




























APPENDIX A 
 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: MAMMAL 
DAMAGE MANAGEMENT IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

 
During the public involvement process for the EA, WS received six comment letters.  WS has reviewed 
those comments to identify additional issues, alternatives, and/or concerns that were not addressed in the 
EA.  Those comments received during the public involvement process are summarized below along with 
WS’ response to those comments. 
 
Comment 1 – The EA should include a model of a Memorandum of Understanding that could be 
signed by a landowner and WS 
 
As was stated in the EA, WS would only provide assistance after receiving a request for assistance and 
direct operational assistance would only be provided if a cooperative service agreement, Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU), or another comparable document was signed between WS and the entity 
requesting assistance.  Those documents would outline the roles and responsibilities of WS and the entity 
requesting assistance.  The cooperator requesting assistance would be made aware through a MOU, 
cooperative service agreement, or a similar document that those methods agreed upon could potentially be 
used on property owned or managed by the cooperator.  Therefore, those documents would be unique to 
the request for assistance.  In general, those documents outline the purpose of the agreement, the 
authorities of the participants, and the provisions agreed upon between WS and the cooperating entities.   
 
Comment 2 – The document clearly lays out the alternatives and educates the reader on the issues 
 
WS appreciates the comments regarding the EA.  Chapter 3 of the EA contains the discussion of the 
alternatives that were developed to meet the need for action discussed in Chapter 1 and to address the 
identified issues discussed in Chapter 2.  Alternatives were developed for consideration based on the need 
for action and issues using the WS Decision model (Slate et al. 1992).  The environmental consequences 
of the alternatives occurred in Chapter 4.   
 
Comment 3 – Concerns about WS expanding services and competing with private entities 
 
The commenter expressed concern regarding WS expanding the scope of activities and the impacts 
associated with the perceived expansion, primarily through competition with private entities that address 
wildlife damage in the Commonwealth.  In addition, the commenter expressed concerns about WS 
delving into urban areas to address wildlife damage.  The commenter also referred to the current scope of 
the WS program in Virginia being limited to addressing coyote predation to livestock.   
 
However, the current scope of the WS program in Virginia is not limited to strictly managing damage 
associated with livestock predation caused by coyotes.  As was stated in Chapter 1 of the EA, WS 
continues to receive requests for assistance associated with mammals in the Commonwealth.  The 
purpose of preparing the EA was to evaluate cumulatively the individual projects conducted by WS to 
manage damage and threats associated with mammal species in the Commonwealth.  Cumulative impacts, 
as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1508.7), are impacts to the environment 
that result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such 
other actions.  Because the goal and directives of WS are to provide services when requested, within the 
constraints of available funding and workforce, it is conceivable that additional damage management 
efforts could occur.  Thus, the EA anticipated those additional efforts and the analyses were intended to 
apply to actions that could occur as part of a coordinated program.  Therefore, the EA assisted in 



determining if the proposed cumulative management of mammal damage could have a significant impact 
on the environment for both humans and other organisms based on previous activities conducted and 
based on the anticipation of receiving additional requests for assistance.   
 
WS only provides assistance when requested.  The activities addressed in the EA would not expand the 
scope of services provided by WS since those services have been provided previously, when requested.  
WS’ activities have not been limited to only managing predation risks associated with coyotes in the 
Commonwealth.  WS addressed in the EA the issue associated with mammal damage being managed by 
private nuisance wildlife control agents in Section 2.3.  WS further clarifies interfacing with private 
business and establishing cooperative projects in WS Directive 3.101. 
 
Comment 4 – If a person is not politically connected, WS’ efforts fall short of effective assistance 
 
The amount of assistance provided by WS is not based on the political affiliation of the person requesting 
assistance.  As was stated in the EA, a major goal of the program would be to resolve and prevent 
mammal damages and to reduce threats to human safety when a request for assistance was received by 
WS.  To meet this goal, WS would respond to requests for assistance with, at a minimum, technical 
assistance, or when funding was available, operational damage management under the proposed action 
alternative.  WS would respond to requests for assistance by: 1) taking no action if warranted, 2) 
providing only technical assistance to property owners or managers on actions they could take to reduce 
damages caused by mammals, or 3) provide technical assistance and direct operational assistance to a 
property owner or manager experiencing damage.  Property owners or managers requesting assistance 
would be provided with information regarding the use of effective and practical non-lethal and/or lethal 
techniques under this alternative.  Property owners or managers may choose to implement WS’ 
recommendations on their own (i.e., technical assistance), use contractual services of private businesses, 
use volunteer services of private organizations, use the services of WS (i.e., direct operational assistance), 
take the management action themselves without consulting another private entity or governmental 
agency, or take no action.   
 
Comment 5 – Assistance should not be provided at the expense of the taxpayer 
 
This issue was considered during the development of the EA but was not analyzed in detail for the 
reasons provided in Section 2.3 of the EA.  As stated in the EA, a minimal federal appropriation is 
allotted for the maintenance of a WS program in Virginia.  The remainder of the WS program would 
mostly be fee-based.  Technical assistance would be provided to requesters as part of the federally funded 
activities, but the majority of direct assistance in which WS’ employees perform damage management 
activities would be funded through cooperative service agreements between the requester and WS. 
 
Comment 6 – WS’ personnel would be spread thin in parts of the Commonwealth and could not 
provide effective assistance or effectively attend traps 
 
Under the alternatives addressed in the EA, WS would ensure the need for action associated with 
managing damage would be adequately addressed with appropriate levels of personnel to provide 
effective assistance and to attend traps effectively.  Personnel from WS would be experienced and 
professional in their use of management methods.  Consequently, management methods would be 
implemented in the most humane manner possible and in accordance with WS’ directives and relevant 
laws and regulations. 
 
 
 



Comment 7 – Will WS maintain effective wildlife damage management when faced with pressure 
from animal rights groups 
 
WS is aware of the many viewpoints of the public and stakeholders towards damage management 
activities.  A notice of availability for the EA requesting review and comment on the EA was sent to a 
diverse group of potentially interested parties, including animal welfare and animal rights groups.  To 
ensure input from of a diverse group of stakeholders and the public with an interest in the WS program, 
the National Wildlife Services Advisory Committee (NWSAC) was established.  The NWSAC provides 
guidance from stakeholders (e.g., agriculture, wildlife management, animal welfare, and public health and 
safety interests) to the WS program.  Information regarding the NWSAC can be found at the following 
website http://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife_damage/nwsac.shtml.     
 
Comment 8 – WS should work to deregulate species and methods to allow a landowner to prevent 
damage 
 
As was discussed in the EA, the WS program is the lead federal authority in managing damage associated 
with animals.  WS does not have the authority to manage or regulate the take of species or to regulate the 
use of methods.  Management of wildlife is the responsibility of the VDGIF, including those mammal 
species addressed in the EA.  The VDGIF has authorized the lethal take of wildlife in the Commonwealth 
to alleviate damage.     
 
Comment 9 – It is unnecessary to kill wild animals to resolve damage 
 
An alternative evaluating the use of only non-lethal methods was considered during the development of 
the EA, but was not analyzed in detail for the reasons provided in Section 3.2 of the EA.  Under all the 
alternatives, preference would be given to the use and recommendation of non-lethal methods by WS 
when practical and effective (see WS Directive 2.101).  WS’ employees would use the WS Decision 
Model to determine which methods were practical and effective at reducing damage or threats of damage.  
In some cases, the use of lethal methods could be determined to be the most practical and effective way of 
reducing damage to the level requested.  When lethal methods were determined to be appropriate, WS 
would employ those methods in the most humane way possible that minimizes the stress and pain to the 
animal.  Similarly, when making recommendations for the use of lethal methods, WS would recommend 
those methods be employed in the most humane way possible.     
 
Comment 10 – EA failed to analyze an alternative that would require all non-lethal methods be 
exhausted before using lethal methods to resolve damage; WS should develop standards for 
determining the appropriate use of non-lethal methods for this alternative; proposed action does 
not require the use of non-lethal methods 
 
The comment indicated that WS should have evaluated an alternative whereby “all” non-lethal methods 
available would be employed prior to the use of lethal methods.  However, the comment continues by 
stating that not “all” non-lethal methods would have to be employed under the alternative before lethal 
methods were employed.  An alternative that would employ non-lethal methods before lethal methods 
was considered in the EA but was not analyzed in detail in section 3.2 of the EA.  The proposed action 
alternative is similar to a non-lethal before lethal alternative because WS encourages and considers the 
use of non-lethal methods before lethal methods (see WS Directive 2.101).  Adding a non-lethal before 
lethal alternative and the associated analysis would not add additional information to the analysis for the 
public or decision maker.  WS recognizes that the most effective approach to resolving wildlife damage is 
to use an integrated approach that would employ several damage management methods (non-lethal and/or 
lethal) simultaneously or sequentially.  If the requester had already employed non-lethal methods or if the 
mammals had habituated to scare tactics, repellents, or other non-lethal dispersal techniques, WS would 



not consider continuing to implement those techniques because they had not proven effective in those 
situations.   
 
Comment 11 – EA overlooks or omits recent and topical science findings on new technologies and 
advances in methods, which is reflected by the referral of the EA to the 1994 Programmatic EIS 
and the WS’ Decision Model  
 
The methods available for use under each of the alternatives were discussed in Appendix B of the EA and 
their use was further discussed in Chapter 4 of the EA.  The National Wildlife Research Center (NWRC) 
functions as the research unit of WS by providing scientific information and the development of methods 
for wildlife damage management, which are effective and environmentally responsible.  Research 
biologists with the NWRC work closely with wildlife managers, researchers, and others to develop and 
evaluate methods and techniques for managing wildlife damage.  For example, research biologists from 
the NWRC were involved with developing and evaluating the reproductive inhibitor known under the 
trade name of GonaconTM, which is a newly developed method discussed in the EA for use to manage 
damage associated with white-tailed deer.  Therefore, WS has a dedicated unit for the research and 
development of new methods and incorporates those methods into activities when deemed practical and 
effective using the WS’ Decision Model.  It is the policy of WS to incorporate the Decision Model into 
agency decision-making when evaluating and responding to requests for assistance (see WS Policy 
2.201).    
 
Comment 12 – WS should not “tier-back” to prior environmental impact statements; WS should 
revise the 1994 Programmatic EIS and the WS’ Decision Model  
 
The EA is not tiered to any other environmental impact statements.  As was stated in the EA, individual 
wildlife damage management projects conducted by the WS program could be categorically excluded 
from further analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in accordance with APHIS 
implementing regulations for the NEPA (7 CFR 372.5(c), 60 FR 6000-6003).  However, the purpose of 
the EA was to evaluate cumulatively the individual projects conducted by WS to manage damage and 
threats to agricultural resources, property, natural resources, and threats to humans caused by those 
mammal species identified previously.  This EA will assist in determining if the proposed cumulative 
management of mammal damage could have a significant impact on the environment for both humans 
and other organisms based on previous activities conducted and based on the anticipation of receiving 
additional requests for assistance.  Therefore, the EA provides for a more focused analysis pursuant the 
NEPA to evaluate a full range of alternatives to address local issues.   
 
WS’ personnel receive requests for assistance that encompass a broad range of requests for managing 
wildlife damage.  Some requests for assistance are relative simply with straightforward solutions.  In 
other cases, more challenging solutions may be required to resolve requests for assistance, which could 
require that coordinated and cooperative efforts occur between many parties.  The decision-making 
process must be based on consideration of the specific biologic, sociocultural, economic, physical, and 
other environmental circumstances associated with a specific request for assistance.  When responding to 
requests for assistance, WS’ personnel would use a thought process for evaluating and responding to 
requests using the WS Decision Model (see WS Directive 2.201) that was described by Slate et al. (1992).  
WS’ personnel would evaluate the appropriateness of strategies, and methods would be evaluated for their 
availability (e.g., legal and administrative) and suitability based on biological, economic, environmental, 
and social considerations.  Following the thought process, the methods deemed practical for the situation 
would be developed into a management strategy.  The WS Decision Model is designed to serve as a 
useful management tool and meaningful communication instrument.  Therefore, the Decision Model 
remains applicable to responding to requests for assistance with managing damage associated with 
wildlife. 



 
Comment 13 – EA fails to follow WS’ Directives for holistic and integrated planning 
 
The commenter states the EA fails to follow WS Directives, specifically WS Directive 1.201, Directive 
2.105, and Directive 2.201; however, the commenter provides no specific examples of how the EA fails to 
comply with those directives.  WS Directive 1.201 pertains to the mission and philosophy of the WS 
program.  WS Directive 2.105 addresses an integrated methods approach to addressing wildlife damage.  
WS Directive 2.201 depicts the WS Decision Model. 
 
As stated throughout the EA, WS’ directives define program objectives and provide guidance to WS’ 
personnel when conducting official activities.  Each WS employee is responsible for compliance with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and policies, including the directives of WS.  The mission and philosophy of 
WS (see WS Directive 1.201) was discussed primarily in Chapter 1 of the EA.  The integration of 
methods (see WS Directive 2.105) as part of the alternatives was discussed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of 
the EA.  The use of the WS Decision Model (see WS Directive 2.201) was discussed throughout the EA 
and was specifically addressed in Section 3.1 of the EA.   
 
Comment 14 – The EA lacks a balanced discussion of subjective factors 
 
The commenter states the EA lacks balance in the discussion of subjective factors, particularly those 
factors relating to disease transmission and wildlife damage.  The commenter also states the EA addressed 
the highly subjective elements of aesthetics and humaneness but the EA does not equally discuss the 
perception of people regarding the risks associated with disease transmission and property damage can 
also be subjective.   
 
However, the need for action discussed in Chapter 1 of the EA provides adequate discussion of the 
subjective factors associated with disease risks and wildlife damage (see Section 1.2 of the EA).  For 
example, the EA states “[t]he threshold triggering a request for assistance is often unique to the 
individual person requesting assistance and can be based on many factors (e.g., economic, social, 
aesthetics).  Therefore, what constitutes damage is often unique to the individual person and damage 
occurring to one individual may not be considered damage by another individual.  However, the use of 
the term “damage” is consistently used to describe situations where the individual person has determined 
the losses associated with wildlife is actual damage requiring assistance (i.e., has reached an individual 
threshold).  The term “damage” is most often defined as economic losses to resources or threats to 
human safety; however, “damage” could also be defined as a loss in the aesthetic value of property and 
other situations where the behavior of wildlife is no longer tolerable to an individual person.”   
 
The EA also states in regards to disease threats “...[i]ndividuals 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 transmitted by those animals.  In those types of situations, assistance is 
requested because of a perceived risk to human health or safety associated with wild animals living in 
close association with humans, from animals acting out of character by roving in human-inhabited areas 
during daylight, or from animals showing no fear when humans are present.”  The EA also states “...[i]n 
many circumstances when human health concerns are the primary reason for requesting WS’ assistance 
there may have been no actual cases of transmission of disease to humans by mammals.”  Therefore, the 
EA provides a balanced discussion of subjective factors of concern to the commenter in Chapter 1 of the 
EA. 
 
 
 



Comment 15 – The EA should better clarify and define how to identify when an animal might 
“pose” a threat of damage or a threat to human safety 
 
Generally, WS conducts damage management associated with wildlife only after they have caused 
damage.  However, the imminent threat of damage or loss of resources is often sufficient for individual 
actions to be initiated and the need for damage management is often derived from the specific threats to 
resources.  Individuals of a wildlife species have no intent to cause damage.  They utilize habitats (e.g., 
reproduce, walk, forage) where they can find a niche.  Both sociological and biological carrying 
capacities must be considered when resolving wildlife damage 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.  Those phenomena 
are especially important because they define the sensitivity of a person or community to a wildlife 
species.  For any given damage situation, there are varying thresholds of tolerance exhibited by those 
people directly and indirectly affected by the species and any associated damage.  This damage threshold 
determines the wildlife acceptance capacity.  While the biological carrying capacity of habitat may 
support higher populations of wildlife, in many cases, the wildlife acceptance capacity is lower or has 
been met.  Once the wildlife acceptance capacity is met or exceeded, people begin to implement 
population or damage management to alleviate damage or address threats of damage.   
 
The need for action to manage damage and threats associated with mammals in Virginia arises from 
requests for assistance received by WS.  Requests for assistance with threats posed by mammals are 
primarily associated with threats to human safety and natural resources.  However, as was discussed in the 
EA, threats can also occur to other resources.  For example, preventing damage and reducing threats to 
human safety and to property would be the goal of those cooperators requesting assistance at airports in 
Virginia given that a potential strike can lead to the loss of human life and considerable damage to 
property.  The issue of establishing a loss threshold before implementing lethal methods was considered 
during the preparation of the EA, but was not analyzed in detail for the reasons provided in Section 2.3 of 
the EA. 
  
Comment 16 – No health authority recommends arbitrary lethal removal to control wildlife rabies 
 
As was stated throughout the EA, WS would only conduct activities to resolve damage or threats of 
damage when requested.  In addition, WS would only target those animals causing damage or posing a 
threat of damage.  The EA makes no statements that arbitrary lethal removal would occur to control rabies 
in wildlife nor makes any claim that any health authority advocates the use of large-scale lethal removal 
to control rabies in wildlife.     
 
Comment 17 – Responding to aggressive behavior in mammals is the role of local animal care and 
control agencies, not WS; responding to companion animal issues is not the responsibility of WS 
 
Based on previous requests for assistance, WS could receive requests to provide assistance that originate 
from local animal control agencies.  In those cases, the local animal control agencies would request that 
WS assist with aggressive animals or assist with the capture of feral companion animals.  Addressing 
animals, including aggressive animals and companion animals, occurs within the legal authority of WS.   
 
Comment 18 – The EA should address animal welfare standards as well as animal welfare 
measures, which are generally referred to as animal welfare assessments 
 
The commenter stated the EA should address animal welfare standards and provided several citations that 
discuss animal welfare measures and animal welfare assessments (e.g., Kirkwood et al. 1994, Sharp and 
Saunders 2008, Sharp and Saunders 2011).    



 
The humaneness of methods and animal welfare concerns was an issue addressed in detail throughout the 
EA (see Section 2.2, Section 4.1, and Section 4.2), including standard operating procedures to address 
humaneness and animal welfare (see Section 3.4).  The EA states “...research has not yet progressed to 
the development of objective, quantitative measurements of pain or stress for use in evaluating 
humaneness.”  This statement is also supported by the citations provided by the commenter.  When 
discussing the use of welfare assessments, Sharp and Saunders (2008, 2011) stated “[Kirkwood et al. 
(1994)] warn that the process of allocating a score to reflect the severity of harm to welfare should be 
used with great caution due to a number of difficulties with this approach.”  Sharp and Saunders (2008, 
2011) also stated “[w]ith regard to animal suffering, [Kirkwood et al. (1994)] take the view that that 
although all mammals and birds have the capacity to suffer the unpleasant sensations of pain or stress, 
there is insufficient information to grade this suffering.  Although Sharp and Saunders (2008, 2011) 
attempt to address the use of a humaneness model, they also indicate such a model has several 
disadvantages.  The disadvantages of welfare assessment identified by Sharp and Saunders (2008, 2011) 
include (1) subjective judgments would have to be made due to the lack of objective data relating to 
welfare, (2) a humaneness assessment would only provide a grade instead of providing an absolute 
measure, (3) grades assigned by individual assessors would be based purely on their own subjective 
opinion, and (4) a model cannot provide how the animal actually feels.   
 
Many of the factors and considerations identified by Sharp and Saunders (2008, 2011) for use in 
humaneness models, have been addressed through the establishment of best management practices for 
trapping in the United States (e.g., see International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 1997, 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 2006).  WS recognizes the value and use of the best 
management practices for trapping and utilizes those guidelines as a basis for policy formulation (see WS 
Directive 2.450).  As the EA states “[t]he goal of WS would be to use methods as humanely as possible to 
effectively resolve requests for assistance to reduce damage and threats to human safety.  WS would 
continue to evaluate methods and activities to minimize the pain and suffering of methods addressed when 
attempting to resolve requests for assistance.” 
 
Comment 19 – The EA should provide justification for control and stepwise procedures to follow in 
a comprehensive and holistic wildlife damage management planning process 
 
The standard WS Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992) would be the site-specific procedure for individual 
actions conducted by WS in the Commonwealth (see Chapter 3 of the EA for a description of the 
Decision Model and its application).  Decisions made using the model would be in accordance with WS’ 
directives and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) described in the EA as well as relevant laws and 
regulations.  In section 3.1 of the EA, WS describes the alternatives in detail, including the methods, 
procedures, and recommendations that would be available for use to manage damage caused by mammals 
in Virginia under those alternatives.  The EA further describes the decision-making process used by WS 
when addressing requests for assistance to manage damage caused by mammals.  WS describes strategies 
employed through an integrated approach to addressing damage caused by mammals, including technical 
assistance recommendations, direct operational assistance, educational efforts, and the research and 
development of effective damage management methods.  WS further describes decision-making based on 
community input.  WS would respond to requests for assistance with a site visit or discussion of the 
damage occurring, which would define the extent of the request.  Using the decision model, a damage 
management plan would be implemented to achieve the objective of reducing damage or threats of 
damage.  Therefore, the analysis in the EA evaluates the use of methods as though those methods under 
an alternative would be employed for every request for assistance to evaluate the potential impact 
parameters of those methods being employed together.   
 



Under the proposed action, an evaluation of all available methods occurs, which establishes the maximum 
potential impact parameters if every method available was employed to resolve every request for 
assistance.  Any use combination of methods (either singularly or collectively) would therefore be below 
the analyzed maximum potential impact parameters analyzed in the EA. 
 
WS’ Decision Model would be the implementing mechanism for a damage management program that 
would be adapted to an individual damage situation, which would allow for the broadest range of methods 
to be used to address damage or the threat of damage in the most effective, most efficient, and mostly 
environmentally conscious way available.  When a request for assistance was received to resolve or 
prevent damage caused by mammals, WS would conduct site visits to assess damage or threats, would 
identify the cause of the damage, and would apply the decision model described by Slate et al. (1992) to 
apply methods to resolve or prevent damage using those methods available.  The WS’ process for 
providing assistance is defined by the WS Decision Model under the proposed action in the EA. 
 
Comment 20 – Trap-Neuter-Release programs do not pose the logistical barrier the EA portrays 
 
The commenter claims a trap-neuter-release program would not pose a logistical barrier based on such 
programs routinely trapping and neutering a large volume of animals.  However, the commenter provided 
no specific examples or provided additional information on specific research addressing the logistical 
issues associated with a trap-neuter-release program. 
 
An alternative implementing a trap-neuter-release program for feral cats and feral dogs was addressed in 
Section 3.2 of the EA; however, the alternative was not considered in detail for the reasons provided in 
the EA.  The logistical difficulties of implementing a trap-neuter-release program was one consideration 
when evaluating the likelihood of such a program meeting the need for action addressed in the EA.  In 
many cases, such a program would require animals to be live-captured, transported to animal clinics to 
perform the procedure, and then transported back to the capture site for release, which increases the risks 
to handlers of possible disease transmission and increases the costs associated with such programs.  The 
EA also addresses other considerations of a trap-neuter-release program, including the animals continuing 
to cause damage or posing threats after their release at the site, and the legalities of such programs given 
the growing evidence that feral cats and dogs prey on native wildlife, including migratory birds and 
threatened and endangered species.  For those reasons, in addition to the difficulties with logistics, a trap-
neuter-release alternative was not considered in detail.   
 
Comment 21 – Trap check frequency is vague in the EA 
 
WS complies with all applicable federal, state, and local laws pursuant to WS Directive 2.210.  In 
Virginia, the VDGIF requires all traps to be checked each day and all animals caught must be removed, 
except for completely submerged body-gripping traps.  Submerged body-gripping traps much be checked 
once every 72 hours.  To reflect the trap check policy of the VDGIF, minor edits to the EA have occurred 
in areas discussing the frequency of trap checks.  Changing the text in the EA provides clarification; 
however, the clarification of the trap check frequency does not change the analyses in the EA. 
 
Comment 22 – An EIS should be prepared because impacts may be both beneficial and adverse 
 
The intent in developing the EA was to determine if the alternatives would potentially have significant 
individual and/or cumulative impacts on the quality of the human environment that would warrant the 
preparation of an EIS.  The EA addresses impacts for managing damage and threats to human safety 
associated with mammals in the Commonwealth to analyze individual and cumulative impacts and to 
provide a thorough analysis.  Section 4.1 of the EA analyzes the environmental consequences of each 
alternative in comparison to determine the extent of actual or potential impacts on the issues.  The 



proposed action/no action alternative (Alternative 1) served as the baseline for the analysis and the 
comparison of expected impacts among the alternatives.  Section 4.2 of the EA evaluated the cumulative 
impacts of the proposed action alternative by each of the issues analyzed in detail.  
 
No cumulative adverse effects have been identified from program activities implemented over time based 
on the analyses contained in the EA.  The number of mammals removed by WS has been and would 
continue to be a small component of the statewide populations of those species.  WS’ activities have been 
conducted on a small portion of the land area of the Commonwealth and although a decline in the number 
of those mammal species targeted at a specific location could occur from WS’ activities, those activities 
would not reach a level where populations would be adversely affected from those actions.       
 
The methods described in Appendix B of the EA all have a high level of selectivity and can be employed 
using standard operating procedures to ensure minimal impacts to non-targets species.  Based on the 
methods available to resolve damage and damage threats, WS does not anticipate the number of non-
targets taken to reach a magnitude where declines in those species’ populations would occur.  Therefore, 
take of non-targets would not cumulatively affect the populations of non-target species. 
 
WS has received no reports or documented any adverse effects to human safety from damage 
management activities targeting mammals conducted by WS from FY 2006 through FY 2011.  Personnel 
employing methods would continue to be trained to be proficient in the use of those methods to ensure the 
safety of the applicator and to the public.  Based on the use patterns of methods, those methods would not 
cumulatively affect human safety.  WS employs methods as humanely as possible by applying measures 
to minimize pain and that allow wildlife captured to be addressed in a timely manner to minimize distress.  
Through the establishment of WS’ Directives and standard operating procedures that guide WS in the use 
of methods to address damage, the cumulative effects on the issue of method humaneness would be 
minimal. 
 
Population objectives would continue to be established and enforced by the VDGIF.  Therefore, WS 
would have no direct effect on the status of mammal populations since all take by WS occurs at the 
discretion of the VDGIF.  Since those persons seeking assistance could remove mammals from areas 
where damage was occurring when authorized by the VDGIF, WS’ involvement would have no effect on 
the aesthetic value of those species in the area.  When the take of those species has been authorized by the 
VDGIF to a property owner and/or manager that is experiencing damage caused by those species, the 
removal of those species under that authority would likely occur whether WS was involved with taking 
those individuals or not.  Although responding to requests for assistance could provide benefit to 
requesters by reducing economic losses or reducing the risks of disease transmission, those benefits 
would not reach a magnitude of significance that would warrant the preparation of an EIS based on the 
limited scope of activities proposed.   
 
Comment 23 – An EIS should be prepared because of the degree to which the actions affect public 
health or safety 
 
The potential effects of damage management methods on human health and safety was an issue identified 
during the scoping process for the EA.  This issue was addressed in Section 2.2, Section 3.4, Section 4.1, 
and Section 4.2 of the EA.  As stated previously, WS has not documented or received any reports of 
adverse effects occurring to the public in the Commonwealth from previous damage management 
activities conducted targeting those mammal species addressed in the EA.  Standard Operating Procedures 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA also ensure the safety of the public from those methods used to manage 
damage.  The risks to human safety from the use of non-lethal and lethal methods, when used 
appropriately and by trained personnel, would be considered low. 
 



Comment 24 – An EIS should be prepared because the effects are likely to be highly controversial 
 
The EA was made available to the public for review and comment by a legal notice published in The 
Richmond Times Dispatch, The Virginian Pilot, and The Roanoke Times.  A notice of availability and the 
EA were also made available for public review and comment on the APHIS website at 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife_damage/nepa.shtml.  A letter of availability was also mailed directly 
to agencies, organizations, and individuals with probable interest in mammal damage management in the 
Commonwealth.  WS received six comment letters during the public comment period, with two letters 
expressing support for the activities proposed in the EA.  In addition, the EA was posted on the Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality website from March 21, 2012 through April 19, 2012.  No public 
comments were received in response to that notice.   
 
In addition, the EA was reviewed by the VDGIF, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Marine Resources Commission, the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation, and the Virginia Department of Historic Resources.  None of 
those agencies provided any indications the effects discussed in the EA would be highly controversial.  
Although there may be some opposition to mammal damage management, the actions addressed in the 
EA would not be highly controversial in terms of size, nature, or effect. 
 
Comment 26 - An EIS should be prepared because the effects are highly uncertain or involve 
unique or unknown risks 
 
Section 4.1 of the EA analyzes the environmental consequences of each alternative in comparison to 
determine the extent of actual or potential impacts on the issues.  The analyses in Chapter 4 did not 
identify any effects that were highly uncertain or that involved unique or unknown risks to the human 
environment.  As addressed under Comment 24, the EA was reviewed by the VDGIF, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission, the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, and the Virginia 
Department of Historic Resources.  Those agencies did not provide any indication the effects associated 
with the EA would be highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.  Although there may be some 
opposition to mammal damage management, the public comments received did not identify effects that 
are highly uncertain or involved unique or unknown risks.   
 
Comment 27 - An EIS should be prepared since the action may establish a precedent for future 
actions 
 
The alternatives evaluated during the scoping process for the EA would not set precedent for future 
actions with significant effects nor represent a decision in principle on any future actions.  As stated 
throughout the EA, activities would be monitored and re-evaluated on a regular basis to ensure the 
analyses remained within the scope of the EA.  WS is committed to re-evaluating analyses conducted 
pursuant to the NEPA on a regular basis to ensure those analyses reflect current, proposed, or ongoing 
programs.   
 
Comment 28 – An EIS is required because the action addressed in the EA is related to other actions 
with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts 
 
The potential for cumulative effects was addressed in Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 of the EA.  The EA 
evaluated the cumulative effects of activities over time, along with other known and reasonably 
anticipated and foreseeable effects.  In addition, the EA was reviewed by the VDGIF, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission, the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, and the Virginia 



Department of Historic Resources.  No cumulatively significant effects were identified during their 
review of the EA.  Cumulative effects were addressed previously in response to Comment 22.   
 
Comment 29 – The ecological effects of mammal removal can be significant 
 
The potential effects of activities addressed in the EA on biodiversity in the Commonwealth was an issue 
considered by WS but was not analyzed in detail for the reasons provided in Section 2.3 of the EA.  As 
stated in the EA, WS would only provide assistance under the appropriate alternatives after receiving a 
request to manage damage or threats.  In addition, WS would only target those individuals of a species 
identified as causing damage or posing a threat of damage.  Therefore, the actions taken under the 
alternatives to minimize or eliminate damage would be constrained as to scope, duration, and intensity.  
WS does not attempt to suppress wildlife populations across broad geographical areas at such intensity 
levels for prolonged durations that significant ecological effects would occur.  The goal of WS is not to 
manage wildlife populations but to manage damage caused by specific individuals of a species.  The 
management of wildlife populations in the Commonwealth is the responsibility of the VDGIF and 
activities associated with many of the mammal species addressed in the EA are conducted in coordination 
with the VDGIF.   
 
Often of concern with the use of certain methods is that mammals that were lethally taken would only be 
replaced by other mammals either during the application of those methods (e.g., mammals that relocate 
into the area) or by mammals the following year (e.g., increase in reproduction and survivability that 
could result from less competition).  The ability of an animal population to sustain a certain level of 
removal and to eventually return to pre-management levels demonstrates that limited, localized damage 
management methods have minimal impacts on species’ populations. 
 
For example, studies suggest coyote territories would not remain vacant for very long after the coyotes 
were removed.  Gese (1998) noted that adjacent coyote packs adjusted territorial boundaries following 
social disruption in a neighboring pack, thus allowing for complete occupancy of the area despite removal 
of breeding coyotes.  Blejwas et al. (2002) noted that a replacement pair of coyotes occupied a territory in 
approximately 43 days following the removal of the territorial pair.  Williams et al. (2003) noted that 
temporal genetic variation in coyote populations experiencing high turnover (due to control) indicated 
that “...localized removal effort does not negatively impact effective population size...”.  
 
Comment 30 – The EA does not sufficiently account for the economic benefits of keeping mammals 
on the landscape; the EA should evaluate the cost effectiveness of management methods; WS 
overemphasizes losses caused by predators and minimizes or discounts any benefits 
 
The EA states “...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.”  In addition, 
the effects of the alternatives on the social-cultural elements and economics of the human environment 
was an issue analyzed in detail within the EA.  The EA also evaluated the issue associated with the effects 
of damage management activities on the regulated harvest of mammals in the Commonwealth during 
annual hunting and trapping seasons.     
 
The magnitude of lethal take addressed in the proposed action would be low when compared to the 
mortality of those species from all known sources.  When WS’ proposed take of mammals was included 
as part of the known mortality of those species and compared to the estimated populations, the impact on 
those species’ populations was below the level of removal required to lower population levels.  The 
VDGIF has authority to manage wildlife populations in the Commonwealth.  All take by WS would be 
reported to the VDGIF annually to ensure WS’ take was incorporated into population management 
objectives established for mammal populations.   



 
The cost effectiveness of management methods was identified as an issue during the development of the 
EA, but was not analyzed in detail (see Section 2.3 of the EA).  The Council on Environmental Quality 
does not require a formal, monetized cost benefit analysis to comply with the NEPA.  Consideration of 
this issue is not essential to making a reasoned choice among the alternatives being considered.  However, 
the methods determined to be most effective to reduce damage and threats to human safety caused by 
mammals and that prove to be the most cost effective would receive the greatest application.  As part of 
an integrated approach, evaluation of methods would continually occur to allow for those methods that 
were most effective at resolving damage or threats to be employed under similar circumstance where 
mammals were causing damage or pose a threat.  Additionally, management operations may be 
constrained by cooperator funding and/or objectives and needs. 
 
Comment 31 – EA fails to mention a number of non-lethal methods to prevent predator-livestock 
conflicts 
 
As was discussed in the EA, WS has evaluated the management of livestock predation risks associated 
coyotes, dogs, and red fox in a separate EA (USDA 2002).  Methods associated with alleviating livestock 
predation risks were discussed and evaluated in that EA (USDA 2002).  The analyses in that EA remains 
appropriate for WS’ activities conducted to reduce threats and predation on livestock associated with 
coyotes, feral dogs, and red fox in the Commonwealth.  The analyses in that EA (USDA 2002) was 
discussed in the mammal EA to ensure WS’ activities to address damage associated with coyotes, feral 
dogs, and red fox were evaluated cumulatively.  A cumulative assessment of activities conducted by WS 
allows a complete evaluation to insure those cumulative activities were not sufficient to warrant the 
preparation of an EIS. 
 
Comment 32 – EA fails to consider an alternative that would require 100% cooperator funding for 
lethal take and increased federal funding for non-lethal damage management 
 
Funding for damage management activities would be derived from federal appropriations and through 
cooperative funding.  Activities conducted in the Commonwealth for the management of damage and 
threats to human safety from mammals would be funded through cooperative service agreements with 
individual property owners or managers.  A minimal federal appropriation is allotted for the maintenance 
of a WS program in Virginia.  The remainder of the WS program would mostly be fee-based.  Technical 
assistance would be provided to requesters as part of the federally funded activities, but the majority of 
direct assistance in which WS’ employees perform damage management activities would be funded 
through cooperative service agreements between the requester and WS.  Therefore, nearly all funding for 
direct operational assistance under the proposed action alternative would be derived from those persons 
requesting assistance, including those persons who request the use of lethal methods. 
 
The EA evaluates all available methods, which establishes the maximum potential impact parameters if 
every method available was employed to resolve every request for assistance.  Any use combination of 
methods (either singularly or collectively) would therefore be below the analyzed maximum potential 
impact parameters analyzed in the EA.  In addition, the effects associated with the alternative proposed by 
the commenter would be similar to those analyzed under the proposed action alternative since those same 
methods available to WS under the proposed action alternative would be available under an alternative 
where cooperators funded lethal methods and increased funding occurred for non-lethal methods.   
 
Comment 33 – WS should use only non-lead ammunition  
 
The commenter states that WS should discontinue the use of ammunition containing lead because non-
lead substitutes are available for use.  The commenter states “[a] 2006 survey of over a thousand hunters 



conducted by the Arizona Game and Fish Department found that 60% rated non-lead ammunition 
accuracy as excellent or above average and nearly 75% said they would recommend non-lead 
ammunition to other hunters. (Seng 2006) [sic]”.   
 
Seng (2006) evaluated a program within the Arizona Game and Fish Department that provided free non-
lead ammunition to hunters to support the recovery of the California condor, which is a T&E species 
listed in Arizona but does not occur in Virginia.  As part of that program, Seng (2006) indicated two 
coupons were sent to hunters to redeem for free non-lead ammunition.  One coupon could be redeemed at 
one store for two boxes of non-lead ammunition and the other coupon could be redeemed at a different 
store for two boxes of non-lead ammunition.  In addition, a letter explaining the non-lead ammunition 
program sponsored by the Arizona Game and Fish Department, which would provide free non-lead 
ammunition, was sent to the hunters (Seng 2006).  When the surveys were sent out to those persons 
receiving coupons, the surveys indicated that respondents would be placed into a drawing for two $250 
gift certificates (Seng 2006).  Although most respondents indicated they would use non-lead ammunition 
again, Seng (2006) noted “...especially if ammunition was provided free.”  Seng (2006) did not address 
how the offering of free non-lead ammunition to hunters and the placing of survey respondents into a 
drawing for gift certificates may have influenced the responses of participants.   
 
The commenter also cited preliminary data from a pilot study conduct by Rogers et al. (2009) that 
evaluated lead levels in scavengers around the Yellowstone National Park.  In the pilot study, Rogers et 
al. (2009) indicated that some of the grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) might have elevated blood levels during 
the hunting season in areas around Yellowstone National Park.  However, Rogers et al. (2009) provided 
no direct link that lead fragments from carcasses scavenged by bears were the cause of the elevated lead 
levels found in those bears sampled.  In addition, less than half (46%) of the bears sampled had elevated 
lead levels and Rogers et al. (2009) provided no indication if the lead levels found in samples collected 
were deleterious to the bears.  Rogers et al. (2009) also provided no indication if the samples collected 
before the hunting season and during the hunting season were from the same bears (i.e., the same bear 
was sampled before the hunting season and then again during the hunting season) or if each sample was 
collected from unique bears.  If samples were collected from unique bears, there would be no way of 
determining if those bears sampled during the hunting season that had elevated lead levels also had 
elevated levels when hunting was not occurring.     
 
The issue associated with the use of ammunition containing lead was considered during the development 
of the EA but was not analyzed in detail for the reasons provided in the EA (see Section 2.3).  As was 
discussed in the EA, the risks of lead exposure occur primarily from scavengers ingesting bullet 
fragments from the carcass of wildlife lethally taken using ammunition containing lead.  The retrieval and 
proper disposal of mammal carcasses, pursuant to WS’ Directive 2.515, would greatly reduce the risk of 
scavengers ingesting or being exposed to lead that may be contained within a carcass.  To pose a risk to 
scavengers if a carcass was not retrieved, the carcass would have to be scavenged, the areas of the carcass 
scavenged would have to contain lead fragments, and if lead fragments were ingested, a sufficient level 
would have to be consumed to cause deleterious effects to the scavenger.  Therefore, the risks of lead 
exposure to scavengers would be extremely low and would only occur if a carcass were not retrieved.   
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