DECISION
AND
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: MAMMAL DAMAGE
MANAGEMENT IN MARYLAND AND WASHINGTON D.C.

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Wildlife Services (WS) program completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) on alternatives
for the protection of agricultural resources, natural resources, property, livestock, and public health and
safety from damage and risks associated with mammals in Maryland and Washington D.C. (USDA 2015).
The EA documents the need for action and assesses potential impacts on the human environment of three
alternatives to address that need.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

The EA was made available for review and comment from August 25 to September 25, 2015 through a
Notice of Availability (NOA) published in the Capirol-Gazette and sent to interested parties through the
APHIS stakeholder registry. WS also published this EA on the program website. One comment was
received. Issues stated in the letter and agency responses are provided in Appendix B. All
correspondence on the EA is maintained at the WS State Office, USDA APHIS Wildlife Services, 1568
Whitehall Road, Annapolis, MD 21409.

ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH MAMMAL DAMAGE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES

The EA analyzed a range of management alternatives in context of issues relevant to the scope of the
analysis including:

e Effects on Target Mammal Species

e Effects on Other Wildlife Species, including T&E Species

e Effects of Damage Management Methods on Human Health and Safety

e Humaneness and Animal Welfare Concerns of Methods Used
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Mammal damage or threats of damage can occur statewide wherever those mammal species occur.
However, mammal damage management would only be conducted by WS when requested by a
landowner or manager and only on properties where a cooperative service agreement or other comparable
document was signed between WS and a cooperating entity. Upon receiving a request for assistance,
activities could be conducted on federal, state, tribal, municipal, and private properties. Areas where
damage or threats of damage could occur include, but would not be limited to agricultural fields,
vineyards, orchards, farms, aquaculture facilities, grain mills, grain handling areas, railroad yards, waste
handling facilities, industrial sites, natural resource areas, park lands, and historic sites; state and interstate
highways and roads; property in or adjacent to subdivisions, businesses, and industrial parks; timberlands,
croplands, and pastures; private and public property where burrowing mammals cause damage to
structures, dikes, ditches, ponds, and levees; public and private properties in rural/urban/suburban areas
where mammals cause damage to landscaping and natural resources, property, and are a threat to human
safety through the spread of disease. The areas could also include airports and military airbases where
mammals are a threat to human safety and to property; and areas where mammals negatively affect
wildlife, including T&E species.



DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The following three alternatives were developed to respond to the issues identified in Chapter 2 of the EA
(USDA 2015). A detailed discussion of the effects of the alternatives on the issues is described in the EA
under Chapter 4; below is a summary of the alternatives.

Alternative 1: Continue the Current Adaptive Integrated Mammal Damage Management Program
(No Action/Proposed Action)

The proposed action/no action alternative would continue the current implementation of an adaptive
integrated approach utilizing non-lethal and lethal techniques, as deemed appropriate using the WS
Decision Model, to reduce damage and threats caused by mammals. WS, in consultation with the
Maryland Division Natural Resources (MDNR), would continue to respond to requests for assistance
with, at a minimum, technical assistance, or when funding is available, operational damage management.

The adaptive approach to managing damage associated with mammals would integrate the use of the most
practical and effective methods to resolve a request for damage management as determined by site-
specific evaluation to reduce damage or threats to human safety for each request. City/town managers,
agricultural producers, property owners, and others requesting assistance would be provided information
regarding the use of appropriate non-lethal and lethal techniques. To be most effective, damage
management activities should begin as soon as mammals begin to cause damage. Mammal damage that
has been ongoing can be difficult to resolve using available methods since mammals are conditioned to an
area and are familiar with a particular location. Subsequently, making that area unattractive through the
use of available methods can be difficult to achieve once damage has been ongoing. WS would work
closely with those entities requesting assistance to identify situations where damage could occur and
begin to implement damage management activities under this alternative as early as possible to increase
the likelihood of those methods achieving the level of damage reduction requested by the cooperating
entity.

Under this 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. The take of many of the mammal species native to
Maryland and the District of Columbia or those designated as a game species can only legally occur
through regulated hunting and trapping seasons or through the issuance of a permit or license by the
MDNR or District of Columbia and only at levels specified in the permit.

Alternative 2: Non-lethal Mammal Damage Management Only by WS

Under this alternative, WS would be restricted to only using or recommending non-lethal methods to
resolve damage caused by mammals. Lethal methods could continue to be used under this alternative by
those persons experiencing damage by mammals without involvement by WS. In situations where non-
lethal methods were impractical or ineffective to alleviate damage, WS could refer requests for
information regarding lethal methods to the MDNR, local animal control agencies, or to private
businesses or organizations. Property owners or managers might choose to implement WS” non-lethal
recommendations on their own or with the assistance of WS, implement lethal methods on their own, or
request assistance (nonlethal or lethal) from a private or public entity other than WS. Property
owners/managers frustrated by lack of WS’ assistance with the full range of mammal damage
management techniques may try methods not recommended by WS or use illegal methods (e.g., poisons).



In some cases, property owners or managers may misuse some methods or use some methods in excess of
what is necessary.

Alternative 3: No Mammal Damage Management Conducted by WS

This alternative would preclude any and all activities by WS to reduce threats to human health and safety,
and to alleviate damage to agricultural resources, property, and natural resources. WS would not be
involved with any aspect of mammal damage management. All requests for assistance received by WS to
resolve damage caused by mammals would be referred to the MDNR and/or other private entities.

Despite no involvement by WS in resolving damage and threats associated with mammals, those persons
experiencing damage caused by mammals could continue to resolve damage by employing those methods
legally available since the take of mammals to alleviate damage or threats can occur despite the lack of
involvement by WS. The take of mammals could occur through the issuance of permits by the MDNR or
District of Columbia, when required, and during the hunting or trapping seasons.

CONSISTENCY

Wildlife damage management activities are consistent with work plans, MOU’s, and policies of WS, the
MDNR, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). WS consulted with the MDNR regarding
potential risks to state-listed species proposed in the EA. The MDNR concurred with WS’ determination
that the proposed action would not adversely impact populations of state-listed species.

MONITORING

The WS program will annually review its effects on target mammal species and other species addressed in
the EA to ensure those activities do not impact the viability of wildlife species. In addition, the EA will
be reviewed each year to ensure that the analyses are sufficient.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

No significant cumulative environmental impacts were identified from any of the three alternatives,
including the proposed action. Under the proposed action, the lethal removal of mammals by WS would
not have significant impacts on statewide mammal populations when known sources of mortality were
considered. No risk to public safety was identified when activities were provided and expected by
requesting individuals under Alternative 1 since only trained and experienced personnel would conduct
and/or recommend damage management activities. There would be a slight increased risk to public safety
when persons who reject assistance and recommendations conduct their own activities under Alternative
2 and when no assistance was provided under Alternative 3. However, under all of the alternatives, those
risks would not be to the point that the effects would be significant. The analysis in the EA indicates that
an integrated approach to managing damage and threats caused by mammals would not result in
significant cumulative effects on the quality of the human environment.

DECISION AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have carefully reviewed the EA prepared for this proposal and the input from the public involvement
process. I find the proposed action alternative (Alternative 1) to be environmentally acceptable,
addressing the issues and needs while balancing the environmental concerns of management agencies,
landowners, advocacy groups, and the public. The analysis in the EA adequately addresses the identified
issues, which reasonably confirm that no significant impact, individually or cumulatively, to the quality of
the human environment are likely to occur from the proposed action, nor does the proposed action



constitute a major federal action. Therefore, the analysis in the EA does not warrant the completion of an
EIS.

Based on the analyses in the EA, the need for action and the issues identified are best addressed by
selecting Alternative 1 and applying the associated standard operating procedures. Alternative 1
successfully addresses (1) mammal damage management using a combination of the most effective
methods and does not adversely impact the environment, property, human health and safety, target
species, and/or non-target species, including T&E species; (2) it offers the greatest chance of maximizing
effectiveness and benefits to resource owners and managers; (3) it presents the greatest chance of
maximizing net benefits while minimizing adverse effects to public health and safety; and (4) it offers a
balanced approach to the issue of humaneness when all facets of that issue is considered. Further analysis
would be triggered if changes occur that broaden the scope of damage management activities that affect
the natural or human environment or from the issuance of new environmental regulations. Therefore, it is
my decision to implement the proposed action/no action alternative as described in the EA.

Based on the analyses provided in the EA, there are no indications that the proposed action would have a
significant impact, individually or cumulatively, on the quality of the human environment. I agree with
this conclusion and therefore, find that an EIS should not be prepared. This determination is based on the
following factors:

1. Mammal damage management, as conducted by WS in the state and District of Columbia, is not
regional or national in scope.

2. The proposed action would pose minimal risk to public health and safety. Based on the analyses
in the EA, the methods available would not adversely affect human safety based on their use
patterns and standard operating procedures.

3. There are no unique characteristics such as park lands, prime farm lands, wetlands, wild and
scenic areas, or ecologically critical areas that would be significantly affected. WS’ standard
operating procedures and adherence to applicable laws and regulations would further ensure that
WS’ activities do not harm the environment.

4. The effects on the quality of the human environment are not highly controversial. Although there
may be some opposition to mammal damage management, this action is not highly controversial
in terms of size, nature, or effect,

5. Based on the analysis documented in the EA and the accompanying administrative file, the
effects of the proposed damage management program on the human environment would not be
significant. The effects of the proposed activities are not highly uncertain and do not involve
unique or unknown risks.

6. The proposed action would not establish a precedent for any future action with significant effects.

7. No significant cumulative effects were identified through the assessment. The EA analyzed
cumulative effects on target and non-target species populations and concluded that such impacts
were not significant for this or other anticipated actions to be implemented or planned.

8. The proposed activities would not affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects listed in
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, nor would they likely cause any
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.



9. WS has determined that the proposed program would not affect any federally listed T&E species
currently listed in the state or District of Columbia. In addition, WS has determined that the
proposed activities would not adversely affect state-listed T&E species.

10. The proposed action would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws.

The rationale for this decision is based on several considerations. This decision takes into account public
comments, social/political and economic concemns, public health and safety, and the best available
science. The foremost considerations are that: 1) mammal damage management would only be conducted
by WS at the request of landowners/managers, 2) management actions would be consistent with
applicable laws, regulations, policies and orders, and 3) no significant effects to the environment were
identified in the analysis. As a part of this Decision, the WS program would continue to provide effective
and practical technical assistance and direct management techniques that reduce damage and threats of
damage.

RN ®/alls

Charles S. Brown, Director-Eastern Region Date \
USDA/APHIS/WS
Raleigh, North Carolina
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APPENDIX B
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This Appendix contains issues raised by the public during the comment period for the 2015
Maryland/Washington D.C. mammal damage management EA and the WS response to each of the issues.
Wildlife Services received one comment letter regarding the EA. Issues raised in the letter are numbered
and are written in bold text. The WS response follows each comment and is written in standard text.

1. In contrast to what this management report suggests, Trap-Neuter-Return is the only effective
way to stabilize and lower the population of feral cats. In lieu of continuing unsuccessful
practices, communities that have implemented TNR have seen significant decreases in the feral
cat population, as well as the number of cats and kittens entering shelters.

Trap-Neuter-Return (TNR) programs are often not as successful as desired to reduce immediate threats
posed to wildlife, especially when human safety is a concern (Barrows 2004, Levy and Crawford 2004,
Jessup 2004, Winter 2004, AVMA 2014). Feral animals subjected to a TNR program would continue to
cause the same problems they caused before the TNR program was initiated because of slow attrition.
TNR programs can take a decade or longer to reduce target species populations (Barrows 2004, Winter
2004), especially when acute issues need rapid solutions (Levy and Crawford 2004, Stoskopf and Nutter
2004). Several studies report that target species’ populations often remain stable or increase following
TNR programs due to immigration and reproduction from other members of the groups (Castillo and
Clarke 2003, Levy and Crawford 2004, Winter 2004) with little to no resolution of threats to human
safety or damages (Barrows 2004, Slater 2004, Winter 2004). Another recent study in 2013 stated that
TNR strategies are too costly, do not stop predation of wildlife by cats, and are insignificant in stopping
the spread of diseases by cats; therefore, long-term solutions should consider multiple methods including
euthanasia (Fammworth et al. 2013).

Other concerns arise when considering the legality of TNR programs given the documented damage
caused by target species, especially to native wildlife (Barrows 2004, Levy and Crawford 2004, Jessup
2004). Some people have questioned whether TNR programs are violating the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
and the ESA because released animals may continue to kill migratory birds and/or endangered species
(Barrows 2004, Levy and Crawford 2004, Jessup 2004).

2. Catch-and-kill fails to reduce the population of feral cats because the remaining cats continue to
reproduce.

Theoretically, TNR programs would work if all animals of one sex or both were sterilized. However, the
probability of controlling invasive species in the wild with this technique would not currently be
reasonable, especially with many feral animals being self-sufficient and not reliant on people to survive.
Additionally, some individuals within a population can be trap-shy. Capturing or removing trap-shy
individuals often requires implementing other methods. If all feral cats cannot be captured for euthanasia
as this comment suggests, then it is reasonable to assume that all cats cannot be captured for sterilization,
and therefore, trap-shy cats will continue to reproduce. Wildlife Services proposes an integrated wildlife
damage management approach that utilizes multiple methods to reduce wildlife damage (see section 3.2
of the EA).



3. Public health officials who have studied the particular issues of feral cats find them to be of
little public health concern.

The EA addressed this in section 3.3.4. In addition, the National Association of State Public Health
Veterinarians and the American Veterinarian Medical Associate oppose TNR programs based on health
concerns and threats (AVMA 2014).

4. Feral cats in Trap-Neuter-Return programs are not a rabies risk.

This would be accurate, assuming all TNR programs agreed to provide rabies vaccinations, if all cats
were captured. However, the commenter has already agreed that all cats cannot be captured as they claim
that uncaptured cats continue to reproduce (see comment 2). Wildlife Services agrees with the claim that
all cats are not likely to be captured in any trapping program, and this is the reason for proposing an
integrated approach that utilizes multiple methods to reduce damage.

5. Feral cats live healthy lives outdoors.
This was addressed in section 3.3.4 of the EA. Additionally, Farnworth et al. (2013) found there is little

evidence that clearly demonstrates that TNR improves cat welfare, and that stray cats are susceptible to
shortened lives associated with injury, disease, and malnutrition.



