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SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Wildlife Services (WS) proposes to continue the current damage management program that
responds to mammal damage in the State of lowa. An adaptive Integrated Wildlife Damage Management
(IWDM) approach would be implemented to reduce mammal damage to property, agricultural and natural
resources, to reduce adverse mammal impacts on human and livestock health and safety, and to obtain
samples for wildlife diseases surveillance. Damage management would be conducted on public and
private property in lowa when the resource owner (property owner) or manager requests assistance or, in
the case of animal disease management and surveillance, when assistance is requested by an appropriate
State, federal or local government agency. The adaptive IWDM strategy would encompass the use of
practical and effective methods to prevent or reduce damage while minimizing harmful effects of damage
management measures on humans, target and non-target species, and the environment. Under this action,
WS could provide technical assistance and direct operational damage management, including non-lethal
and lethal management methods after applying the WS Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992). When
appropriate, non-lethal methods, like physical exclusion, habitat modification or harassment, would be
recommended and utilized to reduce damage. In other situations, mammals would be removed as
humanely as possible using shooting, trapping, and registered pesticides and other products. In
determining the damage management strategy, preference would be given to practical and effective non-
lethal methods. However, non-lethal methods may not always be applied as a first response to each
damage problem. The most appropriate response could often be a combination of non-lethal and lethal
methods or could include instances where application of lethal methods alone would be the most
appropriate strategy. All mammal damage management in lowa is conducted in compliance with
applicable Federal, State, Tribal, and local laws, regulations, policies, orders and procedures and closely
coordinated with the lowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR).
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ACRONYMS

ADC' Animal Damage Control

AMDUCA Animal Medicinal Drug Use Clarification Act
APHIS Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
AVMA American Veterinary Medical Association
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CWD Chronic Wasting Disease

DSM Des Moines International Airport

EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FDA Food and Drug Administration

FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
FMD Foot and Mouth Disease

FY Fiscal Year

IDALS Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship
IDNR lowa Department of Natural Resources

IDPH Iowa Department of Public Health

IWDM Integrated Wildlife Damage Management
MIS Management Information System

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NOA Notice of Availability

NWP Nationwide Permit

NWRC National Wildlife Research Center

PRRS Porcine Reproductive and Respiratory Syndrome
PRV Pseudorabies Virus

PZP Porcine Zona Pellucida

SOP Standard Operating Procedure

TB Tuberculosis

T&E Threatened and Endangered

TSE Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathy
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

USDI U.S. Department of Interior

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WHA Wildlife Hazard Assessment

WHMP Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

WS Wildlife Services

! On August 1, 1997, the Animal Damage Control program was officially renamed to Wildlife Services. The phrases Animal Damage Control, ADC, Wildlife
Services, and WS are used synonymously throughout this EA.
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
11 INTRODUCTION

Federal agencies which fund, support, permit, or implement programs and activities are required to take
into consideration the environmental consequences of proposed actions in their decision making process
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. The intent of NEPA is to require federal
decision-makers to consider the environmental impacts of proposed projects prior to implementing a
decision.

This environmental analysis (EA) provides the basis for a determination of the degree of environmental
impacts of the proposed and alternative actions. The EA identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential
environmental impacts which could result from implementing the proposed adaptive mammal damage
management program or alternatives, and analyzes possible impacts. As appropriate, the affected
environment and environmental consequences may be described in terms of a regional overview or site-
specific descriptions. This EA will focus on potential impacts to the following resources identified:
concerns about mammal population declines from WS’ management, concerns about non-target species,
including threatened and endangered (T&E) species and Species of Special Concern, and concerns about
the efficacy and cost-effectiveness of WS’ mammal damage management.

1.2 BACKGROUND

Across the United States, wildlife habitat has been altered as human populations expanded and land was
transformed to meet varying human needs. These changes have inherently caused increases in potential
conflicts between people and wildlife. Some species of wildlife have adapted and thrived in the presence
of people while others have not. This, in combination with today’s economic pressures and heightened
awareness of environmental issues, has increased the complexity of wildlife management. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Wildlife
Services (WS) program has expertise for resolving conflicts between people and wildlife. The USDA
Animal Damage Control Final Environmental Impact Statement (USDA 1997) summarizes the
relationship in American culture of wildlife values and wildlife damage in this way:

"Wildlife has either positive or negative values, depending on varying human perspectives and
circumstances . . . Wildlife is generally regarded as providing economic, recreational and
aesthetic benefits . . . and the mere knowledge that wildlife exists is a positive benefit to many
people. However . . . the activities of some wildlife may result in economic losses to agriculture
and damage to property . . . Sensitivity to varying perspectives and values is required to
manage the balance between human and wildlife needs. In addressing conflicts, wildlife
managers must consider not only the needs of those directly affected by wildlife damage but a
range of environmental, sociocultural and economic considerations as well."

With this said, the wildlife acceptance capacity and biological carrying capacity must be considered when
resolving wildlife damage management problems. The wildlife acceptance capacity, or cultural carrying
capacity, is the limit of human tolerance for wildlife or the maximum number of a given species that can
coexist compatibly with local human populations. Biological carrying capacity is the land or habitat’s
ability for supporting healthy populations without degradation to the species’ health or their environment
over an extended period of time (Decker and Purdy 1988). These phenomena are especially important
because they define the sensitivity of a community to a wildlife species. For any given damage situation,
there are varying thresholds by those directly and indirectly affected by the species and any associated
damage. This damage threshold is a factor in determining the wildlife acceptance capacity. While lowa

lowa WS Mammal EA -6



may have a biological carrying capacity to support more mammals, in many cases the wildlife acceptance
capacity has been exceeded. This often occurs when species occupy areas inhabited by people but also
occurs when these species occur on croplands, roadways, school property, cemeteries, or recreational
areas. Once the wildlife acceptance capacity is met or exceeded, people begin to implement population or
damage reduction methods, including lethal methods, to alleviate damage and public health and/or safety
threats.

Wildlife damage management is the science of reducing damage or other problems associated with
wildlife and recognized as an integral part of wildlife management (The Wildlife Society 1990). Wildlife
damage management is often misunderstood and many individuals consider management options as only
lethal. Wildlife damage management is a specialized field within the wildlife management profession and

decisions are not predicated solely on biological rationale. *Responsible wildlife management requires
adherence to professional standards as exemplified by The Wildlife Society, a professional, nonprofit
organization dedicated to the wise management and conservation of the wildlife resources of the world.
These objectives are to: 1) develop and promote sound stewardship of wildlife resources and the
environments upon which wildlife and humans depend, 2) undertake an active role in preventing human-
induced environmental degradation, 3) increase awareness and appreciation of wildlife values, and 4)
seek the highest standards in all activities of the wildlife profession (The Wildlife Society 1990). The
mission of the Wildlife Damage Management Working Group of The Wildlife Society is to promote
better understanding of the challenges of managing human-wildlife conflicts and to provide a forum for
TWS members to advance their skills and knowledge of wildlife damage management practices
(http://wildlifedamagegroup.unl.edu). During the last 130 years, with settlers migrating west, the
introduction of domestic livestock, water development, urbanization, and other modern agricultural and
cultural practices, wildlife management has also changed. It is generally recognized that responsible

management not passive preservation is necessary when
managing agricultural and natural resource, or protecting
property and human health and safety.

1.3 PURPOSE OF THIS EA

The purpose of this EA is to address and evaluate the
potential impacts on the human environment from
alternatives for WS involvement in the protection of
agricultural and natural resources, property, and public
health and safety from damage and risks associated with
mammals in lowa. Several mammal species have
potential to be the subject of WS mammal damage
management activities in lowa and are analyzed in this
EA (Table 1-1). Damage problems can occur throughout
the State. Under the Proposed Action, mammal damage
management could be conducted on private and public
lands in lowa upon request.

14 WILDLIFE SERVICES PROGRAM

The USDA Secretary is authorized by Congress to
protect American agricultural and other resources and

Table 1-1. Species Analyzed in the EA.

Common Name

Scientific Name

Badger

Taxidea taxus

Beaver

Castor canadensis

Black-tailed jackrabbit

Lepus californicus

Bobcat

Lynx rufus

Coyote

Canis latrans

Eastern cotton-tail

Sylvilagus floridanus

Eastern mole

Scalopus aquaticus

Franklin’s ground squirrel

Spermophilus franklinii

Ground hog Marmota monax
Mink Mustela vison
Muskrat Ondatra zibethica
Opossums Didelphis virginianus
Plains pocket gopher Geomys bursarius
Raccoon Procyon lotor

Red fox Vulpes fulva

River otter Lutra canadesis
Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis
White-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus
Feral pigs Sus scrofa

Feral cats Felix spp.

Feral dog Canis familiaris

Varying human needs place continually changing demands on the environment, wildlife resources, and consequently on wildlife management professionals.
Special interest groups with conflicting social and economic goals exert political pressures that affect wildlife management decisions (Wolfe and Chapman 1987).
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interests from damage associated with wildlife. That authority includes, if requested, protection of
threatened and endangered (T&E) wildlife and to resolve conflicts between wildlife and human health and
safety pursuant to the Act of March 2, 1931, as amended, 7 U.S.C. 426-426b’ and the Act of December
22,1987, 7 U.S.C. 426c.

The authorities imparted to the USDA Secretary by the Act of March 2, 1931, as amended, and the Act of
December 22, 1987, have been delegated to APHIS, a USDA agency. Within APHIS, these authorities
have been delegated to the WS program. Accordingly, WS’ authorities support and authorize its mission
of providing federal leadership and expertise to reduce problems caused by injurious and/or nuisance
wildlife to agricultural and other natural resources, including other wildlife, and minimizing potential
wildlife harm or threats to human health and safety”.

The WS’ “wildlife services” authorities cited above plus other statutory authorities’ likewise authorize
WS to enter into cooperative agreements with federal agencies, states, local jurisdictions, individuals, and
public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions to reduce the risks of injurious animal species
and/or nuisance mammals and birds and those mammal and bird species that are reservoirs for zoonotic
diseases. Therefore, wildlife damage management is not based on punishing animals but as one means of
reducing damage®, with actions being implemented using the WS Decision Model’ (Slate et al. 1992).
The imminent threat of damage or loss of resources is often sufficient for individual actions to be
initiated. The need for action is derived from the specific threats to resources or the public. WS’ vision is
to improve the coexistence of people and wildlife by providing federal leadership to reduce problems.

WS is a cooperatively-funded, service-oriented program that provides assistance to requesting public and
private entities (WS Directives 3.101 and 3.110%). WS responds to requests for assistance when valued
resources are lost, damaged, or threatened by wildlife. Responses can be in the form of technical
assistance or operational damage management. The degree of WS involvement varies, depending on the
complexity of the wildlife problem’. WS activities are conducted in accordance with applicable federal,
state, and local laws, cooperative agreements, agreements for control, Memorandum of Understating
(MOU), and other applicable documents. These documents establish the need for the requested work,
legal authorities allowing the requested work, and the responsibilities of WS and its cooperators. WS’
mission, developed through a strategic planning process, is: 1) “To provide leadership in wildlife damage
management in the protection of America’s agricultural, industrial and natural resources, and 2) to
safeguard public health and safety”” (WS Directive 1.201). This is accomplished through:

close cooperation with other federal and state agencies;

training of wildlife damage management professionals;

development and improvement of strategies to reduce wildlife losses and threats to the public;
collection, evaluation and distribution of wildlife damage management information;

Section 426 as amended on October 28, 2000, authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to "... conduct a program of wildlife services with respect to injurious animal
species and take any action the Secretary considers necessary in conducting the program. The Secretary shall administer the program in a manner consistent with all
of the wildlife services authorities in effect on the day before October 28, 2000."

See www.aphis.usda.gov/ws/mission.html. Examples of APHIS-WS activities include: training of wildlife damage management professionals; development and
improvement of strategies to reduce losses and threats to humans from wildlife; collection, evaluation, and dissemination of management information; cooperative
wildlife damage management programs; informing and educating the public on how to reduce wildlife damage; and providing data and a source for limited-use
management materials and equipment, including pesticides.

5 Section 713 of the Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2003.

Actions are not based solely on economics. Rather, other environmental considerations of wildlife damage management actions, to include biological, physical,
social, and legal factors, are weighed along with economic considerations to identify practical approaches to each particular problem.

The WS decision making process is a cognitive procedure for evaluating and responding to damage complaints.

8 WS Policy Manual provides guidance for WS personnel to conduct wildlife damage management through Program Directives. WS Directives referenced in this EA
can be found in the manual but will not be referenced in the Literature Cited Appendix.

9 . L
WS’ actions could be conducted when requested under emergency authorizations to protect human health and safety or other resources.
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e cooperative wildlife damage management programs;
inform and educate the public on how to reduce wildlife damage;

e provide data and a source for limited-use management materials and equipment, including
Federal and state registered pesticides (USDA 1999).

WS uses an adaptive Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) approach, sometimes called
Integrated Pest Management (WS Directive 2.105), in which a combination of methods are considered
and may be used or recommended to reduce wildlife damage (USDA 1997). These methods may include
alteration of cultural practices and habitat and behavioral modification to prevent or reduce damage. The
reduction of wildlife damage may also require that a local population of offending animal(s) be reduced
through lethal means. However, killing the offending animal(s) is only one strategy considered by WS in
developing management approaches. The alleviation of wildlife damage is the main focus of WS,
whether addressed by WS professionals or other individuals, and consists of one or a combination of three
basic strategies:

e Manage the resource being damaged so it is more difficult for the wildlife species to cause the
damage.

e Manage the wildlife species responsible for, or associated with the damage so they cannot cause
damage, or

e Physical separation of the two so that the damage is minimized.

Normally, according to the APHIS procedures implementing the NEPA, individual wildlife damage
management actions may be categorically excluded (7 CFR 372.5(c), 60 Fed. Reg. 6,000-6,003, (1995).
WS has decided, in this case, to prepare this EA to facilitate planning, interagency coordination, and the
streamlining of program management, and to clearly communicate with the public the analysis of
individual and cumulative impacts. In addition, this EA has been prepared to evaluate and determine if
there are any potentially significant or cumulative impacts from the proposed and planned damage
management program. All wildlife damage management that would take place in lowa would be
undertaken according to relevant laws, regulations, policies, orders and procedures, including the
Endangered Species Act (ESA)

15 NEED FOR ACTION

By its very nature, wildlife is a highly dynamic and mobile resource that can damage agricultural and
natural resources, property, and pose risks to human health and safety. The WS program carries out its
federal wildlife damage management responsibility (Act of March 2, 1931, as amended, 7 U.S.C. 426-
426b'" and the Act of December 22, 1987, 7 U.S.C. 426c¢) to solve problems that occur when human
activity and wildlife are in conflict while recognizing that wildlife is an important public resource greatly
valued by the American people.

Conflicts between humans and wildlife are common in lowa. The need for action is based on the requests
for assistance for the protection of agricultural and natural resources, property, and human health and
safety from mammal damage. Comprehensive surveys of mammal damage in lowa have not been
conducted. The data and information reported is based on requests for assistance from the public to WS

10 . . . S . . P

Section 426 as amended on October 28, 2000, authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to "... conduct a program of wildlife services with respect to injurious
animal species and take any action the Secretary considers necessary in conducting the program. The Secretary shall administer the program in a manner consistent
with all of the wildlife services authorities in effect on the day before October 28, 2000."
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in Towa'', and as such, represent only a portion of the total damage caused by mammals because not all
people who experience damage request assistance from WS (Section 1.6). In lowa, the IDNR has
management responsibility for resident wildlife, and conducts mammal management programs for
furbearers, game species, and nongame mammals. WS’ potential involvement in the area of mammal
damage management in lowa would be to provide basic recommendations and referral of callers to the
IDNR, and to provide direct management assistance with the implementation of mammal damage
management programs upon request and as permitted or otherwise authorized by the IDNR. To date,
direct management programs regarding mammals conducted by WS in lowa have included deer, beaver,
ground hog, raccoon, and skunk damage management on private property for flood control and mammal
hazard management at lowa airports. Additionally, lowa WS cooperates with State agencies to assess
wildlife disease issues involving mammals.

1.5.1 Need for Mammal Damage Management to Protect Human Health and Safety

In Iowa human health and safety concerns and problems associated with mammals include, but
are not limited to, the potential for mammal/aircraft strikes, transmission of zoonotic diseases to
humans and pets, and other problems.

Mammal Hazards to Public Safety at Airports*>. An MOU was developed in 1998 and
revised in 2005 between the FAA and WS, which established a cooperative relationship between
the two agencies to resolve wildlife hazards to aviation. The FAA is responsible for setting and
enforcing federal regulations and policies to enhance public aviation and safety. The threat to
human safety from aircraft collisions with wildlife (wildlife strikes) is increasing (MacKinnon et
al. 2001). Although a greater number of wildlife strikes with aircraft involve birds, the most
hazardous wildlife species in terms of damage to aircraft, cost of collisions, and effects on flight,
is white-tailed deer (Dolbeer et al. 2003). Other mammals which pose hazards to aircraft and
public safety are coyotes, feral dogs, fox, woodchucks, and others. WS receives requests for
assistance regarding mammal damage management at civil airports and military airfields in Iowa.

To ensure compliance with 14 CFR 139.337, the FAA requires certified airports to conduct an
ecological study/wildlife hazard assessment (WHA), and if necessary, establish a wildlife hazard
management plan (WHMP) when any of the following events occur on or near an airport:
e An air carrier aircraft experiences multiple bird strike or engine ingestion.
e An air carrier aircraft experiences a damaging collision with wildlife other than birds.
e Wildlife of a size or in numbers capable of causing an event described in 1 or 2 above is
observed to have access to any flight pattern or movement area.

WS completed 6 full WHA’s in Iowa at the following airports:

Des Moines International Eastern lowa Cedar Rapids
Waterloo Regional Pella Municipal
Dubuque Regional Keokuk

i This damage included $200,000 for human health and safety, $100,000 for property, and $50,000 for agriculture (MIS 2005) .

12 . . . . . . . .
WS’ involvement in deer damage management and disease surveillance covered under this EA could include property protection, natural resources protection,

public health and safety projects, in high security areas and in municipalities. Based upon an anticipated increase in requests for, WS’ actions may result in the
desired localized deer density reduction. However, given the reproductive capacity of deer, the relatively high density of deer and the State, and the high mobility of
deer, these reductions would only be short-term.
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WS conducted one to five-day formal site visits resulting in formalized recommendation at the
following 17 non-certificated airports:

Belle Plaine Municipal Muscatine Municipal Airport
Ankeny Regional Pella Municipal

Burlington Regional Keokuk Municipal

Eastern Iowa Airport Mason City Municipal
Dubuque Regional Mount Pleasant Municipal
Fort Madison Municipal Ottumwa Industrial

Johnson Aviation Sioux Gateway

Forest City Municipal Waterloo Municipal

Marion Airport

Other Mammal Hazards to Public Health and Safety. Beaver activity in certain situations
can become a threat to public health and safety (e.g., burrowing into or flooding roadways and
railroad beds can result in serious accidents) (Miller 1983, Woodward 1983). Increased water
levels in urban areas resulting from beaver activity can lead to unsanitary conditions and potential
health problems by flooding septic systems and sewage treatment facilities (DeAlmeida 1987,
Loeb 1994). WS may also be requested to provide assistance to reduce the risk of bites and
injuries from animals that appear to have lost their fear of humans and/or are behaving
aggressively toward people.

Zoonotic Diseases. Zoonotic diseases are diseases of animals which are communicable to
humans. Some mammals in lowa may carry disease organisms or parasites including viral,
bacterial, mycotic (fungal), protozoan and rickettsial diseases which pose a risk to humans (Table
1-2).

Individuals or property owners that request assistance with mammals frequently are concerned
about potential disease risks but are unaware of the types of diseases that can be associated with
them. Usually, mammal damage management is requested because of a perceived risk to human
health or safety associated with wild animals living near humans, from animals acting out of
character in human-inhabited areas during the day, or showing no fear when humans are present.
In many cases, in which human health concerns are a reason for requesting mammal damage
management, there may have been no actual cases of transmission of disease to humans by
mammals to prompt the request. Thus, it is the risk of disease transmission that prompted the
request to conduct mammal damage management. In most cases, the disease risk to humans is
low and there may not have been a confirmed case of the disease. However, it is the goal of
agricultural and human health programs is to prevent disease/illness from occurring. WS works
with individuals and agencies on a case-by-case basis to assess the nature and magnitude of the
wildlife conflict including providing information on the limitations about what we know
regarding health risks associated with wild mammals. It is the choice of the individual or agency
to tolerate the potential health risks or to seek to reduce those risks.

Iowa WS’ primary involvement in the management of these types of diseases would be to aid
other federal, State, and local government and research entities to monitor for the presence of
diseases. This data can be used to predict potential risks to human health and safety and aid
agencies direct management efforts. In the unlikely event of a disease outbreak, WS could also
be asked to conduct localized population reduction to prevent the spread of the disease to other
areas.
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Table 1-2. Wildlife Diseases That Pose Potential Human Health Risks in the United States (modified from Davidson

and Nettles 1997).

Disease

Causative Agent

Hosts

Sarcoptic mange

mite (Sarcoptes scabiei)

red fox, coyotes, domestic dogs

Swine brucellosis

bacterium (Brucella suis)

swine

Trichinosis

nematode (Trichinella spiralis)

swine, bears, raccoons, foxes, rats

Rabies

virus (Rhabidovirus)

all mammals (high risk wildlife: raccoons,
foxes, skunks, bats)

Visceral larval

nematode (Baylisascaris procyonis)

raccoons, skunks

migrans
Leptospirosis bacteria (Leptospira interrogans) over 180 All mammals
different serovars
Echinococcus tapeworm (Echinococcus multilocularis) foxes, coyotes
infection
Toxoplasmosis protozoan parasite (Toxoplasma ondii) Cats, such as bobcats, are definitive hosts,

mammals and birds are intermediate hosts

Spirometra infection

tapeworm, (Spirometra mansonoides)

bobcats, raccoons, foxes, dogs, cats

Giardiasis

protozoan parasite (Giardia lamblia, G.
Duodenalis, and other Giardia sp.-taxonomy
controversial)

beavers, coyotes, dogs, cats

Histoplasmosis Histoplasma capsulatum Fungus occurs in bat guano and bird
droppings

Lyme Disease Borelia burgdorferi (spirocheate) Rodents

Tuberculosis Mycobacterium bovis Cervids

Some situations in lowa where the threat of disease associated with wild or feral mammal

populations might occur include, but are not limited to:

*  Accumulated droppings from denning or foraging raccoons and subsequent exposure to
raccoon roundworm in fecal deposits in a suburban community or at an industrial site
where humans must work or live in contaminated areas.

»  Exposure of humans to threats of rabies posed by wildlife denning and foraging in a
residential community"’.

»  Threats of parasitic infections to humans from Giardia spp. resulting from high beaver
populations in a park or recreation area where swimming is allowed.

Beaver damming activity creates conditions favorable to mosquitoes and can hinder mosquito
control efforts or result in population increases of these insects (Wade and Ramsey 1986). While
the presence of these insects is largely a nuisance, mosquitoes can transmit diseases, such as
Eastern equine encephalitis (Mallis 1982) and West Nile Virus (CDC 2000). In addition, beaver
are carriers of the intestinal parasite Giardia lamblia, which can contaminate human water
supplies and cause outbreaks of Giardiasis in humans (Woodward 1983, Beach and McCulloch
1985, Wade and Ramsey 1986, Miller and Yarrow 1994). Beaver are also known carriers of
tularemia, a bacterial disease that is transmittable to humans through bites by arthropod vectors or

13 . o . . .
Impacts of WS rabies research and management activities are addressed in USDA 2004 and, except as they relate to cumulative impacts on the environment, are

not addressed in this EA.
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infected animals or by handling animals or carcasses which are infected (Wade and Ramsey
1986). Skinner et al. (1984) found that the fecal bacterial count was much higher in beaver ponds
than in other ponds, something that can be a concern to ranchers and recreationists. On rare
occasions, beaver may contract rabies and attack humans. In February 1999, a beaver attacked
and wounded a dog and chased some children that were playing near a stream in Vienna,
Virginia. Approximately a week later, a beaver was found dead at the site and tested positive for
rabies (T. Meinke, WS, pers. comm. 2003).

Tularemia, also know as “rabbit fever” is a disease caused by a bacterium. Tularemia typically
infects animals such as rodents, rabbits, and hares. Typically, people become infected through
the bite of infected ticks or tabanid flies, by handling infected sick or dead animals, by eating or
drinking contaminated food or water, or by inhaling airborne bacteria. About 200 human cases of
tularemia are reported each year in the U.S. Most cases occur in the south-central and western
states; however cases have been reported in every state except Hawaii. Without treatment with
appropriate antibiotics, tularemia can be fatal (CDC 2003). The causative agent of tularemia is
one of the most infectious pathogenic bacteria known, requiring as few as 10 organisms to cause
disease. The Working Group on Civilian Biodefense considers tularemia to be a dangerous
potential biological weapon because of its extreme infectivity, ease of dissemination, and
substantial capacity to cause illness and death (Dennis et al. 2001).

Tuberculosis (TB) in humans is caused by bacteria called Mycobacterium tuberculosis. The
bacteria usually attack the lungs, but TB can attack any part of the body such as the kidney, spine,
and brain. If not treated properly, TB disease can be fatal and was once the leading cause of
death in the U.S. TB is spread through the air from one animal to another. The bacteria are put
into the air when an animal with active TB of the lungs or throat coughs or sneezes. Animal,
including people, nearby may breathe in these bacteria and become infected. In rare instances,
TB can also be caused by a species of the M. tuberculosis complex called M. bovis which
primarily infects cattle. Humans most commonly become infected with this strain of TB through
consumption of unpasteurized milk products from infected cows. For example, from 2001-2005,
35 M. bovis cases were identified in New York City. TB was also found in wild white-tailed deer
and in dairy herds in the Northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan (see section on Impacts on
Agriculture below) and the state lost it’s TB free status in 2000 (Michigan Department of
Agriculture 2004). In January 2005, the first-known case of transmission of TB from deer to
humans was reported in Michigan. The hunter was infected when he cut his hand while gutting
an infected deer. The hunter was treated with antibiotics and recovered.

Rabies. Rabies is an acute, fatal viral disease of mammals most often transmitted through the bite
of a rabid animal. Rabies mortality is preventable, but it is fatal without prior vaccination or post-
exposure treatment. In lowa, as of 2006, a total of 832 animals tested positive for rabies since the
onset of the epizootic in 1989 (Iowa Department of Public Health (IDPH):
www.uhl.uiowa.edu/Application/rabies).

1.5.2 Need for Mammal Damage Management to Protect Agricultural Resources

Livestock and dairy production in lowa contribute substantially to the State’s economy. In 2005,
Iowa feedlot operators maintained 3.8 million cattle and calves valued at an estimated $4 billion
(NASS 2006 - www.nass.usda.gov:8080/QuickStats/PullData US.jsp). Milk production in lowa
in 2005 was valued at an estimated $620.1 million. There were an estimated 194,000 milk and
beef cows, 16.3 million pigs, 235,000 sheep, and 48.8 million chickens in lowa during 2005
(NASS 2006 - www.nass.usda.gov:8080/QuickStats/PullData_US.jsp).
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The IDNR receives requests for assistance from lowa citizens experiencing agricultural damage
from mammals, including: 1) predation on livestock and poultry from coyotes and fox, 2) threat
and occurrence of damage to crops and stored feed due to mammals such as deer, woodchucks
and other rodents, 3) risk of disease transmission, and 4) other problems. WS would conduct and
assist to reduce damage from deer, and other mammals, coordinated by or with the IDNR, IDPH,
APHIS-Veterinary Services (VS).

Risk of Disease Transmission

Several diseases, including chronic wasting disease (CWD), pseudorabies virus (PRV), TB, and
potentially, foot-and-mouth disease (FMD), affect livestock and wildlife. Monitoring for and
containment or eradication of these diseases could include mammal damage management
activities conducted by WS in cooperation with APHIS-VS program, IDNR, the lowa State Board
of Animal Health (ISBAH) or other governmental agencies. As with WS’ activities to protect
human health and safety, WS plays an important role in the surveillance for diseases
transmissible between livestock and wildlife. Samples provided by WS serve to establish
baseline data on the presence of diseases in the state and can help identify areas to focus disease
management efforts.

CWD is a disease of the nervous system of deer and elk. The disease is similar to a group of
diseases referred to as transmissible spongiform encephalopathies (TSE). This group of diseases
includes scrapie of sheep, bovine spongiform encephalopathy (Mad Cow Disease) and
Creutzfeld-Jakob Disease of humans. The agents that cause these infections are called prions, an
abnormal form of a naturally occurring nervous system protein. The disease was first recognized
in 1967 at a Colorado wildlife research facility. It has now been diagnosed in wild deer and elk in
Colorado and Wyoming and in wild deer in Nebraska, South Dakota, Wisconsin, West Virginia,
New York, New Mexico, and Saskatchewan. It has also been found on deer and elk farms in a
number of states. Cervid (deer, elk, etc.) farming is legal in lowa. To date, CWD has not been
found in any captive or wild cervids in lowa.

If it were to occur in lowa, management of CWD would be focused on natural resource protection
by controlling/eliminating the spread of the disease to the native lowa white-tailed deer herd. WS
involvement in a CWD management program in lowa would be as requested by IDNR and could
include use of lethal and non-lethal deer and other wildlife management methods to accomplish
disease management/monitoring and natural resource protection objectives. lowa WS would
conduct and assist in surveillance and management efforts involving infected and potentially
infected animals to control the occurrence and spread of CWD. If warranted, these efforts could
include helping the appropriate regulatory agency(ies) depopulate herds of captive cervids.

FMD is a severe, highly contagious vesicular viral disease of cloven-hoofed animals, including,
but not limited to, cattle, swine, sheep, goats, and deer. The disease is rarely fatal in adult
animals, although mortality in young animals may be high. FMD is endemic in Africa, Asia,
South America, and parts of Europe and the U.S. has been free of FMD since 1929. Although it
is often not fatal, FMD causes severe losses in the production of meat and milk and therefore has
grave economic consequences and experimental studies have clearly demonstrated that it also
threatens wildlife. FMD does not infect humans or horses, however, both could potentially
transmit the virus and State officials could contact lowa WS to request assistance for FMD
surveillance and monitoring purposes.
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PRV is a disease of swine that can also affect cattle, horses, dogs, cats, sheep, and goats and is
caused by an extremely contagious herpes virus that causes reproductive problems, including
abortion, stillbirths, and even occasional death in breeding and finishing hogs. The U.S. is one of
the world’s largest producers of pork and is the second largest exporter of pork; the retail value of
pork sold to consumers exceeds $30 billion annually. In addition, the pork industry supports
more than 600,000 jobs. PRV costs U.S. pork producers about $40 million annually in lost
production as well as testing and vaccination costs (USDA 2000). PRV in recent years has been
found in lowa, Tennessee, and New Jersey and State officials could contact the [owa WS to
request assistance for PRV surveillance and monitoring purposes.

TB in livestock is caused by M. bovis and TB has been reported in a wide variety of mammals
including cattle, bison, elk, deer and various zoo animals (Davidson and Nettles 1997). Non
ruminants including cats, dogs, coyotes and feral hogs can also be infected however the ability of
some of these species to subsequently shed and spread the virus is unclear. The presence of TB
in wildlife populations can complicate and delay efforts to eradicate TB in livestock (Davidson
and Nettles 1997).

Feral hogs are potential reservoirs for several diseases and parasites that threaten livestock. Of
greatest concern is infection of hog production facilities with diseases like swine brucellosis and
PRV. A study (Corn et al. 1986) conducted in Texas found that feral hogs do represent a
reservoir of diseases transmissible to livestock. Hogs harvested in this study tested positive for
PRV, brucellosis, and leptospirosis. Other diseases carried by feral hogs include hog cholera,
tuberculosis, bubonic plague, and anthrax (Beach 1993). A recent study in Oklahoma (Saliki et
al. 1998) found samples also positive for antibodies against porcine parvovirus, swine influenza
and the recently emerged porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome virus (PRRS). WS
could be requested to assist with the collection of blood and tissue samples from feral hogs to
determine the diseases present in feral hogs in lowa and subsequent risks, if any, to the state
livestock industry.

Damage to Crops

Deer damage to agricultural crops represents a serious negative economic impact with farmers.
In 2005 IDNR received 195 deer crop damaged complaints; most instances of deer damage to
crops are handled by the IDNR which may issue crop depredation permits or they could request
WS’ assistance.

Feral hogs have the potential for large scale destruction of crops, hay meadows, and pasture
primarily by rooting and wallowing. Rooting is a common activity and is done year-round in
search of food (Stevens 1996). The feral hog’s rooting and wallowing activities damage pastures
and hay meadows, spoil watering holes and can severely damage riparian habitats. Damage to
crops results both from direct consumption of crop, and feeding related activities (i.e., trampling
and rooting).

Cotton-tailed rabbits are reported to damage orchard trees by gnawing. Trees are badly damaged
or the bark is girdled and trees die when feeding by rabbits and voles is severe. Similar damage
occurs in nurseries which grow landscape ornamentals and shrubs, and WS could be requested to
provide assistance to help reduce crop damage.
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Predation and Livestock

Red fox, gray fox, coyotes, and feral dogs can cause predation losses or injury to livestock (e.g.,
sheep, goats, cattle, pigs, horses) and poultry (e.g., chickens, turkeys, geese ducks). Sheep and
lamb losses from predators in the U.S. totaled 273,000 head and $16.5 million during 1999
(NASS 2000). Coyotes and dogs accounted for 60.7% and 15.1% of these predator losses,
respectively. In 2000, cattle and calf losses from predators in the U.S. totaled 147,000 head and
$51.6 million (NASS 2001). Coyotes and dogs accounted for 64.6% and 17.7% of these predator
losses, respectively. Coyotes were also the most commonly reported predator of goats in the
U.S., accounting for 35.6% of predator losses (NASS 2000). The value of goats lost from all
predators in the U.S. in 1999 was $3.4 million. Cattle and calves are most vulnerable to predation
at calving time and less vulnerable as they get older and larger (Horstman and Gunson 1982).

Feral hogs can also be efficient predators. Calves, kids, lambs, and poultry have been known to
become prey of feral swine (Stevens 1996, Beach 1993) and WS could be requested to provide
assistance to help reduce predation.

1.5.3 Need for Mammal Damage Management to Protect Property

In Towa during FY 2000-2006, mammal damage to property has been reported to WS involving:
white-tailed deer (damage to landscaping), cotton-tailed rabbits (damage to vegetable gardens and
vehicles), raccoons (damage to residential buildings and other property), coyotes (predation on
pets), beaver (damage to property), skunks (damage to landscaping, property), moles (general
property damage), and other mammal species. In addition, the IDNR receives requests from the
public in situations where deer, beaver, coyote and other mammals are causing property damage.

Deer browsing damages and destroys landscaping and ornamental trees, shrubs, and flowers. As
rural areas are developed, deer habitat may actually be enhanced because fertilized lawns,
gardens, and landscape plants serve as high quality sources of food (Swihart et al. 1995).
Furthermore, deer are prolific and adaptable, characteristics that allow them to exploit and
prosper in most suitable habitat near urban areas, including residential areas (Jones and Witham
1990). The succulent nature of many ornamental landscape plants, coupled with high nutrient
contents from fertilizers, offers an attractive food. In addition to browsing pressure, male deer
damage ornamental trees and shrubs from antler rubbing which results in broken limbs and bark
removal. While large trees may survive antler-rubbing damage, smaller trees often die or become
scarred to the point that they are not aesthetically acceptable for landscaping.

Most of the damage caused by beaver is a result of dam building, bank burrowing, tree cutting,
obstructing overflow structures and spillways, or flooding. Some cases of beaver damage include
roads being flooded, reservoir dams being destroyed by bank den burrows, and train derailments
being caused by continued flooding and burrowing (Miller and Yarrow 1994). Housing
developments have been threatened by beaver dam flooding. Some small bridges also have been
destroyed because of beaver dam-building activity. Miller (1983) estimated that the annual
damage by beavers in the U.S. was $75-$100 million. The estimated value of beaver damage is
perhaps greater than that of any other single wildlife species in the U.S. with