biosafety Level 2 Laboratories (HS 012.00) 
• Inventory and Storage Procedures for BSL-2 Agents and Diagnostic Samples (BT 

013.01) 
• APHIS Safety Inspection Checklist (Hazardous Chemical Storage, Explosives 

Storage, and Waste Disposal) (APHIS Form 256-5) 
• NWRC Laboratory Training Memo, August 11, 2003 
• NWRC Chemical Hygiene Plan (Includes SOPs for Chemical Spills, Shipment 

Dangerous Goods, Respirators, PPE, Hazardous Waste, HazComm, Chemical 
Inventory, and Fume Hoods).  

• NWRC Labeling Requirements SOP (Draft) 
• NWRC Housekeeping SOP (Draft) 
• OSHA 300 Logs 2002-2007  
• OSHA Form 300, 2002-2007 
• Pocatello Supply Depot Pollution Prevention Plan, April 16, 2007 
• Pocatello Supply Depot Accidental-Spill Prevention Plan, March 27, 2007 
• Pocatello Supply Depot Accidental-Spill Prevention Plan  
• Marketing and Regulatory Programs (MRP) Motor Vehicle Manual 
• Rocket/Cannon Net Workshop Agenda, June 26-27, 2007, Mississippi State 

University 
• Rocket/Cannon Net Workshop Agenda, June 26-27, 2007 
• Explosives Training Workshop, June 26-28, 2007  
• Delayed Detonator Workshop, May 20, 2003  
• APHIS Safety Inspection Checklist, WS Form 256-5, June 1997 
• Checklist for the Use of Nonelectric Shock Tube Detonators, May 2003 
• Checklist for the Use of Ez Det Detonator Nonelectric Shock Tube Assembly, June 

2002 
• Checklist for the Use of Fuse Detonators, May 2003 
• Checklist for the Use of Electric Detonators, May 2003 
• Delay Detonator Use, December 5, 2003  
• Detonating Cord Checklist, May 2003 
• Explosives Handling Procedures for Beaver Damage Management, September 

2007 
• Explosives Inventory Record, WS Form 22, October 1999 
• Explosives Specialist Certification / Refresher Training Inspection Form, August 

2003  
• IME Bulk Truck Marking & Placarding Guide 
• IME Emergency Routing Poster 
• IME Lock ‘em Up Poster 
• IME Poster on Explosive Magazine Emergency Procedures  
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• IME and ISEE’s Guidance on Passing Through Airport Security Checkpoints for 
Commercial Explosive Professionals, July 2003 

• Procedures for Preparing Safety Fuse and Fuse Detonator Assemblies, No. 5A, 
February 9, 1998  

• Product Data Sheets and MSDS Proper Cutting Techniques – Detonating Cord, No. 
3A, March 26, 1991 

• Mississippi State University Standard Operating Procedures For Rocket and 
Cannon-net Use, August 8, 2006  

• Misfire Procedures Ez Det Detonator Nonelectric Shock Tube Assembly, June 
2002 

• Safe Practice with Nonelectric, Shock Tube Initiation System, No. 4, March 11, 
1994 

• Safety Considerations Related to Explosives Inventory Stock Rotation and 
Disposal, No. 6, April 11, 2007 

• Self-Inspection Checklist Residential Storage Sites for Pesticides, Pyrotechnics, 
Rocket Net Charges and/or Incidental Explosive Materials  

• Site Blasting Record, WS Form 23, September 1998 
• Step by Step Misfire Procedures Fuse Detonators, May 2003 
• Step by Step Misfire Procedures Nonelectric Shock Tube Detonators, May 2003 
• Step by Step Misfire Procedures Electric Detonators, May 2003 
• Subpart K-Storage 
• Tread Day Boxes 
• “Transportation Inventory” and “Daily Vehicle Inspection” Form  
• Use Restrictions for the Use of Fuse Detonators by Wildlife Services Explosives 

Specialists, May 2007 
• Voluntary Security Checklist  
• Wildlife Services Explosives Training Workshop, What-to-Bring List 
• Wildlife Services Explosives Program Definitions (undated) 

 
NWRC Specific Documents 

• Current Standard Operating Procedures 
• Approval and Training for BSL-3 Workers and Visitors (AD016.01 23), July 

2007 
• BSL-3 Employee Clearance Database 
• NWRC Biosecurity Plan, May 10, 2007 
• OSHA 300 Logs 2002-2007 
• NWRC Laboratory Training Memo, August 2003 
• NWRC Chemical Hygiene Plan (Includes SOPs for Chemical Spills, Shipment 

Dangerous Goods, Respirators, PPE, Hazardous Waste, HazComm, Chemical 
Inventory, and Fume Hoods) 

• Labeling Requirements SOP (Draft)  
• Housekeeping SOP (Draft)  
• Approval and Training for BSL-3 Workers and Visitors SOP (AD016.01) 
• Use and Maintenance of the Sterilmatic Autoclave (IE 033) 
• BSL-3 Laundry Procedures (HS021.00) 
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• Shipment of Biological Substances, Animal Specimens, and Environmental Test 
Samples (HS 013.02) 

• Standard and Special Practices, Safety Equipment, and Facility Procedures for 
Biosafety Level 2 Laboratories (HS 012.00) 

• Inventory and Storage Procedures for BSL2 Agents and Diagnostic Samples (BT 
013.01) 

• OSHA Form 300, 2002-2007 
 
Pocatello Supply Depot Specific Documents 

• PSD Pollution Prevention Plan, April 16, 2007  
• PSD Accidental-Spill Prevention Plan, March 27, 2007 
• Environmental Quality Assessment Final Report, December 9, 2004  
• Industrial Hygiene Exposure Assessment Report, August 2, 2005  
• Hazard Communication Program 
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APPENDIX II   
INDIVIDUAL SAFETY REVIEWS  

 
Each reviewer produced a stand alone report for their assigned area. All nine of the reports as 
submitted to the safety review team are provided in this appendix.  In addition to a narrative 
of their findings, each reviewer made specific recommendations for improving employee 
safety. These were sorted into seven topic areas relating to different aspects of administering 
a safety program. The complete list of all the recommendations made by each reviewer 
follows their respective safety report. The seven areas of safety program administration are as 
follows. 

 
1. Directives, Manuals, and Operating Procedures 

Reviewers were asked to evaluate written guidance document related to their 
component including WS Directives, WS or APHIS level manuals (policy, training 
etc.), and written operating procedures for conducting specific activities. 

 
2. Management and Administration 

This includes recommendations that managers and administration should consider 
beyond written guidance aimed at improving the oversight and management of 
employees. Some of the recommendations that might have been included in this 
category were categorized under “Culture” if it was more related to improving 
supervisor / employee relations or were actions geared towards promoting a stronger 
safety culture. 

 
3. Training Programs 

Any recommendations made that related to improving existing training programs, 
employee certification requirements, or new training needs were included in this 
category. 

 
4. Need for Additional Safety Staff  

The category only includes recommendations from reviewers that specifically 
addressed the need for additional staff to oversee safety programs. 

 
5. Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance 

This category includes any recommendation related to changes to new or existing 
equipment, facilities or their maintenance. 

 
6. Databases and Tracking Systems 

This category includes and recommendations made to improve or develop tracking 
systems or databases for common WS operations. 

 
7. Culture 

This category includes any recommendations that were directed at or could be 
interpreted as a means of improving the cultural importance of safety. It could include 
improving communication among all levels of employees, methods of disseminating 
safety information, means of demonstrating the importance the program places on 
safety. 
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Aviation Safety Report 
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Listing of all Aviation Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 APHIS/WS should adopt the Disclosure Statement as outlined in the FMR 102-
33.165 and modify it to meet APHIS/WS mission needs. All APHIS/WS 
employees (flight personnel) and any person that flies on an APHIS/WS aircraft 
should be required to sign the Disclosure Statement. APHIS/WS employees 
should sign the statement when hired, and each year during aviation related 
training. 

2 The Aircraft Operations Manual needs to be updated to incorporate changes 
contained in the WS Directive as well as other procedural changes that have 
been implemented and are being practiced by managers and pilots. This will 
bring it up to standards required by the FMR, FAR, and WS Directive. 

3 WS should continue to develop its internal Emergency Response Plan (draft) and 
incorporate it into the Safety Manual, and into the USDA overarching 
emergency response plan. 

4 The Safety Manual should be changed to require a Safety “Council” in lieu of 
the “Safety Committee” if only to be more in line with the FMR 102-
33.180(f)(5) which requires a “safety council”. The change should be expanded 
to include: safety council required members, and safety council minutes are to be 
printed and distributed to all APHIS/WS employees. 

5 Revise Aviation Operations Manual Sections B, C, & J to reflect current 
guidelines/policy of USDA/APHIS/WS operations. 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 The National Aviation Coordinator (NAC) should be a qualified aviator. Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 119) require that an individual in that 
position be a current line pilot in at least one aircraft that the operator operates.  

2 Budget authority and management should have clear lines of authority. The 
NAC should have a dedicated budget analyst that reports directly to him/her to 
ensure the program is supported in an efficient and effective manor.  

3 To ensure the highest level of safety for the USDA/APHIS/WS employees that 
must fly on contracted aircraft, it is incumbent upon the NAC, ATOC, Safety 
Officer, and Aviation Safety Inspector- Airworthiness, to provide the ER SD’s 
with appropriate support and oversight to the maximum extent possible. This 
support should take the form of on-site observations of the contractors 
operations and well as the document reviews, which they now conduct. Upper 
management should support the necessity for these key individuals to expand 
their current level of support/oversight of ER flight operations. 

4 APHIS should develop a planning document that outlines a budget and timetable 
for the purchase/replacement of aircraft. The plan should consider the cost of 
operating older aircraft versus newer aircraft as well as determining the 
appropriateness of a particular aircraft type for the terrain that it is to operate in. 
Aircraft that are identified as ‘scheduled for replacement’ should be considered 
as candidates for the General Services Administration's ‘exchange/sale’ 
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program. Older aircraft could be sold and the monies received could be used to 
purchase newer aircraft for the APHIS fleet. 

5 The Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) should develop a checklist to conduct 
facility inspections. It should cover areas such as hangers, offices, ramp space, 
grounding locations, fire extinguishers, HAZMAT/MSDS, etc. in accordance 
with OSHA requirements. 

6 The Hazard Map should be a function of the ASO and should be required for 
each operating location. Hazard maps should be co-located in the area where 
flight planning is conducted.  As a recommendation, the maps should be posted 
in each hanger with APHIS aircraft and kept up to date on a weekly basis.   

7 APHIS should appoint an Aviation Security Officer in order to comply with 
USDA Directive 1650.2. 

8 For continuity, the NAM should have all oversight responsibilities for the 
aviation programs as stated in the Aviation Operations Manual. 

9 Pilot in Command provide the aircraft times of operation on a weekly basis to 
the NAC.  

10 USDA/APHIS/WS should apply for the Gold Standard Certificate soon as 
possible. 

 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Upper management should continue to support the training program with 
necessary financial and human resources that might be required for the ATOC to 
continue providing outstanding and effective training. 

2 The ATOC should develop a policy addressing how unsatisfactory (“U”) item(s) 
on a check flight (pilot evaluation flight) will be processed. The process should 
be included in the Aviation Operations Handbook which will become policy as it 
is signed by the Deputy Administrator. This is a standard policy in the air carrier 
industry.   

3 Serious consideration should be given to the addition of another full time 
Certified Flight Instructor (CFI) to the Cedar City training facility staff. (same as 
SS-1) 

4 For each course of training the ATOC should add a “Completion Standard”. This 
would bring the training curriculums up to industry standards (14 CFR Part 141).  

5 When contractors are scheduled to attend training they should be paid a salary in 
addition to the travel and per diem that is now given. 

 
 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 

1 (While not directly related to safety staff, the following comment would serve to 
increase aviation safety.)  Serious consideration should be given to the addition 
of another full time Certified Flight Instructor (CFI) to the Cedar City training 
facility staff. (same as TP-3) 

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 Audit maintenance contractors on an annual basis to ensure quality of 
maintenance is being performed on agency aircraft, USDA/APHIS/WS 
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guidelines, requirements, and FAR’s are complied with. Develop an audit 
checklist to ensure standardization.  

2 Install grounding wires to ground aircraft and install fire extinguishers to comply 
with OSHA regulations.  

3 APHIS should formalize the Aviation Life Support Equipment (ALSE) Program 
and designate an “ALSE Manager” who would be responsible for the ordering, 
tracking, distribution, inspection, and repair (or return to manufacturer) of ALSE 
equipment. This “ALSE Manager” would also be responsible for the evaluation 
of ALSE equipment and for developing policy for the use of ALSE equipment 
by APHIS/WS flight crew and personnel. 

4 Aircraft maintenance providers should be limited to no more than 3 or 4 
locations.  

 
 Databases and Tracking Systems (DB) 

1 APHIS should put together a working group consisting of representatives from 
all parties within APHIS that need information from pilots at the conclusion of a 
flight. The goal of the working group would be to identify all information that 
needs to be captured. This would include operational information, flight and 
crew information, information for invoicing purposes, and maintenance 
information. A standard form could be added to the MIS program that a pilot 
would complete and enter at the completion of a flight. The reporting interval 
should also be standardized and made a pilot in command requirement. 
Reporting in a manner such as this is the standard for most government 
operations as well as civilian operations.  

2 Pilot Records should be centrally located to provide assurance of completeness 
and standardization. 

3 All pilot training and certification records should be maintained in a central 
repository at the Aviation Training and Operations Center. 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 The existing awards program contained in the USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Manual 
should be expanded to include the GSA Federal Aviation Awards Program. 
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Explosives and Pyrotechnics Safety Report 
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Listing of all Explosives Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 WS Directive 2.435 Explosives Use and Safety 
• Add a paragraph to section four addressing the explosives possession 

prohibitions from the Safe Explosives Act. Federal Law prohibits the 
possession of explosives by certain individuals. WS should ensure that 
employees are aware of these prohibitions and take action to prohibit 
possession of explosives by prohibited individuals. 

• The web address listed in section four does not work and should be 
updated. (http://www.aphis.usda.gov/mrpbs/forms/aphis/aphis256-5.pdf)  

• Add a reference to Department of Transportation regulations at 49 CFR 
Parts 106, 107, 110, 171 through 180, and 397 in section five. 

• Eliminate and expand certain references to 27 CFR Part 555. Subpart D 
does not apply to any WS activity and can be deleted. All of Subpart G 
could be referenced, not just 555.126 and 127. All of Subparts I, J and K 
should be referenced. 

2 WS Directive 2.625 Pyrotechnics, Rocket Net Charges, and Incidental 
     Explosive Materials  

• Add a paragraph to section four addressing the explosives possession 
prohibitions from the Safe Explosives Act. Federal Law prohibits the 
possession of explosives by certain individuals. WS should ensure that 
employees are aware of these prohibitions and take action to prohibit 
possession of explosives by prohibited individuals. 

• The references in section five should be consistent with WS Directive 
2.435 for 49 CFR and 27 CFR. 

• Delete the phrase “and approved as legal explosive devices by the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF)” from section I of 
Attachment 1. ATF does not engage in such approvals. 

• Delete the phrase “exceeds these standards and” from section IA, Rule 3b. 
An IME 22 container does not necessarily meet the bullet or theft resistant 
requirements of a Type 2 magazine, or the theft resistance of a Type 4 
magazine. 

• Mention the OSHA requirement for indoor magazines being readily 
removable from the building in the event of an emergency in Section IA, 
Rule 3b. 

• Replace “small cardboard boxes” with "original packaging" in Section IA, 
Rule 4. 

• Add a rule for informing the local jurisdiction responsible for fire safety of 
explosives and pyrotechnics storage in magazines. 

• In Section V, delete “site” from the first sentence. Each magazine should 
be inspected, not just the site. 

3 Develop an internal SOP for repackaging explosives for transportation.  
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4 APHIS SAFETY INSPECTION CHECKLIST (Hazardous Chemical Storage, 
Explosives Storage, and Waste Disposal), APHIS FORM 256-5 (June 97) 
• Insert “at least” before “once” in question #39. 

5 Wildlife Services Explosives Training Workshop, What-to-bring List 
• Consider eliminating the reference to a “nonsparking” knife. It is not a 

well-defined term. 
6 Standard Operating Procedures for Rocket and Cannon-net Use, August 8, 2006  

• The terms “should” and “will” are used apparently interchangeably in the 
document. WS should consider whether both terms should be used and if 
not which one should be used. If both terms are used, WS should be able 
to justify why one term is used in one place and the other is used in 
another place. 

• Edit section III, A.8 as follows: “Smoking, matches, open flame, and 
spark-producing devices are not permitted within 50 feet of outdoor 
explosives magazines or in the same room as indoor magazines. 
Combustible materials and flammable liquids will not be stored within 50 
feet of outdoor magazines. The land surrounding an outdoor magazine will 
be kept clear of all combustible materials for a distance of at least 25 feet.” 

• Revise Section IV in accordance with the resolution of the IME 
recommendation on use of SLP-22 boxes.  

• Refer to IME SLP-20 in section VIII.1 for control of radio frequency 
hazards. 

• Add “NET OPERATOR-IN-CHARGE looks for a misfire, gives the all 
clear, or goes to XI.” as the first step in section X. 

7 Explosives Handling Procedures for Beaver Damage Management, September 
2007 
• Consider adding a definition for the “Chair of Explosive Committee.”   
• In section II, part D.1, delete the phrase “quantities of more than 1,000 

detonators (regardless of package classification); quantities of more than 
1,000 detonators (regardless of package classification).”  Quantities of 
over 1,000 detonators may be shipped as Division 1.4. Likewise, delete 
the phrase “(less than 1,000)” in D.4. 

• Edit the last sentence in section II, part D.6, to read: “Detonators packaged 
as Division 1.4 explosives can be stored in Type 4 magazines.”   

• Consider replacing the definition of “shock tube” and “electric detonator” 
with that found in IME SLP-12. 

• Relabel the section titled “D. Miscellaneous” section “E”. 
• Replace the phrase “blasting site” with “blast site” throughout all WS 

literature. 
• Add a definition for “blast area: The area of a blast within the influence of 

flying material, gases, and concussion.”  Use this term instead of “blasting 
area” throughout WS literature. 

• Examine font issues in the document since it looks like quotation marks 
are not displayed properly in either the electronic or hard copies provided. 

• Alphabetize the list of terms in section “[E]. Miscellaneous”. 
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• Consider replacing the definition of “shunt” with the newly revised IME 
definition from SLP-12:  

o SHUNT (noun) - A connection between two wires of an electric 
detonator which prevents building up of opposing electrical 
potential in them. 

o SHUNT (verb) - The means (or action) whereby build-up of 
extraneous electrical energy is prevented, diverted, current limited, 
or redirected in a detonator assembly to minimize the probability 
of an unplanned actuation of the ignition element. 

• Delete the phrase “size No. 8 or equivalent” from section IV.A.3. Strictly 
speaking, detonators are not tested to this standard making it essentially 
impossible to meet. As an alternative, WS could say “400-450 milligrams 
PETN base charge or equivalent.” 

• Add the phrase “when the combination of the magazine and the building 
provide bullet resistance” to the end of section XII Rule 4b. 

• Delete Rule 9 in section XII. WS needs to repackage explosives in smaller 
boxes and this may be best accomplished inside the magazine. 

• Edit the first sentence in section XII, Rule 13 as follows. “Smoking, 
matches, open flames, and spark or flame-producing devices are not 
permitted inside or within 50 feet of an outdoor magazine; or in the same 
room as an indoor magazine.  

• Add the word “outdoor” before “magazine” in Rule 14 in section XII. 
• Make Rule 15 in section XII consistent with the resolution of IME’s 

recommendation on magazine warning signs. 
• Consider adding rocket net charges to section XIII.  
• Revise rules 2-5 based on resolution of IME’s recommendation on use of 

Type 3 magazines for transportation. 
8 Wildlife Services Explosives Program Definitions (undated?)  

• Consider eliminating this document since it appears to be redundant with 
section II of Explosives Handling Procedures for Beaver Damage 
Management , September 2007. Duplicative standards are prone to 
developing inconsistencies.  

9 Misfire Procedures Ez Det Detonator Nonelectric Shock Tube Assembly, June 
2002  
• Remove the trade name “Ez Det” and replace it with the generic term 

“dual ended”. “Ez Det” is a registered trademark of Dyno Nobel Inc. and 
in places where the term word is appropriate, WS could include the 
registered trademark symbol (®) following the word. 

10 Checklist for the Use of Nonelectric Shock Tube Detonators, May 2003 
• IME recommends no changes, except as discussed in the recommendation 

for covering starter caps.  
11 Checklist for the Use of Ez Det Detonator Nonelectric Shock Tube Assembly, 

June 2002 
• Remove the trade name “Ez Det” and replace it with the generic term 

“dual ended”. “Ez Det” is a registered trademark of Dyno Nobel Inc. and 
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in places where the term word is appropriate, WS could include the 
registered trademark symbol (®) following the word. 

 
12 Checklist for the Use of Fuse Detonators 

• IME recommends no changes, except as discussed in the recommendation 
for covering starter caps. 

13 Checklist for the Use of Electronic Detonators 
• IME recommends no changes, except as discussed in the recommendation 

for covering starter caps. 
14 Subpart K-Storage 

• This is apparently intended to be a copy of ATF storage regulations. WS 
should provide a copy of the most recent version of ATF publication 
5400.7, Federal Explosives Law and Regulations to trainees and consider 
eliminating this section of the Manual.  

15 Untitled 
• A WS form for “Transportation Inventory” and “Daily Vehicle 

Inspection” is in the Manual, but has no title and should be given one. 
IME recommends no other changes, but notes that the form is applicable 
to beaver dam blasting only. 

16 IME Bulk Truck Marking & Placarding Guide 
• IME recommends elimination of this from the Manual. It has no 

applicability since WS does not allow transport of explosives and 
oxidizers in the manner covered by the guide. 

17 Procedures for Preparing Safety Fuse and Fuse Detonator Assemblies, No. 5A, 
Feb 9, 1998 
• Consider elimination of the document. Relevant parts should be already in 

or added to the Checklist for the Use of Fuse Detonators, May 2003. 
18 Safe Practice with Nonelectric, Shock Tube Initiation System, No. 4, March 11, 

1994 
• Eliminate this document. It does not accurately describe the phenomenon. 

WS should continue to emphasize the IME recommendation from SLP-4 
to “NEVER pull wires, safety fuse, shock tube, coupling device, plastic 
tubing, or detonating cord out of any detonator or delay device.” 

19 IME and ISEE’s Guidance on Passing through Airport Security Checkpoints for 
Commercial Explosive Professionals, July 2003 
• WS should replace this with the February 2005 edition. 

20 Voluntary Security Checklist 
• WS should replace this with ATF Publication 5400.15, Safety and 

Security Information for Federal Explosives Licensees and Permittees, 
March, 2007. 

21 WS should develop an internal SOP for repackaging explosives for 
transportation. 

22 Revisit the validity of various letters and approvals from Alcohol Tobacco and 
Firearms (ATF) and Department of Transportation (DOT). 
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 Management and Administration (MA) 
1 Implement ways to limit employees working alone with explosives and water 

hazards related to beaver impoundments. 
2 Involve the WS Explosives Committee in the review of all accidents involving 

explosives or pyrotechnics. 
 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Modify training or checklists to include the following elements. 
• Control starter cap shrapnel with shock tube systems.  
• Include and discuss Figure 9 from IME SLP-4 (Methods to attaching 

detonators to detonating cords.)  
• Discuss the importance of determining the resistance of blast circuits. 
• Encourage replacing blasting wire when it becomes damaged 
• Discuss proper wire connection techniques 

2 Carry-over the certification process for blasters to the rocket net program.  
3 Document all safety training including tailgate sessions and instructions to 

cooperators. 
 

 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 
1 Ensure that at least ½ FTE be devoted to the national coordination of the WS 

explosives and pyrotechnics safety and security program. 
 

 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 
1 Allow the use of a Type 3 magazine for transportation rocket net charges and 

explosives other than detonators. 
2 Consolidate explosives storage sites and make efficient use of indoor magazines. 
3 Purchase multi-function gas detectors for blasters that enter confined spaces such 

as culverts and train such blasters in confined space entry procedures. 
4 Ensure that Type 2 magazines are secured to a fixed object or otherwise 

protected from unauthorized removal. 
5 Ensure that magazine sites are posted with proper warning signs. 
6 Consider purchasing manufactured fuse cap assemblies. 
7 WS should review the general housekeeping of magazines. 
8 Provide employees with proper personal protective equipment. (e.g., safety 

glasses for all pyrotechnic and explosive uses and steel-toe shoes when handling 
SLP-22 or Type 3 boxes and rocket nets.) 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 Implement ways to limit WS employees working alone with explosives and 
water hazards related to beaver impoundments. 

2 Improve cooperator assistance with safety. 
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Firearms Safety Report 
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Listing of all Firearms Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 WS Directive 2.615 WS Firearm Use and Safety 
• Trigger locks should be used when no safe, vault or cabinet is available for 

storage. Use of safeties is paramount to safe gun handling and should 
always be on when firearms are not in immediate use. (same as EFM-6) 

• Vehicles should be equipped with a rack or storage device that securely 
holds the firearm until it is ready for use. The rack should be of a design 
that allows for easy access and that allows the action to be locked open. 
Muzzle down floorboard racks are recommended. (same as EFM-7) 

• The Benelli shotguns in use by many of WS field employees cannot be 
locked to the rear while there are shells in the magazine so there is no way 
to visually tell that that a shell is not chambered. This is an unsafe 
practice, and should be addressed. (same as EFM-8) 

• The State Hunter Safety Course or other approved firearms safety-training 
course must include a live fire segment. A dated copy of this certificate 
should be required and retained in personnel files. It should not be deemed 
acceptable to waive WS firearm safety training for any reason. All new 
employees should not be issued firearms until they have completed WS 
Firearm Safety Training. (same as TP-13) 

• Firearm and Pyrotechnics training should be separate, and taught free of 
the distractions and limitations encountered during a “State Meeting”. 
Curriculum from a nationally recognized organization should be 
implemented with the addition of other pertinent State firearms training 
information such as the inclusion of Federal, State and Local Firearm 
Laws and other relevant training. Live fire should be mandatory. (Same as 
TP-14) 

• Directives should be as specific as possible when addressing firearm 
safety issues especially when involving firearms in a vehicle. Reducing 
confusion by exacting specific procedure will help to insure safe gun 
handling in and out of vehicles. 

• All employees that use firearms should be drug tested prior to 
employment. In addition, if a firearms related incident/accident occurs, 
drug testing should be mandatory. 

2 WS Directive 2.625 Pyrotechnics, Rocket Net Charges, and Incidental 
     Explosive Materials 

• Pyrotechnic training needs to be part of the Firearms Training Program 
conducted on an annual basis. Training should take place prior to using in 
the field. (same as TP-15) 

• Pyrotechnic ammo should be carried in IME-22 containers as required in 
the directive. (same as TP-16) 

• Fire extinguishers should be tested on an annual basis to assure 
workability. (same as EFM-9) 

3 Directives should clearly address shooting firearms and pyrotechnics out of 
vehicles. 
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4 WS Directives should clearly address whether shooting out of vehicles is 
allowed. Additionally, directives should clearly address what is defined as “out 
of vehicles” e.g. muzzle out window, person completely out of vehicle. If 
shooting out of vehicle is indicated, a procedure for transporting the firearm 
while in pursuit of wildlife should be clearly addressed.  

5 The SOP’s and Guidelines need to remove some the ambiguity from firearm 
safety issues. Some of these issues are “shooting from a vehicle”, “when a 
firearm is considered safe or unloaded”, “safest way to transport”, “storing 
pyrotechnics in the same container as primers (ignition source)”, etc. 

6 Revise the SF 182, or devise a different form altogether, to make it less time 
consuming to fill out. 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 The Firearm Safety Committee should be tasked with devising a system to track 
all firearm related accidents, incidents and safety violations, regardless of 
whether injury or property damage has occurred. A toll free anonymous hotline 
should be instituted in addition to other reporting mechanisms. The committee 
should develop an investigative process to respond to reports of unsafe firearm 
situations. Guidelines should be developed for stricter disciplinary action 
regarding firearm accidents/incidents to include mandatory drug testing and 
retraining. 

2 Adopt the easy 3 NRA Firearm Safety rules to prevent confusion and simplify: 
1. Always point the gun in a safe direction. 2. Keep finger off the trigger until 
ready to use. 3. Keep the gun unloaded until ready to use. Provide specific 
procedures (removing latitude) for firearm safety issues such as the safest way to 
transport a firearm when use is imminent. 

3 Corrective Action relative to firearm safety incidents should be perceived with 
greater importance not just by the person(s) involved directly in the incident but 
also by all of the employees in the State. It should be viewed that any incident 
affects the reputation of the entire State, all of its employees and the entire 
Agency. 

4 Provide direction and funding for the Firearms Committee. Establish an 
information sharing process. This could be as simple as providing a list of 
firearms trainers’ phone numbers or starting a forum strictly used for exchanging 
ideas. 

5 Supervisors and State Directors should attempt to “ride along” with each field 
employee at least annually. (same as C-6) 

6 If a Coordinator is appointed to make recommendations for safety improvements 
then State Directors and Supervisors should try to implement the 
recommendations, to the extent that they are reasonable and cost effective, 
otherwise the program is ineffective. (same as SS-1) 

7 Wildlife Services employees must adhere to all of the basic rules of firearms 
safety. In addition to following these rules, it must become second nature for 
employees to utilize the safeties on their firearms. 

 
Page 134 of 342 



USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

Training Program (TP) 
1 Wildlife Services firearm safety training should be standardized. The NRA is the 

only Nationally recognized Firearm Safety Training organization. WS should 
adopt the use of NRA certified instructors, use of NRA curriculum (to include 
their 3 fundamental safety rules) and certification for pistol, rifle, and shotgun, 
NRA proficiency standards, NRA testing, and NRA certification for WS 
employees. Additional state related firearm safety training may be added such as 
information regarding concealed carry laws. 

2 Firearms safety materials and training should be uniform for all Wildlife 
Services employees, regardless of where the training takes place. The only way 
to ensure this, would be to make the WS Firearm Safety Training Manual more 
comprehensive, create a stand alone Firearms Safety Training Lesson Plan, or to 
utilize the materials already in place by a nationally recognized institution (e.g. 
the NRA) with the addition of materials relevant to Wildlife Services (such as 
pyrotechnic use, shooting from vehicles, dispatching wildlife in traps etc.). 

3 Provided that employees initially complete basic rifle, pistol, and shotgun 
training (e.g NRA Basic Rifle, Shotgun, Pistol courses); training should be 
required for recertification on an annual basis with the abridged lesson plans 
such as the NRA First Steps Rifle, Pistol, Shotgun. All field employees that use 
any type of firearm should be required to meet a proficiency level or 
qualification. Documentation of this should be retained in the employee’s file. 
Employees should not be issued any firearm for which they cannot attain 
minimum proficiency. 

4 Require training and recertification on an annual basis. New employees should 
not be issued firearms until they have completed a firearms training program 
(this could even be arranged through an NRA Instructor outside of the agency). 
This is more important than has been in the past because of the diminished skill 
level of applicants. Require a minimum proficiency shooting level for shotgun, 
rifle and handgun. These firearms should only be issued to those that meet or 
exceed the minimum proficiency levels. 

5 Control of firing line should include the use of loud, consistent commands.  
6 The State Hunter Safety Course or other approved firearms safety-training 

course must include a live fire segment. A dated copy of this certificate should 
be required and retained in personnel files. It should not be deemed acceptable to 
waive WS firearm safety training for any reason. All new employees should not 
be issued firearms until they have completed WS Firearm Safety Training. (same 
as DMP-1) 

7 Firearm and Pyrotechnics training should be separate, and taught free of the 
distractions and limitations encountered during a “State Meeting”. Curriculum 
from a nationally recognized organization should be implemented with the 
addition of other pertinent State firearms training information such as the 
inclusion of Federal, State and Local Firearm Laws and other relevant training. 
Live fire should be mandatory. (same as DMP-1) 

8 Pyrotechnic training needs to be part of the Firearms Training Program 
conducted on an annual basis. Training should take place prior to using in the 
field. (same as DPM-2) 
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9 Pyrotechnic ammo should be carried in IME-22 containers as required in the 
directive. (same as DPM-2) 

 
 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 

1 If a Coordinator is appointed to make recommendations for safety improvements 
then State Directors and Supervisors should try to implement the 
recommendations, to the extent that they are reasonable and cost effective, 
otherwise the program is ineffective. (same as MA-7) 

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 All firearms that are used in WS job capacity should be inspected annually. All 
work performed on these firearms should be initially approved by the State 
Director and the work should be conducted only by a certified gunsmith. 
Firearms should be inspected periodically to ensure proper functioning of actions 
and safeties. 

2 Firearms used in the performance of Wildlife Services duties should not be 
modified without the approval of the State Director. Any modifications must be 
made by a certified gunsmith.  

3 Inspection of all firearms should be conducted at least annually. 
4 Firearms should be transported in vehicles in an approved rack system or hard 

sided case. When use is not imminent the bolt should be locked to the rear, 
magazines removed or empty and safeties on. 

5 Trigger locks should be used when no safe, vault or cabinet is available for 
storage. Use of safeties is paramount to safe gun handling and should always be 
on when firearms are not in immediate use. (same as DMP-1) 

6 Vehicles should be equipped with a rack or storage device that securely holds 
the firearm until it is ready for use. The rack should be of a design that allows for 
easy access and that allows the action to be locked open. Muzzle down 
floorboard racks are recommended. (same as DMP-1) 

7 The Benelli shotguns in use by many of WS field employees cannot be locked to 
the rear while there are shells in the magazine so there is no way to visually tell 
that that a shell is not chambered. This is an unsafe practice, and should be 
addressed. (same as DMP-1) 

8 Fire extinguishers should be tested on an annual basis to assure workability. 
(same as DMP-2) 

 
 Databases and Tracking Systems (DB) 

1 Devise a tracking system for these incidents that fall outside of the damage to 
person or property guidelines. This could be accomplished with an 800-phone 
number to report firearm safety violations. The firearms committee would then 
decide whether an investigation or inquiry is needed and proceed accordingly. In 
addition, a tracking system may help to identify trends as well as inherently 
faulty equipment. 
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 Culture (C) 
1 The award program should be better defined to address the criteria to be 

nominated and what the award means for the recipients. It may also be beneficial 
for a specific firearm safety award to be instituted. Safety and Health Council 
Coordinators recommendations should be given weight. 

2 As the responsibilities of supervisors and State Directors grow, they need to be 
careful not to allow their focus regarding firearm safety to shift or become 
diminished. 

3 Provide direction and funding for the Firearms Committee. Establish an 
information sharing process. This could be as simple as providing a list of 
Firearms Trainers’ phone numbers or starting a forum strictly used for 
exchanging ideas.  

4 States should develop a sharing information system relative to firearm incidents. 
While some States may be reluctant to share such information the benefit far 
outweighs any of the negatives associated with having an accident or incident. 
Perhaps the Firearms Safety Committee could facilitate this. (same as MA-4) 

5 Display firearm safety posters and other visual safety information to reinforce 
safety on bulletin boards, safes and in vehicles both in the State and Field 
offices. 

6 Supervisors and State Directors should attempt to “ride along” with each field 
employee at least annually. (same as MA-6) 
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Hazardous Materials (Laboratory /Manufacturing Chemical and  
Biological Materials) Safety Report 
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Listing of all Hazardous Materials Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 Review Environmental Safety and Health (ESH) SOPs annually and update or 
re-approve. 

2 Review SOPs annually and update or re-approve. (same as DMP-1) 
3 Update SOP for Hazard Communication to reference all products that include 

hazardous chemicals “including products obtained from sources other than 
traditional chemical suppliers.” 

4 Update SOP for Hazard Communication to reference all products that include 
hazardous chemicals “including products obtained from sources other than 
traditional chemical suppliers.” (same as DMP-3) 

5 Address work practices and identify the Chemical Hygiene Officer (CHO) in 
any Chemical Hygiene Plans that do not include these. 

6 Address work practices and CHO in the Chemical Hygiene Plan. (same as DMP-
4) 

7 A formal spill response plan should be prepared that describes the size and 
extent of spills that will be addressed with in-house staff and the means and 
methods to be employed. This plan should be part of spill training for 
manufacturing staff. (PSD) 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 Conduct an occupational health inspection of trapping when this activity 
resumes.  

2 Job hazard analysis should be conducted for each potentially hazardous task. For 
those where hazards are indicated by job hazard analysis, safety procedures 
should be developed by the facility’s safety manager in cooperation with the 
project manager for the activity where a hazard exists.  

3 Safety procedures for each research project should be developed by the CHO, 
jointly by the project manager and CHO, or by the project manager with review 
and approval by the CHO. (same as MA-2) 

4 Safety managers should make periodic inspections of areas where hazards exist 
to verify that work practices and controls are properly implemented. These 
inspections should be documented. 

5 CHO should make periodic inspections of laboratory areas where highly 
hazardous agents may be present to verify work practices and controls are 
properly implemented. These inspections should be documented. (same as MA-
4) 

6 Exposure to zinc phosphide, cyanide, and strychnine should be monitored again 
by a 3rd party if possible or, with outside technical support, by the existing staff. 
Wipe tests for surface contamination should also be conducted. (PSD) 

7 PSD should consider out-sourcing environmental compliance work that can be 
performed on a periodic (e.g. quarterly) basis, while continuing to perform the 
day-to-day recordkeeping that flows into the in-house periodic compliance 
report systems. (PSD) 
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 Training Program (TP) 
1 Formalize training programs for each facility (NWRC and PSD) or common job 

type in an SOP including initial and on-going training for each area. 
2 Formalize training program in an SOP including initial and on-going training for 

each lab area. (same as TP-1) 
3 Conduct refresher training on critical aspects of BSL-3 protocol. 
4 (optional). Insert fields in the database that indicate “next training due,” and 

“next vaccination due.” Insert a final field that subsumes all compliance 
deadlines. 

5 Include mock incident training in the SOP on a periodic basis. 
6 Assign responsibility for periodic review of compliance with the requirements of 

the SOP. Save all records documenting that the review is completed as required.  
7 Include annual refresher training on critical aspects of the BSL-3 safety program. 
8 Training program content should be formalized, provided annually or at 

appropriate intervals, and documented. (PSD) 
 

 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 
1 Provide junior level support to the CHO. 
 

 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance EFM) 
1 Investigate operational parameters for pressure drop on the HEPA filter, a means 

of checking for proper pressure drop, changes schedules for pre-filters and 
HEPA filters, and recordkeeping of these. 

2 Determine the compliance requirements for filter types, filter change criteria, 
and pressure drops. Include in SOP for operation of the exhaust filter system. 
Develop recordkeeping on filter changes and (optionally) on pressure drops at 
BSL-3 entrance and filter bank. 

 
 Databases and Tracking Systems (DB) 

1 Implement an on-line MSDS system for facilities with computerized inventory 
systems. This should be integrated into the USDA-wide chemical inventory 
system, provided that system is not years in the future.  

2 Implement an on-line MSDS system for NWRC. This should be integrated into 
the USDA-wide chemical inventory system, provided that system is not years in 
the future. (same as DB-1) 

3 Develop computerized inventory systems (e.g., chemical inventory, hazardous 
waste) where they are not in place at this time. 

4 PSD should consider a computerized chemical inventory tracking system. (PSD) 
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Immobilization and Euthanasia Drugs Safety Report 
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Listing of all Immobilization and Euthanasia Drugs Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals, Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 WS should create policy or a revised WS Directive 2.340 to: 1) specifically 
identify the requirement for each state program to have veterinary supervision as 
required by FDA, 2) incorporate some form of accountability for meeting 
training requirements, and 3) revise I&E committee responsibilities which may 
be influenced by our safety recommendations relating to training. 

2 WS Directive 2.340, Attachment 1. “WS Immobilization and Euthanasia 
Training Requirements” 
This attachment should be updated to include the WS on-line as part of the 
certification program. Also some approved drugs, such as alpha-chloralose and 
propriopromazine have their own certification program and should be separated 
from the other I&E training requirements. 

3 WS Directive 2.340, Attachment 2. “WS Approved I&E Agents” 
The list should be rewritten to clearly identify which approved drugs are 
controlled substances. 

4 Clarify, create, and/or enforce policies regarding: a) veterinary supervision of 
state I&E programs, b) holding and disposal of empty or expired drug vials, and 
c) transfer of I&E drugs. 

5 Update the WS Field Manual as suggested. 
6 Create a flexible policy or informative memo on recapping needles that 

recognizes the acceptability of diverse field practices but emphasizes safe 
protocols. 

7 Create a policy or memo on transporting I&E drugs when transferring to and 
from field staff. 

8 Standardize terminology and format for drug inventory forms. The exact format 
is less important than having the forms self-apparent, relatively standardized, 
and allow for the diversity of individual programs. As a result, we do not 
recommend a specific format, but recommend that the I&E committee create a 
small selection of forms with the input of state directors and others. 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 Conduct unannounced, random, and physical (on-site) inspections of state 
programs to verify that requirements of drug storage and inventory 
documentation are met. This will effectively prevent potential drug abuses, sales, 
or loss and ensure that the legal requirements for DEA are met.  

2 Require that DEA licenses for WS programs be issued to employees identified as 
Wildlife Services’ employees, not as personal agents.  

3 Establish a policy or revised WS directive to: a) define the doctor-client-patient 
relationship between a WS state program and a supervising/consulting 
veterinarian, b) describe who is eligible to provide the veterinary 
supervision/consultation, and c) identify how the relationship is documented. 

4 Increase accountability among administrators, state directors in particular, to 
ensure safety protocols are followed. This includes accountability for all I&E 
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policies, but in particular issues relating to drug inventories, storage, and 
documentation, veterinary supervision, and training requirements/certifications. 

 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Create or partner with an independent entity to a) evaluate the acceptability of 
training that is reported by employees and/or state directors and b) track 
employee training and certification. This same entity could be responsible for 
creating and delivering integrated, standardized and centralized training in the 
arena of I&E. 

2 Empower an independent entity to track the certification status of employees and 
evaluate the acceptability of training reported by state directors and other 
employees to meet certification requirements. This same entity could be 
responsible for creating and delivering integrated, standardized, and centralized 
training in the arena of I&E. (same as TP-1) 

3 Clarify the role of the online course toward meeting training requirements.  
4 Standardize the format for reporting training events and opportunities, using 

input from state directors to determine the final form and function of this system.  
5 Discontinue use of the blue card.  

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 Provide state programs with ideas or suggestions on products practical and 
effective as “sharps containers” in the field. This could be provided on the 
employee website. 

 
 Databases and Tracking Systems (SS) 

1 Create an online clearinghouse of all I&E information pertinent to the WS 
program, including directives, policies, updates and memos, training curricula, 
technical information, and other pertinent resources. 

2 Improve internet access availability and quality for all WS employees. 
3 Creation of a separate accident reporting and tracking system for activities 

classified as “high risk”, such as I&E, so long-term trends can be easily 
monitored and compared with changing policies and practices to increase the 
level of safety over time. 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 Ensure high quality of training that is available to all appropriate employees. 
2 Create opportunities for isolated employees to work with others, either within 

the state or in an exchange program with other states.  
3 Explore how to strengthen the culture (which already exists in many WS state 

programs) which acknowledges the importance of education, sharing of ideas 
among employees,  and a conscientious attention to detail. 

4 Explore the impact of how localized financial resources, responsibilities, and 
culture impact the function, communication and structure within some state 
programs.  WS employees can be professional, educated, and detailed oriented 
and still blend with local communities. 
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5 Increase accountability among administrators, state directors in particular, to 
ensure safety protocols are followed. This includes accountability for all I&E 
policies, but in particular issues relating to drug inventories, storage, and 
documentation, veterinary supervision, and training requirements/certifications. 
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Pesticides Safety Report 
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Listing of all Pesticides Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 WS Directive 2.410 Pesticide Use 
• Pesticide storage should be defined as incidental, small, or large. 

Incidental storage areas should not be defined as pesticide storage areas 
with regard to inspections, storage requirements, and other items 
mentioned in this directive.  

• The directive should require that in significant events, the completed 
forms must also be sent to SHEWB to determine if further investigation is 
required. Significant events can be defined as those events requiring 
employees to miss three or more days of work, those accidents requiring 
long-term medical attention, or those events in which one or more people 
are killed. However, any event involving a none-WS employee is 
considered significant.    

• WS should consider adopting the Worker Protection Standards (WPS) 
requiring all applicators carry at least one quart of water, coveralls (they 
could be one-use, disposable overalls), a towel, and soap in case the 
applicator splashes some pesticide on themselves, especially in their eyes. 

2 WS Directive 2.415 M-44 Use and Restrictions  
• It is critical that the M-44 mechanisms be easily and thoroughly cleaned to 

prevent accidental injector activation. The newer type of mechanisms 
(Type 4 produced 2002 to present – no bottom crimp; a retaining pin holds 
plunger and ejector spring in place—the pin permits field disassembly for 
cleaning, lubrication or replacement of inner parts) should be used. 

• The district supervisors should examine all M-44 devices in the 
applicator’s possession, identify the old-type devices for recycling, and 
ensure the policy states that only new mechanisms are to be used.  

• Sodium cyanide reacts with acid, oxidizers and heat to form dangerous 
byproducts. Sodium cyanide reacts with both acid (even very weak acid) 
and water (moisture) to produce hazardous hydrogen cyanide gas. Sodium 
cyanide readily absorbs carbon dioxide and moisture from the air and 
deliquesces (to absorb atmospheric water vapor and become liquid). The 
practice of using vinegar and water to clean the devices should be studied 
to ensure proper protocols and safe-guards are implemented. The amount 
of debris left on the injector device may be minimal, even non-existent, 
but because of the potential severity of the process, it must be closely 
evaluated. If the evaluation indicates no significant risk, the protocol 
should be shared with all employees and made part of the Technical 
Bulletin. 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 The accident investigation program should be strengthened to provide an 
accurate assessment of a significant event, so that adequate preventive methods 
can be implemented to prevent any recurrence. Those significant events must be 
first identified as significant, then reported to the appropriate authority in an 
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expeditious manner, and finally, investigated as close as possible to the time of 
occurrence. Significant events must be elevated up the management structure to 
ensure that an unbiased, professional evaluation can be conducted. 

2 Pesticide storage should be clearly defined in the directives as incidental, small, 
or large. Incidental storage areas should not be defined as pesticide storage areas 
with regard to inspections, storage requirements, and other items mentioned in 
any directives. 

 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Produce several short, pesticide specific, i.e., M-44, LPC 1080, DRC-1339, 
safety training programs that can be placed on the WS Intranet and be copied to 
a DVD for distribution to remote locations not having high-speed internet 
service. These 15 minute productions should be used for various training 
sessions, such as during the monthly training requirement mentioned in the 
following training plan. 

 
 These video learning tools should be short (15-20 minutes each), should be 

pesticide-or process-specific, and their major emphasis should be on safety. The 
video should show actual applicators “out in the field,” demonstrating the proper 
precautions (eye protection, glove, wind-direction, etc.) and identify when the 
application is at the most dangerous point, i.e., do not place face over M-44 
device, stay upwind, have strong gloves; for DRC-1339 or zinc phosphide 
concentrate, when mixing small quantities, always mix in a closed container and 
let the dust and aerosols settle before opening; for aluminum phosphide, in rare 
instances the dust inside the air-tight container may spontaneously ignite if 
damp—do not cover—since confinement in this instance can cause an explosion. 
The aforementioned instances are only a few safety issues that should be 
demonstrated. The videos could include the following topics:  
o safe use of M-44’s,  
o safe use of LPC collars, 
o safe use and mixing of DRC-1339 concentrate, 
o safe use and mixing of zinc phosphide, 
o safe use of aluminum phosphide, 
o need for participation in an OMMP, 
o different types of gloves and eyewear that protect you from different 

pesticides, 
o when respirators are to be used and their limitations, 
o disposal of pesticides and spent containers, and  
o storing and securing pesticides. 

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 It is critical that the M-44 mechanisms be easily and thoroughly cleaned to 
prevent accidental injector activation. The newer type of mechanisms Type 4 
produced 2002 to present – no bottom crimp; a retaining pin holds plunger and 
ejector spring in place—the pin permits field disassembly for cleaning, 
lubrication or replacement of inner parts) should be used. The district 
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supervisors should examine all M-44 devices in the applicator’s possession, 
identify the old-type devices for recycling, and ensure the policy states that only 
new mechanisms are to be used. In addition, the cleaning technique of using 
vinegar and water to clean the mechanisms mentioned in section 4, page 12 or 
this document should be further evaluated.  

2 All applicators must carry at least one quart of water, coveralls (they could be 
one-use, disposable overalls), a towel, and soap in case the applicator splashes 
some pesticide on themselves, especially in their eyes. 

 

 
Page 281 of 342 



USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

 
Page 282 of 342 



USDA/APHIS/WS Safety Review 

Vehicles Safety Report 
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Listing of all Vehicle Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals, and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 Marketing and Regulatory Programs (MRP) Motor Vehicle Manual 
• APHIS should provide a definition for defensive driving and high risk 

driver. 
• APHIS Human Resources should obtain a copy of the person’s state 

Motor Vehicle Record (MVR). This should occur at initial assignment to a 
position requiring driving and on a random basis afterwards. Also, ensure 
that drivers do not have a valid driver’s license in more than one state.  

• The manual should describe how operator driving ability, compliance with 
safety regulations, and defensive driving habits are evaluated. List and 
describe the additional training. 

• 3c.–Change “…must be completed within 90 calendar days of 
employment…” to “…within 14 calendar days….” Also, develop policies 
to identify high risk operators. The following language is suggested:  

  HIGH-RISK DRIVERS  
A driver will be classified as a high-risk driver if the MVR check 
indicates, or if it is otherwise determined, that the driver has one or 
more of the following violations within the last three years:  

• a conviction for an alcohol and/or drug related driving offense;  
• refusal to submit to a blood-alcohol content test;  
• conviction for reckless driving;  
• any combination of three or more moving violations, at fault 

accidents, or preventable accidents;  
• suspension, revocation or administrative restriction;  
• leaving the scene of an accident as defined by State laws;  
• at fault in a fatal accident;  
• a felony conviction involving a vehicle; or  
• three or more Government vehicle physical damage claims.  

 
MANAGEMENT CONTROLS FOR A HIGH RISK DRIVER  
If an employee is identified as a high-risk driver, either Option One or 
Option Two below will be exercised:  
Option One: Probation  
• The high-risk driver will be placed on probation (ending two years 
from the date of the most recent violation).  
• HR will conduct an MVR check every six months for the duration of 
the probationary period.  
• The Safety Manager will be notified of any additional violations while 
the employee is on probation.  
• Employee driving privileges will be immediately suspended if any 
single repeat violation or any additional violation occurs while on 
probation or if any terms of probation are violated.  
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Option Two: Suspension of Driving Privileges  
The high-risk driver will not be authorized to drive a motor vehicle at 
any time on Government business. This action may result in the 
supervisor either transferring the employee to a non-driving position, if 
a position exists, or the employee may be subject to termination. The 
employee may reapply for company driving privileges after one year of 
suspension.  

• Mandatory drug testing should be required for all accidents where 
negligence or misconduct of an employee is suspected. 

• Provide a vehicle orientation, or add it to the defensive driver training, to 
ensure all operators are able to perform safety checks. (same as TP-2) 

• Prior to towing a trailer, APHIS supervisors should require a 
demonstration of operator skills. (same as TP-3) 

2 WS Directive 4.155 All-Terrain Vehicles and Snowmobiles  
• ATVs - 3(b)(vii) contains extensive requirements for required equipment 

in snowmobiles. Although ATVs do not break down as often as 
snowmobiles, include a few of these items as required equipment in 
ATVs, such as a First Aid Kit. (same as EMF-4) 

• Snowmobiles - Add a vehicle maintenance section. (same as EMF-5) 
 

 Management and Administration (MA) 
1 Establish a separate safety budget, independent from other operating budget(s). 

This will allow items to be identified and prioritized separately. It will also allow 
the scope and complexity of safety needs to be more visible. Such needs include 
not only equipment, but also training, communication, and travel needs.  

2 Establish and implement a more systematic way to ensure compliance with 
policies and procedures, (e.g. WS Directives, Safety Manual). 

3 Require drug testing as a condition of employment, on a random basis, and after 
any accident where driver error is involved 

4 If possible, check State motor vehicle records to identify high risk drivers. 
 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Provide ATV and snowmobile safety training in addition to the manufacturer’s 
training. 

2 Provide training and a checklist for operators to perform daily vehicle safety 
checks. 

3 If available, require and provide formal training for hauling trailers. 
 

 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 
1 During interviews it was learned that Regional safety persons served on a 

collateral duty basis. Given the number of personnel in the field within the 
Eastern and Western Regions who have direct, daily exposure to safety hazards, 
these persons should be assigned on a full-time basis. 
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 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 
1 Investigate the use of newer technologies to enhance communications. Given the 

critical nature of communications in case of an accident and in the supervisor-
employee relationship, cell phone boosters, “bag phones” (these are higher-
power cell phones such as the Motorola M800), and Personal Locator Beacons 
(PLBs) should be investigated for those Wildlife Specialists who frequently drop 
out of normal cell phone range during daily activities. (PLBs are similar to 
Emergency Locator Transmitters (ELTs) for downed aircraft.)  

2 Improve roadside safety by the use of a magnetic strobe light that can be placed 
on the roof of a vehicle, marker cones placed behind and at a distance from the 
vehicle to warn approaching traffic, and the use of high-visibility vests. 
Collapsible cones are now available that can be locked inside tool boxes or 
elsewhere in pickup trucks to minimize the possibility of theft. Such cones are 
also available with LED blinker lights to improve visibility, especially in dark or 
semi-dark conditions. These cones can take the place of warning triangles that 
more commonly warn of roadside breakdown conditions.  

3 Make use of newer communication technologies.  
4 Like ATVs, snowmobiles can break down. Emergency equipment should be 

required on snowmobiles, such as a First Aid Kit. (same as DMP-2) 
5 Snowmobiles - Add a vehicle maintenance section. (same as DMP-2) 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 Make information on solutions to common problems, such as how others solved 
the referenced tire problem, available to field personnel by newsletter or possibly 
a website. Connectivity is limited for many field personnel, and a simple FTP 
site or website section that does not take a long time to open will make the 
information more accessible.  

2 Enhance the safety incentive program and publicize it well among employees. 
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Watercraft Safety Report 
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Listing of all Watercraft Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 WSSR Comment: Not explicitly stated in the review but reviewer indicated WS 
would benefit from having a watercraft/water safety directive. 

 
 Management and Administration (MA) 

1 Suggestion for locations where WS staff work near/under piers with large ship or 
ferry traffic: Memorandum of Agreements should be signed requiring that a WS 
supervisor is contacted NLT 1 hour prior to the large ship or ferry boat’s 
scheduled morning run by ship or port operations if there is no record of WS 
crew calling clear of the area. 
 

 Training Program (TP) 
1 WSSR Comment: Not stated as an explicit recommendation, but reviewer 

suggested that WS adopt State recreational boating certification standards at a 
minimum. Suggested that the type of work WS conducts warrants a higher level 
of training. 
 

 Additional Safety Staff (SS) 
1 Safety officers are appointed for each district. These individuals, in cooperation 

with supervisors and managers, will develop, in final form, a written policy. This 
policy would include initial and recurring training, certification of boat 
operators, emergency operations, search and rescue, safety equipment 
inspections, float plans, accountability, and proper loading of equipment on the 
vessel. 

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 PFD use (actual wearing while underway) is mandatory at all locations.  
2 Each site obtain the styles and types of PFD’s most likely to be worn including 

float coats, Auto Inflatable PFD’s for hot weather, and comfortable vest style 
Type 3 PFD’s. 

3 WS should maintain strict adherence to vessel placards in regards to weight and 
number of passengers on board. Safety Officers should develop easy to read 
examples of typical loading which approach weight limits. Example:  “Two male 
adults 10 beaver traps, two fuel tanks, a crate of chain, etc = 550 pounds……” 
These examples should be provided to all staff and could be also conspicuously 
mounted in poster style where the boats are stored. 

4 Purchase handheld GPS chart plotters (such as the Garmin Map 76 monochrome 
unit). Training, on the unit should be conducted prior to issue along with 
periodic refreshers each year. 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 WS Safety Officers should obtain (often free from boater safety organizations) 
and post conspicuously signs and safety posters. 
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Listing of all Zoonotic Diseases Reviewer Recommendations 
 
 Directives, Manuals and Operating Procedures (DMP) 

1 Develop a directive to address the real and potential risks of zoonotic exposure 
and disease.  

2 Develop agency-wide zoonotic disease safety protocols.  
3 Create a training manual specific to zoonotic diseases and maintain it’s currency 

through a WS Employee website. 
4 Develop regional (if not state) lists of zoonotic disease risks that are cross 

referenced to the animals that may transmit each disease. 
5 Post this information (in DMP-4) in conspicuous locations in central and local 

offices. 
 

 Management and Administration (MA) 
1 Initiate discussions within the agency and with OWCP to address the concern 

that many zoonotic diseases can and are contracted as part of WS work 
responsibilities, but that these exposures are difficult to document and thus file 
OWCP claims. 

2 With regard to MA-1, develop a comprehensive list of needed skills/knowledge 
for wildlife disease biologist to serve as a benchmark for future training and 
hiring. (same as TP-5) 

3 Continue to develop a higher level of expertise about zoonotic diseases among 
wildlife disease biologists, and give them the responsibility for essentially 
serving as the zoonotic disease safety officer in each state. (same as TP-6) 

4 Explore possibility of providing blood testing for all new employees, and then 
on an annual basis, to monitor and discover all potential disease exposures. 

5 Maintain clear channels of communication between employees and supervisors. 
(same as C-2) 

6 Encourage communication/mentorship with all employees (same as C-1) 
7 Integrate wildlife (zoonotic) disease safety into all aspects of WS activities, 

including general zoonotic disease safety training at venues such as state and 
regional conferences and verification of PPE inventories and use. (same as C-3) 

8 Post this (zoonotic risk) information in a conspicuous location in central and 
local offices. (same as C-4) 

 
 Training Program (TP) 

1 Develop and implement several courses (on-line or otherwise) / in-service 
training modules to improve WS employee awareness and abilities to confront 
health hazards. 

2 Offer advanced training on personal protection from job-related health hazards.  
3 Establish a training academy (distance component as well as local or face-to-

face practical training), which incorporates zoonotic disease information into all 
aspects of WS activities.  

4 Maintain knowledge of risk and mitigation techniques to avoid risk. 
5 Develop a comprehensive list of needed skills/knowledge for wildlife disease 

biologist to serve as a benchmark for future training and hiring. 
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6 Continue to develop a higher level of expertise about zoonotic diseases among 
wildlife disease biologists, and give them the responsibility for essentially 
serving as the zoonotic disease safety officer in each state. (same as MA-2) 

7 Create a training manual specific to zoonotic diseases and maintain it’s currency 
through a WS Employee website.  

 
 Equipment, Facilities and Maintenance (EFM) 

1 Continue to provide appropriate equipment and materials (including disposal) 
 

 Databases and Tracking Systems (DB) 
1 With regards to MA-1, develop a better tracking system to quickly identify 

zoonotic exposures and potentially link those with personnel working on high 
risk projects. 

 
 Culture (C) 

1 Encourage communication/mentorship with all employees. 
2 Maintain a positive work environment with open communications. 
3 Integrate wildlife (zoonotic) disease safety into all aspects of WS activities.  
4 Integrate wildlife (zoonotic) disease safety into all aspects of WS activities, 

including general zoonotic disease safety training at venues such as state and 
regional conferences and verification of PPE inventories and use. 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits 
discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis 
of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental 
status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, 
political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an 
individual’s income is derived from any public assistance 
program.  (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.)  
Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for 
communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET Center at 
(202) 720–2600 (voice and TDD).  To file a complaint of 
discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil 

Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20250–9410, or call (800) 795–3272 (voice) or (202) 
720–6382 (TDD).  USDA is an equal opportunity provider 
and employer. 
 
Mention of companies or commercial products does not 
imply recommendation or endorsement by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture over others not mentioned.  
USDA neither guarantees nor warrants the standard of 
any product mentioned.  Product names are mentioned 
solely to report factually on available data and to provide 
specific information. 


