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1.0 CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Across the United States, wildlife habitat has been substantially changed as human populations expand and 
land is used for  human needs. At the same time, wildlife populations have been managed for  abundance, and 
many species have expanded their  range and colonized more traditional human habitats. These human uses 
and needs often compete with wildlife which increases the potential for  conflicting human-wildlife 
interactions.  In addition, segments of the public str ive for  protection for  all wildlife; this protection can 
create localized conflicts between human and wildlife activities. The ADC  Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) summar izes the relationship in Amer ican culture of  wildlife values and wildlife damage in 
this way (USDA 1994): 
 

" Wildlife has either positive or negative values, depending on varying human perspectives and 
circumstances . . . Wildlife generally is 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."  

 
USDA/APHIS/Animal Damage Control (ADC) is charged by law with managing a program to reduce 
human/wildlife conflicts, and this Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates ways by which this mandate can 
be car r ied out within the John Day ADC Distr ict (Distr ict) located in eastern Oregon. 
 
ADC is a cooperatively funded and service or iented program. Before any wildlife damage management is 
conducted, Agreements for Control or  ADC Annual Work Plans must be signed by ADC and the land 
owner /administrator .  ADC cooperates with land and wildlife management agencies, as requested, to 
effectively and efficiently resolve wildlife damage problems in compliance with all applicable federal, state 
and local laws.   
 
ADC Program 
 
ADC's mission, developed through its strategic planning process, is twofold.  I ts mission is to: 1) provide 
leadership in wildlife damage management in the protection of Amer ica's agr icultural, industr ial and natural 
resources, and 2) safeguard public health and safety.   This is accomplished through: 
 
 A) training of wildlife damage management professionals; 
 B) development and improvement of strategies to reduce economic losses and threats to humans from 

wildlife; 
 C) collection, evaluation, and dissemination of management information; 
 D) cooperative wildlife damage management programs; 
 E) informing and educating the public on how to reduce wildlife damage and; 
 F) providing data and a source for  limited-use management mater ials and equipment, including pesticides.  
 
 
Purpose 
 
Normally, according to APHIS procedures implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
individual predator  control actions are categor ically excluded (7 CFR 372.5(c), 60 Fed. Reg. 6,000, 6003 
(1995). In order  to evaluate and determine if there may be any potentially significant or  cumulative impacts 
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on planned activities, we have decided to prepare this environmental assessment (EA).  This EA analyzes 
wildlife damage management related to the protection of livestock, poultry and big game from predation, 
protection of human safety as it per tains to dangerous bear  and cougar , and the protection of livestock and 
poultry feeding operations from wildlife on specified pr ivate and public lands in the Distr ict. The area 
encompassed by the Distr ict is over  28 million acres (Keisling 1994); ADC has agreements to conduct wildlife 
damage management on about 9 million acres within the Distr ict, or  32% of the area (MIS 1995).  The 
Distr ict includes federal lands under  the jur isdiction of the U.S. Forest Service (FS), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), National Park Service (NPS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), plus state, 
county and pr ivate lands. 
 
Within the Distr ict, cattle and sheep are permitted to graze on federal lands under  the jur isdiction of the 
Forest Service  and BLM (pr imar ily in Harney, Grant, Crook, Baker , Union, Malheur , Umatilla, and 
Wallowa counties) in spr ing, late summer and fall and some winter  grazing is permitted on BLM lands.  In 
addition, 478 pr ivate livestock owners in Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Malheur , Morrow, Umatilla, and Wallowa 
counties par ticipate in the cooperative ADC program. 
 
Ser ious agr icultural problems caused by star lings and blackbirds in the United States have developed at 
livestock feedlots. Damage has been severe in regions of the semi-ar id West where it is common practice to 
keep rations in open troughs continuously available to beef animals. Here, prefer red star ling and blackbird 
food, such as insects and soft fruits, are largely unavailable for  several months dur ing winter , forcing birds to 
subsist pr imar ily upon livestock rations.  In the John Day ADC Distr ict there are 55 cattle, sheep and poultry 
feeding operations. The ADC program in FY 1994 and 1995 assisted 12 feeding operations in reducing 
damage caused by these birds.  
 
Currently, ADC does not conduct wildlife damage management on Forest Service lands except the Wallowa-
Whitman National Forest for  protection of wildlife and livestock and human health and safety.  None of the 
remaining National Forests (NF) in the Distr ict have an EA for  wildlife damage management. Technical 
assistance is provided to permittees on the forests by ADC as requested. In the past, operational ADC control 
has been provided to permittees on the Ochoco and Umatilla National Forests. This EA constitutes the 
required National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document for  Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management lands in the Distr ict, or  replaces existing USFS or  BLM EAs in place. 
 
The Oregon Depar tment of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has requested ADC to conduct wildlife damage 
management for  the protection of wildlife resources and human safety.  ADC does conduct wildlife damage 
management on two BLM Distr icts (Burns and Vale); these activities are evaluated in an existing BLM EA 
(BLM 1993 - 1993a). The Distr ict also encompasses four  non-cooperating counties (Baker , Crook, Union, and 
Wheeler ) in which wildlife damage problems are managed through county-administered and funded 
programs and/or  pr ivate self-help programs or  by individual cooperative agreements with ADC.   
 
 
1.1 NEED FOR ACTION 
 
1.1.1 Summary of Proposed Action 
 
The proposed action is to implement livestock and wildlife protection in the Distr ict that would expand 
beyond that presently conducted.  Currently, wildlife damage management occurs on federal lands 
administered by the BLM and Forest Service.  ADC proposes to conduct activities, as requested, on Forest 
Service and BLM lands in the Distr ict where livestock permittees have documented wildlife damage. An 
Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) approach would be implemented which would allow use 
of all legal techniques and methods, used singly or  in combination, to meet requestor  needs.  L ivestock 
producers would be provided with information and training regarding the use of effective animal husbandry 
methods, nonlethal and lethal techniques.  Lethal methods used by ADC would include calling and shooting, 
aer ial hunting, trapping and snar ing, M-44s, denning, dogs,  DRC-1339, chemical repellents (Avitrol), and the 
L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC) if approved for  use in Oregon.  Wildlife damage management would be 
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allowed in the Distr ict, when requested, on Forest Service lands, BLM lands, state and county lands where 
there are Annual Work Plans, and pr ivate lands  where there are signed Agreements for Control.  No wildlife 
damage management would be conducted in areas receiving heavy human use, or  those with legal or  policy 
restr ictions.  All management would comply with appropr iate federal, state and local laws.  An ADC Annual 
Work Plan would be developed cooperatively with ODA, ODFW, each National Forest within the Distr ict as 
appropr iate, and BLM Distr icts. Interested Amer ican Indian Tr ibes will be included in the annual work plan 
process. These work plans would be reviewed annually.  See Chapter  3 for  a more detailed descr iption of the 
cur rent program and the proposed action. 
 
 
1.1.2  Need for  Wildlife Damage Management for  Protection of L ivestock and Poultry  
  
Contr ibution of L ivestock to the Economy 
 
Agr iculture makes up more than 28% of Oregon's economy, generating $3.4 billion in farm, ranch and 
fishery production and sales annually.  L ivestock production, pr imar ily cattle, sheep, poultry and hogs is one 
of the pr imary agr icultural industr ies and accounts for  about 22% or  about $748 million of the total farm 
and ranch economy (OAFS 1994-95). 
 
L ivestock production in the Distr ict contr ibutes significantly to the economy and histor ically has been an 
impor tant segment of local economies. About 21% of all sheep and lambs and 51% of all cattle and calves 
produced in Oregon are raised in the eleven cooperating counties in the Distr ict (OAFS 1994-1995).   
L ivestock inventor ies from the eleven counties included about 690,200 head of cattle and calves and 89,000 
sheep and lambs, valued at over  $482 million dollars (OAFS, 1994-1995).  In 1994, OSU repor ted an increase 
in the value of all livestock and poultry sold at market, with livestock production representing over  31% of 
the gross farm product sales in the Distr ict.  Table 1 displays livestock and gross farm sales for  each 
cooperating county (OSU 1993).   
 
Economically, feedlot operations are a vital link between the producer  and consumer. Feedlots provide the 
industry necessary facilities to get livestock to marketable weights and qualities.  Cow/calf producers depend 
heavily on feedlots to take their  animals and continue the necessary growth that can't be achieved 
economically on the open range.  
 

Table 1-1 
 L ivestock Product Sales 
 and 
 Total Gross Farm Sales (Numbers in M illions) 
 John Day ADC Distr ict 1994 
 (Source: Oregon County &  State Agr iculture Estimates) 
 
 

County 
 

L ivestock Products ($) 
 

Total Gross Farm Sales ($) 
 

% Of Total Sales 
 
Gilliam 

 
 $4,228 

 
 $20,071 

 
 21% 

 
Grant 

 
 $13,886 

 
 $26,130 

 
 53% 

 
Harney 

 
 $23,904 

 
 $30,711 

 
 78% 

 
Malheur  

 
 $64,947 

 
 $188,590 

 
 34% 

 
Morrow 

 
 $18,408 

 
 106,908 

 
 17% 

 
Umatilla 

 
 $36,825 

 
 $212,116 

 
 17% 
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Wallowa  $15,782  $33,241  47% 
 
Baker  

 
 $28,967 

 
 $45,959 

 
 63% 

 
 
Crook 

 
 $16,774 

 
 $30,932 

 
 54% 

 
Union 

 
 $9,596 

 
 $50,786 

 
 19% 

 
Wheeler  

 
 $5,046 

 
 $12,044 

 
 4% 

 
TOTAL 

 
 $238,363 

 
 $757,488 

 
 31% 

 
 
Scope of L ivestock Losses 
     
Cattle and calves are most vulnerable to predation (killing, harassment, or  injury resulting in monetary losses 
to the owner) at calving and less vulnerable at other  times of year .  However , sheep and especially lambs, can 
sustain high predation rates throughout the year  (Henne 1977, Nass 1977, 1980, Tigner  and Larson 1977, 
O'Gara et al. 1983, ODFW 1993a, 1993b).  This killing of livestock causes economic hardships to livestock 
owners. In addition, cattle, sheep and poultry feeding operations are extremely vulnerable to attracting large 
concentrations of star lings and blackbirds. Feedlot operators sustain considerable losses from direct feed 
consumption and contamination of feed and water . (Besser , 1967, West, 1968, Ford, 1967).   
 
Without effective wildlife damage management to protect livestock,  predation would be higher  (Nass 1977, 
1980, Howard and Shaw 1978, Howard and Booth 1981, O'Gara et al. 1983).     
  
Many studies have shown that coyotes (Canis latrans) inflict high predation rates on livestock.  Coyotes 
accounted for  93% of all predator -killed lambs and ewes on nine sheep bands in shed lambing operations in 
southern Idaho and did not feed on 25% of the kills (Nass 1977).  Coyotes were also the predominant 
predator  on sheep throughout a Wyoming study and essentially the only predator  in winter  (Tigner  and 
Larson 1977).  Other  predators that cause measurable predation on cattle, calves, sheep and lambs in the 
Distr ict are  black bear  (Euarctos americanus), cougar  (Felis concolor), Red fox (Vulpes  vulpes) and feral or  
free-roaming dogs (Canis familiaris).  Black bear  and cougar  predation on livestock can be severe (NASS 
1991, 1992; ODFW 1993a, 1993b, M IS 1994-95).  The ODFW (1993a, 1993b) repor ted that most bear  and 
cougar  damage  management effor ts are concentrated in the nor theastern and southwestern par t of the State, 
although the problem seems to be increasing statewide. Oregon livestock producers repor ted losses of 13,425 
sheep and lambs to coyotes, and 2,900 head to cougars and black bear  in 1994 (NASS 1994). Dogs are 
responsible for  considerable predation on livestock and wildlife.  The National Agr icultural Statistical Service 
(NASS) (1994) repor ted that 750 adult sheep and 1,250 lambs were killed by dogs in Oregon.    
 
Connolly (1992) determined that only a fraction of the total predation attr ibutable to coyotes is repor ted to or  
confirmed by ADC.  He also stated that based on scientific studies and recent livestock loss surveys from the 
NASS,  ADC only confirms about 19% of the total adult sheep and 23% of the lambs actually killed by 
predators.  In the Distr ict, 17% of the sheep and lambs and 6% of the calves repor ted killed were confirmed 
by ADC Specialists (M IS 1994-95).  ADC Specialists do not attempt to locate every head of livestock repor ted 
by ranchers to be killed by predators, but rather  to ver ify sufficient losses to determine that a problem exists 
that requires management action. 
 
Although it is impossible to accurately determine the amount of livestock saved from predation by ADC, it 
can be estimated.  Scientific studies reveal that in areas without some level of wildlife damage management, 
losses of adult sheep and lambs to predators can be as high as 8.4% and 29.3%, respectively (Henne 1977, 
Munoz 1977, O'Gara et al. 1983).   Conversely, other  studies indicate that sheep and lamb losses are much 
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lower  where wildlife damage management is applied (Nass 1977, Tigner  and Larson 1977, Howard and Shaw 
1978; Howard and Booth 1981).  An Oregon State University study suggests that about 2% of adult sheep, 
4.7% of the lambs and 0.9% of the calves produced in Oregon are typically lost to coyote predation each year  
with standard wildlife damage management being conducted (DeCalesta, 1987). These losses are not evenly 
distr ibuted among producers but are concentrated on ranges where individual predators or  local populations 
learn to deviate from their  natural prey base and learn to recognize domestic livestock as an alternative food 
source. 
 
Pr ior  to 1960, star ling and blackbird populations remained relatively constant. However, the expanding livestock 
feeding industry began exper iencing great economic losses to these birds eating livestock feed and fouling 
additional feed and water  (Ford, 1967). Currently, population estimates for  star lings and blackbirds in the John 
Day Distr ict are unknown.  However , a major ity of feedlots in the Distr ict contain large concentrations of birds 
dur ing the winter  months (ADC, 1996).       
 
There are three major  livestock feeding areas within the Distr ict; 1) the Hermiston-Pendleton area, 2) the Vale-
Ontar io area and 3) the Burns - South Malheur  area from Nyssa to Jordan Valley.  These areas represent a 
feeding capacity of about 200,000 head of livestock and contr ibute the major ity of cattle feedlot operations in 
Oregon (OSU Cooperative Extension Service, 1996).    
 
Loss of L ivestock and Poultry 
 
NASS (1992) repor ted that predators killed 4,275 adult sheep valued at $290,700, 15,500 lambs valued at 
$1,054,000 and 4,500 calves valued at $1,350,000 in Oregon. Substantial livestock losses from predators have also 
been documented in the Distr ict since 1919 (USDA 1919 to 1993).  A typical statement from ear ly repor ts reads: 
 

" Coyotes continue, as in the past by vir tue of their  numbers, to be the most ser ious menace to livestock, 
poultry and game of all the predatory animals in the Distr ict"  (USDA, 1925 Annual Repor t). 
 

In the Distr ict, ver ified losses to all classes of livestock from coyote predation are higher  than the losses caused by 
cougar  and black bear  and other  predators combined.  Coyote predation accounted for  about 83% of the ver ified 
total value of all livestock and poultry lost to predators in the Distr ict in fiscal year  1994, with Malheur  County 
sustaining the highest economic livestock loss, followed by Wallowa and Umatilla counties.  Cougar accounted for  
5.2%, bobcat (Lynx rufus) 1.4%, raccoon (Procyon lotor) 1.4%, black bear  2.6%, dogs 1.1%, red fox (Vulpes 
vulpes) 1.4%, skunks (Mephitis mephitis and Spilogale putorius) 1.1%, raven (Corvus corax) 0.2%, and other 2.6% 
 (M IS 1994).  Table 1-2 is a summary of repor ted livestock killed by predators in 1993 for  the Distr ict.  These 
losses represent 4.3% of the adult sheep, 7.5% of the lambs, 5.2% of the calves, and 1.9% of adult cattle protected 
by ADC in the Distr ict in 1994. 
 
In FY 1993 and 94, ADC personnel ver ified that predators killed 40 adult cattle, 409 calves, 411 adult sheep, 2,542 
lambs, and many other  types of livestock and poultry in the 7 cooperating counties in the Distr ict. The value of 
these losses were $  307,000 (MIS 1994).  In FY 1995, ADC ver ified predators killed 69 adult sheep, 7 adult cattle, 
112 calves, 470 lambs and other  livestock and poultry  valued at $ over  99,000. Table 1-3 shows the number  of 
ADC ver ified livestock killed by predators in FY 1995, by County (M IS, 1995).  
 
Table 1-2 shows that livestock producers repor ted predators killed 480 adult sheep, 1,382 lambs, 1,217 calves, 53 
adult cattle, and several hundred head of poultry and other  livestock in the Distr ict valued at more than $683,000. 
 These losses occurred in spite of cur rent control effor ts by ADC program personnel and producers, who often 
entail substantial indirect costs (Jahnke et al. 1987). Table 1-4 shows the types and numbers of livestock protected 
in the Distr ict dur ing 1993 (MIS 1993). 
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 Table 1-2 
 Number  of Repor ted L ivestock &  Poultry K illed by Predators 
 John Day ADC Distr ict 
 1993 

 
 

 
County 

 
 

 
Lambs 

 
 

 
Sheep 

 
 
  

Cattle 

 
 
  

Calves 
 

 
 
 Value 
 ($) 

 
Gilliam 

 
 22 

 
 9 

 
 0 

 
 54 

 
 $12,900 

 
Grant 

 
 21 

 
 27 

 
 5 

 
 382 

 
 $157,440 

 
Harney 

 
 107 

 
 23 

 
 10 

 
 115 

 
 $64,620 

 
Malheur  

 
 495 

 
 30 

 
 27 

 
 452 

 
 $261,170 

 
Morrow 

 
 183 

 
 61 

 
 0 

 
 1 

 
 $16,295 

 
Umatilla 

 
 215 

 
 158 

 
 3 

 
 26 

 
 $34,510 

 
Wallowa 

 
 339 

 
 172 

 
 8 

 
 187 

 
 $136,080 

 
TOTAL 

 
 1,382 

 
 480 

 
 53 

 
 1,217 

 
 $683,015 

 
 
 
 Table 1-3 
 Number  of Ver ified L ivestock &  Poultry Losses to Predation 
 John Day ADC Distr ict 
 1995 

 
 
  

County 

 
                 
        

Lambs 

 
  
  

Sheep 

 
 
  

Cattle 

 
 
  
Calves 

 
 Poultry 
 &  
 Others 

 
 
 Value 
 ($) 

 
Gilliam 

 
 4 

 
 15 

 
 0.00 

 
 18 

 
 3.00 

 
 $10,980 

 
Grant 

 
 19 

 
 30 

 
 0.00 

 
 10 

 
 134 

 
 $7,500 

 
Harney 

 
 31 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 17 

 
 18 

 
 $7,852 

 
Malheur  

 
 357 

 
 15 

 
 2 

 
 31 

 
 84 

 
 $37,489 

 
Morrow 

 
 11 

 
 1 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 $820 

 
Umatilla 

 
 79 

 
 10 

 
 0 

 
 11 

 
 15 

 
 $8,515 

 
Wallowa 

 
 45 

 
 18 

 
 0 

 
 9 

 
 0 

 
 $9,095 

 
TOTAL 

 
 537 

 
 69 

 
 2 

 
 81 

 
 185 

 
 $82,251 
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Table 1-4 
 Number  of L ivestock Protected &  Value  
 John Day ADC Distr ict 
 1993 

 
 
 
 County 

 
 
 
 Lambs 

 
 
 
 Sheep 

 
 
 
 Cattle 

 
 
 
 Calves 

 
 
 Value 
 ($) 

 
Gilliam 

 
 6,755 

 
 4,155 

 
 10,189 

 
 7,104 

 
 $7,217,595 

 
Grant 

 
 2,170 

 
 1,450 

 
 11,620 

 
 11,488 

 
 $9,431,250 

 
Harney 

 
 4,271 

 
 4,449 

 
 9,821 

 
 8,639 

 
 $7,740,060 

 
Malheur  

 
 12,441 

 
 7,527 

 
 72,897 

 
 44,975 

 
 $45,471,883 

 
Morrow 

 
 12,771 

 
 9,513 

 
 13,565 

 
 12,946 

 
 $11,774,897 

 
Umatilla 

 
 86,699 

 
 23,696 

 
 9,950 

 
 8,832 

 
 $13,764,044 

 
Wallowa 

 
 10,680 

 
 8,967 

 
 32,657 

 
 25,790 

 
 $23,772,283 

 
TOTAL 

 
 135,787 

 
 59,757 

 
 160,699 

 
 119,774 

 
  

 
Total Value 

 
 $8,147,220 

 
 $2,928,093 

 
 $48,209,700 

 
 $59,887,000 

 
 $119,172,010 

 
 
L ivestock Losses on BLM Lands 
 
The pr imary need to conduct wildlife damage management is in Malheur ,  Harney and Crook counties where 
the major ity of BLM grazing occurs. Emphasis is for  livestock protection on pr ivate lands and on grazing 
allotments administered by the BLM. Because of the mobility of and large home ranges of coyotes, it is often 
necessary to conduct WDM on pr ivate lands, adjacent public lands and BLM grazing allotments in order  to 
provide adequate livestock protection. The habitat type predominant throughout much of the BLM-managed 
lands in southeastern Oregon suppor ts the highest population densities of coyotes found in Oregon.  The 
pr imary livestock grazing use of these lands is for  cow-calf production and production of range bands of 
sheep. Most of the livestock grazing occurs in spr ing and ear ly summer. 
 
Most calving and all lambing is done on adjoining pr ivate proper ty and the livestock are turned out to utilize 
public grazing allotments. L ivestock are most vulnerable to predation dur ing and immediately after  calving 
and lambing. Problems with predation can occur  first in areas where sheep and lambs are grazed and 
secondly in pastures where calving takes place. These areas compr ise most of the planned control areas which 
are identified dur ing the annual work planning process. In Harney County, the major ity of livestock loss 
occur  on pr ivate lands adjacent to BLM lands. With the exception of a few bottom-land farms, most ranches 
are bordered by BLM lands. ADC is cur rently author ized to conduct activities on 343,000 acres in the Burns 
BLM Distr ict. L ivestock losses in Harney County in FY 95 repor ted by producers who adjoin BLM lands 
totaled 2 adult sheep, 79 lambs, and 18 calves.  Table 1-4 shows the types, numbers and value of livestock 
protected in Harney County. 
 
In Malhuer  County, the BLM administers about  6,551  square miles.  ADC is cur rently author ized to 
conduct activities on 24 allotments to protect permitted livestock.  In FY 1995 on BLM lands, ADC Specialists 
confirmed that coyotes killed 1 adult sheep, 1 calf and, 235 lambs valued at $ 21,500. Dur ing FY 95, 10 
permittees repor ted an additional 28 calves and 7 lambs killed by coyotes. Approximately 25% of these lamb 
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losses occurred on allotments in the Cottonwood Creek/Tims Peak Wilderness Study Area (WSA).  One 
permittee lost 60 lambs dur ing a 30 day per iod in the Nor th Harper  allotment. This loss occurred despite the 
use of livestock guarding dogs, herders and pyrotechnics to discourage predation. 
 
In Crook County, there are fewer  sheep operations and calving is predominantly on pr ivate lands. In 
addition, there is cur rently no ADC program available so accurate documentation of losses is not available. In 
past  years  producers have used a pr ivate helicopter  company to conduct coyote control in areas of  livestock 
predation.    
 
L ivestock Losses on Forest Service Lands 
 
In 1993, producers repor ted 59 calves, 128 adult sheep and 249 lambs valued at $ 53,210 were killed by 
predators on 7 livestock grazing allotments on the Wallowa-Whitman NF (MIS 1993). In 1994 and 1995, ADC 
personnel did not collect repor ted loss information from permittees, but ver ified that predation did occur . In 
FY 1995, ADC personnel ver ified that  predators killed 10 lambs and one adult sheep.         . 
 
The Umatilla National Forest has documented the highest level of livestock losses due to predation of any 
National Forest in the Distr ict since 1985. This level of  predation is mostly the result of the Umatilla having 
large numbers of range bands of sheep and the steep rugged ter rain that provides excellent habitat for  large 
predators.  Coyote population densities on most National Forests are below most high deser t sagebrush 
densities. Cougar  and bear  populations are stable to increasing in these same areas, causing additional 
predation potential. Wildlife damage management for  livestock protection has not been author ized on the 
Umatilla NF since 1992. Pr ior  to 1992, ADC protected sheep and cattle on the Forest and on pr ivate lands 
adjacent to Forest Service lands.  In 1991, the last year  ADC worked on the Umatilla NF, 3  permittees 
repor ted 64 adult sheep and lambs killed by coyotes. In addition,  cougar  killed 44 sheep and bears killed 16. 
In 1992, the first grazing season with no ADC activities, permittees repor ted 89 sheep killed by coyotes, 75 to 
cougar  and 23 by bear .   No livestock loss data for  1993 -95 are available for  these allotments.  
  
Potential exists for  wildlife damage to occur  on permitted livestock on all forests within the Distr ict.  ADC 
activities on National Forests are commensurate with the type of livestock grazed, time of  year  and location. 
For  example, on the Malheur  NF, most livestock grazing is permitted by cattle that are not vulnerable to 
predation. On the Umatilla, Ochoco and Wallowa-Whitman NF, considerable grazing by sheep range bands 
is permitted on some allotments dur ing ear ly summer through fall. Sheep are vulnerable to predation and 
producers frequently repor t damage and request assistance from ADC.  
 
Losses at L ivestock Feeding Operations 
 
The pest-bird species which are most frequently involved with depredations at livestock feedlots in the 
Distr ict are the star ling (Sturnus vulgaris), Brewer ’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), red-wing blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), and the 
domestic pigeon (Columbia liva).  At var ious times of the year  other  bird species, such as gulls, crows, ravens 
and some water fowl find their  way into feedlots depending upon where the lot is located in the Distr ict. 
   
Assessing the true economic loss that occurs from bird depredations and contamination at feedlots is a 
difficult task. In the Distr ict, the size of feedlots vary considerably, with some encompassing less that one acre 
to others cover ing several hundred acres. Bird populations and species composition can also vary  from year  
to year . Other  factors such as feed ration var iability, natural food availability and weather  play an impor tant 
par t in damage appraisal.  Feedlots are pr ime locations for  the concentration of birds species, especially in the 
fall and winter  months from October  to the middle of March.  Severe cold and snow can contr ibute to large 
concentrations of star lings and blackbirds at feedlots.  Besser , et al. (1968) estimated that star lings at cattle 
feedlots take about half their  diets from feed troughs. Under  severe winter  conditions, star lings will obtain 
food from feedlot troughs exclusively.  
 
Magnitude of loss is directly propor tional to the number  of birds and length of time spent at the lot. Star lings 
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are capable of consuming up to one-third of their  body weight or  about 1 ounce of livestock ration (Besser , et 
al. 1968).  Some authors have attempted to estimate feedlot losses caused by birds, (Besser , DeGrazio and 
Guar ino, 1968). Besser ’s method of measur ing direct economic losses at feedlots incorporated the cur rent cost 
of livestock feed  or  ration with an estimated daily number  of birds feeding at the lot.  The direct loss 
attr ibuted to bird depredation at a typical 2000 animal feedlot in Malheur  County with a 6-month winter ing 
population of 100,000 star ling could be calculated as follows using Besser ’s formula: 
 
Feedlot:    - Average 2,000 cattle per  day. 
Bird population:      - Pre-control estimates October  to March 31, mid-day average of 25,000 star lings. 
Cost of feeding birds: - $ 80.00 (Based on cur rent (1996) costs of livestock feed) 
 
Daily consumption rate of feed: -Star ling= 28.3 g or  1 ounce  

-16 Star lings= 1 lb consumption/day   
-25,000 = 1,563lbs/day (25,000/16) 

 
Cost:     -$ 80/ton x .78( 1,563 lbs/2,000) = $ 62.40  

-per  1000 Star lings = $62.40/day 
-per  25,000 Star lings = $ 1,560.00/day 

 
Projected loss for  the 6-month 
Fall-Winter  per iod  -$ 1,560 x 180 days = $ 280,800 

 
The above calculations use conservative feed costs and do not consider  labor  expenses involved with removing 
contaminated feed from the troughs.  
 
 
1.1.3  Need for  Wildlife Damage Management to Protect Designated Wildlife Species  
 
Revenue der ived from recreation, especially recreation related to wildlife and the outdoors, is  increasingly 
impor tant to the economy of eastern Oregon.  Southwick (1993) estimated the total economic impact from 
deer  hunting in the United States in 1991 to be $16.6 billion.  In Oregon, local economies also benefit from 
these recreational activities.  As a result, the maintenance of  big game populations is impor tant to the ODFW 
which has the responsibility for  managing wildlife for  the benefit of the State of Oregon.  Wildlife damage 
management has been requested by the ODFW to reduce predation to mule deer   (Odocoileus hemionus), 
pronghorn antelope  (Antilocapra americana) and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis)  populations, especially on 
winter  ranges for  deer  and spr ing ranges for  antelope. 
 
Under  cer tain conditions, predators, pr imar ily coyotes, have been documented as having a significant adverse 
impact on deer  and pronghorn antelope populations and this predation is not necessar ily limited to sick or  
infer ior  animals (Pimlott 1970, Bar tush 1978, USDI 1978, Hamlin et al. 1984, Neff et al. 1985).  Connolly 
(1978) reviewed 68 studies of predation on wild ungulate populations and concluded that, in 31 cases, 
predation was a limiting factor .  These cases showed that coyote predation had a significant influence on some 
populations of white-tailed deer  (Odocoileus virginianus), black-tailed deer  (Odocoileus hemionus 
columbianus), pronghorn antelope  and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis).   Mackie et al. (1976) documented 
high winter  losses of mule deer  due to coyote predation in nor th-central Montana and stated that coyotes 
were the cause of most overwinter  deer  mor talities.  Teer  et al. (1991) documented that coyote diets contain 
near ly 90% deer  dur ing May and June.  They concluded from work conducted at the Welder  Wildlife 
Refuge, Texas that coyotes take a large por tion of the fawns each year  dur ing the first few weeks of life.  
Fawn remains were also common in coyote scats (feces) dur ing the first 4 to 8 weeks of life in studies from 
Steele (1969), Cook et al. (1971), Holle (1977), L itvaitis (1978), L itvaitis and Shaw (1980).  Mule deer  fawn 
survival was significantly increased and more consistent inside a predator -free enclosure in Ar izona 
(LeCount 1977, Smith and LeCount 1976).  Hamlin et al. (1984) observed that a minimum of 90% summer 
mor tality of fawns was a result of coyote predation.  Trainer  et al. (1981) repor ted that heavy mor tality of 
mule deer  fawns dur ing ear ly summer and late fall and winter  was limiting the ability of the population to 
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maintain or  increase itself (recruitment).  Their  study concluded that predation, pr imar ily by coyotes, was the 
major  cause for  low fawn crops on Steens Mountain in Oregon.  Other  authors observed that coyotes were 
responsible for  the major ity of fawn mor tality dur ing the first few weeks of life (Knowlton 1964, White 1967).  
 
Guthery and Beasom (1977) demonstrated that after  coyote control, deer  fawn production was 70% greater  
after  the first year , and 43% greater  after  the second year  on their  southern Texas study area.  Another  
Texas study (Beasom 1974a) found that predators were responsible for  74% and 61% of the fawn mor tality 
for  two consecutive years.  Stout (1982) increased deer  production on three areas in Oklahoma by 262%, 
92% and 167% the first summer following coyote damage management, an average increase of 154% for  the 
three areas.  Garner  (1976), Garner  et al. (1976), and Bar tush (1978) found annual losses of deer  fawns in 
Oklahoma to be about 88%, with coyotes responsible for  about 88% to 97% of the mor tality.  Knowlton and 
Stoddar t (1992) reviewed deer  productivity data from the Welder  Wildlife Refuge following coyote reduction. 
 Deer  densities tr ipled compared to those outside the enclosure, but without harvest management, ultimately 
returned to or iginal densities due pr imar ily to malnutr ition and parasitism.  Clear ly, predator  damage 
management can be an impor tant tool in maintaining big game productive and management objectives.  
 
Neff et al. (1985) concluded from radio tracking studies that the major ity of coyotes who hunted pronghorn 
antelope fawns on Anderson Mesa, Ar izona were resident.  This means that most of the depredating coyotes 
were present on the fawning grounds dur ing fawning times.  Jones  (1949) believed that coyote predation was 
the main limiting factor  of pronghorn antelope in Texas.  A six-year  radio telemetry study of pronghorn 
antelope in western Utah showed that 83% of all fawn mor tality was attr ibuted to predators (Beale and 
Smith 1973).  In Ar izona, Ar r ington and Edwards (1951) showed that intensive coyote damage management 
was followed by an increase in pronghorn antelope to the point where antelope were once again huntable, 
whereas on areas without coyote damage management this increase was not noted.  Similar  observations of 
improved pronghorn antelope fawn survival and population increase following damage management have 
been repor ted by Riter  (1941) and Udy (1953).  Major  losses of pronghorn antelope fawns to predators have 
been repor ted from more recent radiotelemetry studies (Beale 1978, Beale and Smith 1973, Barrett 1978, 
Bodie 1978, Von Gunten 1978,  Hailey 1979, and Tucker  and Garner  1980).  Coyote damage management on 
Anderson Mesa, Ar izona increased the herd from 115 animals to 350 in three years, and peaking at 481 
animals in 1971.  After  coyote damage management was discontinued, the pronghorn fawn survival dropped 
to only 14 and 7 fawns per  100 does in 1973 and 1979, respectively.  Initiation of another  coyote damage 
management program began with the reduction of an estimate 22% of the coyote population in 1981, 28% in 
1982, and 29% in 1983.  Pronghorn antelope populations on Anderson Mesa, dur ing 1983, indicated a 
population of 1,008 antelope, exceeding 1,000 animals for  the first time since 1960.  Fawn production 
increased from a low of 7 fawns per  100 does in 1979 to 69 and 67 fawns per  100 does in 1982 and 1983, 
respectively (Neff et al. 1985).  After  a 5-year  study, Neff and Woolsey (1979, 1980) determined that coyote 
predation on pronghorn antelope fawns was the pr imary factor  causing fawn mor tality and low pronghorn 
densities on Anderson Mesa, Ar izona.  Coyote reduction was found to be necessary and cost effective in 
pronghorn antelope management, as shown by Smith et al. (1986).     
 
Predation was the leading cause of pronghorn antelope fawn loss, accounting for  91% of the  mor talities that 
occurred dur ing a 1981-82 study in southeastern Oregon (Trainer  et al. 1983).  Trainer  et al. (1983) also 
noted that most pronghorn antelope fawns were killed by coyotes and that known probable coyote kills 
compr ised 60% of  fawn mor tality.  In addition, a coyote reduction study in southeastern Oregon documented 
that in 1985, 1986 and 1987 an estimated reduction of 24%, 48%, and 58% of the spr ing coyote population in 
the study area resulted in an increase in antelope fawns from 4 fawns/100 does in 1984 to 34, 71, and 84 
fawns/100 does in 1985, 1986, and 1987, respectively (Willis et al. 1993).  
 
All mule deer  winter  ranges within the Distr ict shall be considered as potential for  WDM activities, 
specifically for  coyotes. All concentrated pronghorn antelope fawning areas are also to be considered as 
potential predator  control areas. ADC will incorporate these requests from ODFW on an annual basis dur ing 
the Annual Work Plan process with the BLM and Forest Service.   
 
Factors such as predator  densities, alternate prey densities, weather  conditions, deer  and antelope numbers 
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densities and vulnerability can influence survival and maintenance of young into a population. Based on 
research and exper ience, ODFW has found that coyote damage management can increase deer  and 
pronghorn antelope fawn survival where predation is affecting  the ability of these populations to maintain or  
increase their  densities (recruitment).  I f ODFW's management objectives for  these species are to be met, 
monitor ing and per iodic coyote damage management may be needed.  Under  an existing Cooperative 
Agreement with ADC, ODFW could request predator  damage management for  the protection of mule deer  
and pronghorn antelope.  Predator  damage management would be requested when ODFW determines 
predation is detr imental to management objectives.  Only after  ODFW has made such a determination will 
ADC respond. Should ODFW decide to go forward with a  proposal that involve any BLM Special 
Management Area , it will be conducted in accordance with BLM Handbook H-8550-1 or  BLM Wilderness 
Management Policy, whichever  applies. The factors used by ODFW to determine when to request predator  
damage management to protect mule deer , pronghorn antelope and  bighorn sheep are outlined below: 
 
Mule Deer  
 

. Spr ing recruitment of  less than 30 fawns per  100 adults. 

. Populations below ODFW population management objectives. 
 
Pronghorn Antelope 
 

. Antelope populations fall below the ODFW benchmark levels with a declining trend.   

. Less than 30 fawns per  100 does, dependent on benchmark levels. 
 
Bighorn Sheep 
 
In some cases, individual cougar  have been shown to have significant impact on specific bighorn sheep herds. 
Control measures may  be implemented when ODFW determines significant cougar  depredation on bighorn 
sheep is occurr ing.  Hornocker  (1970) repor ted mountain lion predation to bighorn sheep in Idaho, and Bear  
and Jones (1973) found several examples of lion predation on bighorn sheep in several areas of Colorado. 
 
California bighorn sheep herd ranges have increased dramatically since their  reintroduction to Oregon in 
1954. A costly transplant effor t has re-established bighorns in many areas of their  native ranges.  All cur rent 
herd ranges plus those established in the future will be considered for  conducting predator  control when 
determined by ODFW.  These areas will be descr ibed dur ing the Annual Work Plan process with the BLM 
and Forest Service. 
 
  
1.1.4 Need for  Wildlife Damage Management for  Black Bears and Cougar  Determined to be Dangerous (For  

Public Safety) 
 
ODFW is responsible for  responding to dangerous black bear  and cougar  complaints relating to human safety 
and has entered into and MOU and Cooperative Agreement with ADC to assist them wherever  and whenever  
necessary.  Within the Distr ict, human interactions with bears and cougars could occur  wherever  habitat or  
food sources over lap with human activities.  For  black bear , a species that is difficult to census, ODFW 
estimates that cur rent harvest rates, whether  by hunting, damage management, or  unknown causes, are not 
causing a decline in the bear  population statewide.  Black bear  damage complaints, pr imar ily regarding 
damage to conifers and livestock, continue to increase at a steady rate, which may par tly indicate an 
increasing black bear  population. Human encroachment into black bear  habitat also increases the possibility 
of human-bear  interactions (ODFW 1993a).  Cougar  populations are estimated to be growing by  20%  per  
year  ( ODFW, 1996 Pers. Comm. Craig Ely).  Increasing cougar  observations, road kills and damage 
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complaints over  the last 10 years indicate the statewide cougar  population has increased substantially since 
1980.   
 
When bears or  cougars damage proper ty or  threaten human health and safety, immediate action is taken.  
Normally, ODFW responds to nuisance bear  and cougar  complaints by providing technical assistance and 
advice to individuals or  proper ty owners. When technical assistance does not resolve the bear  problem, 
ODFW attempts to live-trap and relocate the offending animal or  requests ADC to do so.  Other  ODFW 
management alternatives may also be implemented, such as the lengthening of the hunting season and 
increasing the number  of hunting permits in areas exper iencing bear  and cougar  problems. 
 
Relocation of problem animals is the prefer red management strategy, however , success is often dependent on 
the age and sex of the offending animal.  Relocated bears may return to their  or iginal location (Rogers 1986) 
or  create similar  problems in their  new location.  ODFW policies addressing the relocation of black bear  and 
cougar  are: 
 
I f a bear  or  cougar  is a confirmed livestock killer  it is not to be relocated.  I f the animal is determined to be a 
threat to human safety it is not to be relocated.   Any nuisance bear  or  cougar  that is to be relocated is to be at 
the very least ear  tagged.  I t is recommended that the animal be radio collared and monitored regular ly to 
determine the fate of the relocation attempt.  I f a marked animal causes damage a second time, it is to be 
destroyed  (ODFW 1993a, 1993b).  
 
Nuisance or  dangerous bear  interactions with humans do occur  in the Distr ict.  Bears may become dangerous 
when they habituate to urban or  residential locations, recreation areas such as campgrounds and picnic 
areas, or  garbage dumps or  refuse sites where food  is easily obtained.  These bears may become an attraction 
for  local residents and tour ists, posing potential threats to human safety.  In 1995,  ADC responded to 8 
requests for  assistance from ODFW and OSP regarding human safety threat by  bear .  Although rare, cougar  
attacks on humans in the western United States and Canada have increased markedly in the last two decades, 
pr imar ily due to increased cougar  populations and human use of cougar  habitats (Beier , 1992). Cougar  are 
also now colonizing marginal habitats cur rently utilized by humans. Recently, numerous incidents have been 
repor ted to ODFW and ADC. Recently, increasing incidents or  cougar /human interactions have been 
repor ted to ODFW, OSP and ADC. In 1995 25 cougar  were taken associated with human interactions. Of 
those, 7 involved a direct threat to human safety .  No cougar -caused human fatalities have been documented 
in Oregon, but the 2 recent fatal attacks which occurred in California in 1994 and one fatality in 1991 in 
Colorado emphasize the need for  awareness (ODFW, 1996, Craig Ely, personal communication.) 
 
 
1.1.5  ADC OBJECTIVES 
 
The need for  wildlife damage management in the Distr ict helped ADC and ODFW define the management 
objectives for  the Distr ict.  The following objectives were developed by ADC, ODFW and the Inter -Agency 
(IA) Team, dur ing the preparation of this EA.   
 
A.   L ivestock Protection: For  active Cooperative Agreements and Agreements for  Control, ADC's 

objectives are to: 
 
     A-1  Respond to 100% of the requests for  livestock protection with the appropr iate action, using the ADC  Decision Model (             
 
     A-2  Hold lamb losses due to predation to less than 5%/year  in areas with cooperative agreements.  
 
     A-3  Hold adult sheep losses due to predation to less than 3%/year  in areas with cooperative agreements.  
 
     A-4  Hold calf loss due to predation to less than 1%/year  in areas with cooperative agreements.  

 
     A-5  Provide 100% of cooperators and cooperating Federal, state and local agencies with  information on  nonlethal manage          
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          • Within 3 weeks of signing new cooperative agreements. 
 
          • Within 90 days of new information becoming available. 
     
     A-6  Maintain the lethal take of nontarget animals by ADC personnel dur ing damage management to less 
than  

   5% of the total animals taken.  
 

      A-7  Monitor  the implementation of  producer  implemented (nonlethal) techniques. 
        
 
B.  Protection of Mule Deer , Pronghorn Antelope and  Bighorn Sheep:   
 
      B-1  Respond to 100% of ODFW requests to manage wildlife damage from predators for  selected species.     
                
C.  Human Protection From Dangerous Bears and Cougars:  
 
    C-1  Respond to 100% of black bear  and cougar  human safety requests.  
 
 
1.2   RELATIONSHIP OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT TO OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
 
      1.2.1    ADC Programmatic EIS.  ADC has issued a Final EIS on the national APHIS/ADC program (USDA, 

 1994).Per tinent and cur rent information available in the FEIS has been incorporated by reference 
into this EA.  When the Record of Decision (ROD) for  the FEIS is published, this EA will be evaluated for  
consistency with the ROD.  I f  inconsistencies are found, the EA will be supplemented pursuant to NEPA. 

 
      1.2.2    National Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (LAMPS).  The National Forest 

Management  Act(A) requires that each National Forest prepare a Land and Resource Management 
Plan (LRMP) for  guiding long-range management and direction.  A careful review of the LAMPS for  the 
National Forests in the Distr ict found that wildlife damage management was discussed only in the LRMP 
for  the Wallowa-Whitman NF.  

 
      1.2.3   National Forest EAs for  Wildlife Damage Management. The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest has a 

 cur rent EA for  wildlife damage management related to the protection of livestock or  wildlife. The 
Distr ict is not conducting any activities on the Malheur , Umatilla or  Ochoco National Forests, although 
needs may exist.  This EA will replace any existing EAs completed on National Forest System lands, but 
may cite por tions of these EAs as references. Any future wildlife damage management effor ts would be 
conducted according to the decisions made from this EA.   

 
            1.2.4   BLM Resource Management Plans/Environmental Impact Statements (RMP/EISs).  The BLM 

currently uses RMP/EISs to guide management on lands they administer .  RMP/EISs generally replace 
older  land use plans known as management framework plans.  Three eastern Oregon BLM Distr icts 
(Burns, Pr ineville and Vale lie within the John Day ADC Distr ict and either  have or  are cur rently in the 
process of prepar ing final RMP/EISs. 

  
     1.2.5   BLM EAs for  Wildlife Damage Management.  The Vale and Burns BLM Distr ict have EAs for  

wildlife  damage management (BLM 1993).  These EAs address agency responsibilities, guidance and 
restr ictions for  var ious management objectives and land classes. Wildlife damage management will 
continue on these Distr icts in accordance with the 1993 EAs and the ADC Annual Work Plan until 
officially superseded by the final decision from this EA.  Additional NEPA documentation would be 
required to conduct wildlife damage management that is outside the scope of this EA within the Pr ineville 
BLM Distr ict, should the need ar ise in the future.  
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1.3 DECISION TO BE M ADE 
 

Based on agency relationships and legislative mandates, ADC is the lead agency for  this EA, and 
therefore responsible for  the scope, content and decisions made.  As cooperating agencies the Forest 
Service and BLM will provide input and make recommendations to ADC on when and where wildlife 
damage management will be conducted on National Forest System and BLM lands and ensure proposed 
activities are consistent with Forest Plans (LRMP), BLM Resource Management Plans (RMP) and Forest 
Service and BLM policy.  Annual operating plans will be reviewed by the Forest Supervisor  and Distr ict 
Manager  to ensure activities are in compliance with LAMPS and RMPs and terms of the MOUs.  Forest 
Supervisors and Distr ict Managers will provide input and cooperation with ADC in conducting wildlife 
damage management activities. 

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

 
• Should an integrated wildlife damage management program be implemented as proposed ? (the 

" no action"  alternative)? 
 

• I f not, how should ADC fulfill their  legislative mandate and responsibilities in the Distr ict. 
 

• M ight the proposal have significant impacts needing an EIS. 
 
1.4 SCOPE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS 
 

1.4.1 Actions Analyzed.    This EA evaluates wildlife damage management to protect livestock and 
poultry, mule deer , pronghorn antelope and  bighorn sheep predation caused by coyotes, black 
bears, cougars, bobcat, red fox, raccoon, str iped skunk, and common ravens within the Distr ict.   
This EA will also analyze dangerous human encounters with black bears and cougars.  Protection 
of other  agr icultural resources and commodities and other  program activities will be addressed in 
other  NEPA documents.  Cultural and archeological concerns will be considered and addressed in 
this document as they relate to the proposed action. 

 
1.4.2 Counties Not Par t of the Operational ADC Wildlife Damage Management Program.  Baker , 

Crook, Union and Wheeler  Counties do not have Cooperative Agreements with ADC.  Wildlife 
damage management does occur  through pr ivate self-help programs or  by individual cooperative 
agreements with ADC. The proposed action analysis accounts for  the possibility of new agreements 
with cooperators. Should new agreements be made that could have a potential for  significant 
impact on the environment, or  include circumstances not covered in the EA, ADC would reevaluate 
the EA. This EA would be supplemented if necessary.    

 
1.4.3 Amer ican Indian Lands and Tr ibes.  Presently, only the Umatilla Indian Tr ibe has a Cooperative 

Agreement with ADC for  wildlife damage management.  I f other  tr ibes enter  into a Cooperative 
Agreement, this EA will be supplemented by ADC pursuant to NEPA.   

 
1.4.4 Per iod for  Which this EA is Valid.  This EA will remain valid until ADC and other  appropr iate 

agencies determine that new needs for  action or  new alternatives having different environmental 
affects must be analyzed.  At that time, this analysis and document will be supplemented pursuant 
to NEPA.  Review of the EA will be conducted each year  at the time of the annual planning process 
by ADC and each cooperating agency to ensure that the EA is complete and appropr iate. 

 
1.4.5 Site Specificity.  This EA addresses all lands under  Cooperative Agreement, Agreement For  

Control or  ADC Annual Work Plans in the Distr ict.  These lands are under  the jur isdiction of the 
Forest Service, BLM, state, county, and pr ivate ownership.  The EA emphasizes significant issues 
as they relate to specific areas whenever  possible; however , many issues apply wherever  wildlife 
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damage and resulting management occur , and are treated as such.  The standard ADC Decision 
Model (Slate et al. 1992) and ADC Directive 2.105 will be the site-specific procedure for  NEPA 
compliance for  individual actions conducted by ADC in the Distr ict (See Chapter  3 p 3-5 for  the 
ADC Decision Model and its application). 

 
1.4.6 Summary of Public Involvement Effor ts 

 
Issues related to the proposed action were identified dur ing the public involvement process 
conducted with members of the livestock industry, environmental interest groups, the general 
public, Amer ican Indians, BLM and Forest Service resource specialists, and state and  county 
agencies, and other  federal agencies.  The public was notified about the proposed action through a 
public involvement letter  and invited to comment on the Distr ict program.  This letter  was mailed 
on October  20, 1995 to 178 individuals, organizations and agencies, and legal notices were 
published in 9 daily newspapers throughout the Distr ict. 

 
Public responses were documented from 20 letters and telephone calls.  The responses represented 
a wide range of opinions, both suppor ting and opposing the proposal.  Key interest groups were the 
Oregon Natural Resource Council, Predator  Project, Wildlife Damage Review, The Humane 
Society of the US, and the Oregon Sheep Growers Association.  All comments are maintained in the 
administrative file. 

 
A team of resource specialists with exper tise in range management, wildlife biology, wildlife 
damage management, cultural resources and environmental coordination evaluated the issues 
identified in the public involvement process.  Issues determined to be significant and relative to the 
analysis are discussed in Chapter  2 and evaluated in Chapter  4.  Concerns that were not significant 
were not analyzed in detail. 

 
Other  Agency Involvement 

 
To assure that the concerns of other  federal and state agencies have been addressed, the Forest 
Service, BLM, ODFW and ODA were asked to par ticipate on the IA team, and are cooperating 
agencies in the development of the EA.  In addition, the Draft EA was circulated to each National 
Forest in the Distr ict, the Forest Service Regional Office, BLM 's State and Distr ict Offices and 
other  federal agencies within the area of coverage.  Amer ican Indian Tr ibes were provided a copy 
of the Draft EA and asked to review and comment. 

 
 
1.5 AUTHORITY AND COMPLIANCE 
 

1.5.1 Author ity of Federal and State Agencies in Wildlife Damage Management in Oregon 
 

ADC Legislative Mandate 
 

The pr imary statutory author ity for  the ADC program is the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, 
which provides that: 

 
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to conduct such investigations, 
experiments, and tests as he may deem necessary in order to determine, demonstrate, and 
promulgate the best methods of eradication, suppression, or bringing under control on national 
forests and other areas of the public domain as well as on State, Territory or privately owned 
lands of mountain lions, wolves, coyotes, bobcats, prairie dogs, gophers, ground squirrels, 
jackrabbits, brown tree snakes and other animals injurious to agriculture, horticulture, forestry, 
animal husbandry, wild game animals, furbearing animals, and birds, and for the protection of 
stock and other domestic animals through the suppression of rabies and tularemia in predatory 
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or other wild animals; and to conduct campaigns for the destruction or control of such animals. 
 Provided that in carrying out the provisions of this Section, the Secretary of Agriculture may 
cooperate with States, individuals, and public and private agencies, organizations, and 
institutions."  

 
Since 1931, with the changes in societal values, ADC policies and its programs place greater  
emphasis on the par t of the Act discussing " br inging (damage) under  control,"  rather  than 
" eradication"  and " suppression"  of wildlife populations.   In 1988, Congress strengthened the 
legislative mandate of ADC with the Rural Development, Agr iculture, and Related Agencies 
Appropr iations Act.  This Act states, in par t: 

 
    " That hereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, except for urban rodent 

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

 
Under  the revised MOUs with the Forest Service and BLM, APHIS-ADC has the lead-agency 
responsibilities for  preparation of the wildlife damage management plans and any associated 
NEPA documents and decision records. ADC is responsible for  determining the appropr iate 
methods and techniques, including toxicants, for  population management on all lands in 
accordance with applicable State and Federal laws and regulations.  

 
   Oregon Depar tment of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
 

The ODFW has the responsibility to manage all protected and classified wildlife in Oregon, except 
federally listed threatened and endangered (T& E) species, regardless of the land class on which the 
animals are found (Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) 496.012, 496.118).  ODFW is also author ized to 
cooperate with ADC and the ODA for  controlling predatory animals  (ORS 610.020).  Oregon 
State law allows a landowner  or  lawful occupant to take any black bear , cougar , red fox or  bobcat 
that is causing damage without first obtaining a permit from ODFW (ORS 610.105).  The law, 
however , does require the landowner  to notify ODFW of the methods used, and species and 
number  of animals taken. 

 
In Oregon, black bear  and cougar  management is the responsibility of the ODFW.  However , the 
cur rent Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) and Cooperative Agreement between the ODFW 
and ADC author izes ADC to independently respond to livestock damage caused by black bear  and 
cougar .  The ODFW is then notified within 24 hours of any action taken to resolve the problem.  
Generally, either  the ODFW or  ADC receives requests to handle wildlife damage to livestock.  The 
ODFW may choose to ask ADC to respond to the request or  may respond itself.  Under  existing 
agreements, ADC is author ized to respond independently to livestock damage caused by black 
bears and cougar . 
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Oregon Depar tment of Agr iculture (ODA) 
 

Coyotes are not protected in Oregon and are classified as predatory animals under  ORS 610, 
administered by the ODA.  The ODA is also author ized to enter  into Cooperative Agreements with 
ADC and local entities for  controlling coyote damage (ORS 610.010, .015, .020, .025, .030, .032).  
The ODA is responsible for  the issuance of permits for  aer ial hunting  per  the Fish and Wildlife 
Act of 1956, as amended, and for  administer ing a program to reduce damage caused by predatory 
animals (ORS 610.002, .003, .005, .035).   The ODA currently has a MOU, Cooperative Agreement, 
and Annual Work Plan with ADC.  These documents establish a cooperative relationship between 
ADC and ODA, outlines responsibilities, and sets for th annual objectives and goals of each agency 
for  resolving wildlife damage management conflicts in Oregon. 

 
Oregon Statutes - Animal Control Laws 

 
Under  Oregon state law (ORS 609.150 (Animal Control Laws)), any dog found in the act of killing 
or  injur ing livestock may be killed immediately by any person.  In Oregon, dog control is generally 
the responsibility of local governmental agencies.  Local animal control officials or  County Sher iffs 
are responsible for  dealing with dogs that threaten, damage, or  kill  livestock.  ADC policy provides 
for  ADC to assist at the request of local author ities upon approval of the ADC State Director . 

 
 

U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management 
 

The Forest Service and BLM have the responsibility to manage federal lands for  multiple uses 
including  livestock grazing, timber  production, recreation and wildlife habitat, while recognizing 
the state's and APHIS-ADC's author ity to manage wildlife populations.  Both the Forest Service 
and BLM recognize the impor tance of managing wildlife damage on lands and resources under  
their  jur isdiction, as integrated with their  multiple use responsibilities.  For  these reasons, both 
agencies have entered into MOUs with ADC to facilitate a cooperative relationship.  Copies of 
these MOUs are available by contacting the ADC State Director 's Office in Por tland, Oregon. 
 

1.5.2 COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL LAWS.   Several federal laws regulate ADC wildlife damage 
management.  ADC complies with these laws, and consults and cooperates with other  agencies as 
appropr iate.  
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2.0 CHAPTER 2:  ISSUES AND AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Chapter  2 contains a discussion of the issues, including issues that will receive detailed environmental  impacts 
analysis in Chapter  4 (Environmental Consequences), issues that were used to develop mitigation measures and 
standard operating procedures, and issues that will not be considered in detail, with rationale.  Pertinent portions 
of the affected environment will be included in this chapter  in the discussion of issues used to develop mitigation 
measures.  Additional affected environments will be incorporated into the discussion of the environmental impacts 
in Chapter  4 and the descr iption of the cur rent program (the " no action"  alternative) in Chapter  3. 
 
The John Day ADC Distr ict in eastern Oregon is pr imar ily a rural based agr icultural economy located in a  
sparsely populated por tion of the state.  Eleven counties in the distr ict encompass 44,169 square miles (45% of the 
state land mass) with 6% of the state's population at 176,150.  By compar ison, urban Multnomah County where 
Por tland is located has 605,000, or  20% of the statewide population.  For  the most par t, the distr ict compr ises 
small communities, and a mixture of both small and large ranches.  Major  industr ies in the distr ict include 
tour ism, forest products, and agr iculture (Keisling, 1994). 
 
2.1 ISSUES ANALYZED IN DETAIL IN CHAPTER 4 
 

The Interagency Team, consisting of representatives from the lead and cooperating agencies, and the public 
determined the issues to be: 

 
. The potential for  the ADC take of target animals to cause their  populations to decline, when added 

to other  mor tality. 
. Potential for  the incidental take of T& E species, especially the nor thern bald eagle (Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus). 
. Level of kill of nontarget species incidental to ADC wildlife damage management. 
 
  Economic impacts of ADC activities on livestock production and wildlife related activities. 

 
2.2 ISSUES USED TO DEVELOP MITIGATION 
 

2.2.1 Wildlife Damage Management in Special Management Areas on Federal Lands 
 

A number  of different types of areas exist on federal lands within the Distr ict which currently have a 
special designation and/or  require special management consideration.  These include wilderness 
(WAs) or  pr imitive areas (PAs), Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's), research natural areas (RNA's), 
areas of cr itical environmental concern (ACEC's), and wild and scenic r ivers.  Table 2-1 lists those 
areas cur rently designated within the Distr ict.  The special management required for  these different 
areas var ies considerably by designation, land administrator , and are governed by different legal 
mandates.   

 
ADC has conducted some wildlife damage management in special management areas in the past.  
Recreationalists and others interested in special management areas (par ticular ly wilderness) may 
consider  these activities to be an invasion of solitude and that it may adversely affect the aesthetic 
quality of the wilderness exper iences. 

 
ADC wildlife damage management is conducted (and is proposed to continue in the future) only in 
very  limited instances, when and where a specific need is identified, only when allowed under  the 
provisions of the specific wilderness designation, and within those restr ictions as identified by  the 
land managing agency .  ADC activities in special management areas have histor ically been, and 
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are expected to continue to be a minor  par t of the overall ADC program in the Distr ict. As outlined 
in Table 2-1, WDM is proposed in 16 of 214 Special Management Areas. Restr ictions on WDM 
activities in wilderness and wilderness study areas are listed in Chapter  3 under  M itigation. 

 
Special Management Areas  (Table 2-1) 

 
There are dozens of types of special management designations assigned by the var ious federal land 
management agencies to areas identified as special use.  For  the purpose of wildlife damage 
management only the following types of special management areas have designations that need to 
be identified separately from multiple use lands.  These areas are identified in Table 2-1 by 
National Forest or  BLM Distr ict. 

 
WAs - Wilderness or  pr imitive areas are areas that have been designated by Congress to be 
managed for  the preservation of wilderness values.  These areas are cur rently located on lands 
managed by the U.S. Forest Service, and National Park Service. 

 
WSAs - Wilderness Study Areas are areas that are cur rently under  consideration as candidate for  
designation into the wilderness system.  These areas must be approved and designated by Congress 
to be included in the National Wilderness Preservation System.  Until such time that Congress may 
act upon any par ticular  WSA, the area is to be managed so as not to degredate any component that 
would contr ibute to the areas wilderness designation.  These are pr imar ily BLM lands and 
managed in accordance with the BLM's WSA Handbook H-8550-1 in a manner  that does not 
diminish their  wilderness values (BLM, 1987). However , this inter im management does allow for  
continuation of most pr ior  (non-land disturbing) activities and does not preclude wildlife damage 
management. 

 
RNAs - Research Natural Areas are areas that have been identified as containing impor tant or  
unique ecosystems, habitats and organisms.  RNA’s are tracts of land managed to allow natural   
processes to dominate and where natural features are preserved for  research and education. 
RNA’s are a national system and may be associated with any federal land management agency.  
BLM policy does not automatically exclude wildlife damage management within these areas. 

 
ACEC - Areas of Cr itical Environmental Concern are areas that have been identified as containing 
some unique geological formation, ecosystem or  habitat component or  species that is considered 
cr itical to that par ticular  area.  ACEC's are most generally associated with lands managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management.  However , it should be noted that the legal mandate for  designation 
and management for  ACEC's comes from the FLPMA and is considerably different than either  
RNA or  wilderness designations.  FLPMA defines an ACEC as an area " within the public lands 
where special management attention is required (when such areas are developed or  used or  where 
no development is required) to protect and prevent ir reparable damage to impor tant histor ic, 
cultural, or  scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, or  other  natural systems or  processes, or  to 
protect life and safety from natural hazards."   ACEC's can be and are designated for  a wide 
var iety of special management situations ranging from maintaining near  pr istine scenic quality to 
the management of a hazardous waste dump.  ACEC's can be and are often designated for  multiple 
uses. 

   
ACEC designation does not, by itself, preclude wildlife damage management,  instead, the 
individual management prescr iptions developed and presented within a given ACEC management 
plan determine what is allowable.   

 
Wild and Scenic Rivers 

 
None of the areas designated as wild and scenic r ivers have a history of requests for  assistance 



 
 2−3 

involving wildlife damage.  However , with the recent increase in cougar  encounters it is highly 
possible that a human health and safety problem could develop in one of these areas in the near  
future.  These rocky r iver  cor r idors are pr ime cougar  habitat and it is only reasonable to expect a 
conflict in these areas as the cougar  population continues to increase. 
 
OTHER - In addition to these basic categor ies there are a few special management areas that are 
classified other  than by these designations but which are significant to include as other  special 
management areas.  These areas include the Congressionally designated " Hells Canyon National 
Recreational Area"   and highly sensitive watershed areas that are managed specifically to protect 
municipal water  supplies such as the " M ill Creek Watershed" .  Most of these areas are associated 
with the U.S. Forest Service managed lands. 

 
Several areas or  par ts of areas identified may have multiple designations under  different 
categor ies.  For  example: an RNA may be located within a WSA or  an ACEC may be located 
within an RNA.  This duplication of acreage should be noted when trying to identify total averages 
managed as special management areas for  any par ticular  area or  agency.  L ivestock grazing is 
permitted in all WSAs that had permitted grazing at the time the Wilderness Act was passed. 
Other  SMAs may or  may not have permitted grazing, dependent upon the specific management 
plan for  each par ticular  area. 

 
Control methods necessary for  resolving a par ticular  wildlife damage conflict may vary greatly 
depending upon the species involved, the ter rain and the time of the year .  Techniques required to 
resolve a cougar  complaint in a high mountain sheep pasture may involve the use of dogs where the 
most appropr iate technique to resolve a coyote depredation complaint on young calves in the high 
deser t may involve aer ial hunting.   

 
Impacts of conducting wildlife damage activities on any par ticular  special management area vary 
greatly between the var ious agencies involved.  The designation and management cr iter ia of the 
area in question must be considered.  M itigations are necessary to insure that any actions taken 
have no degrading effect upon the components that compromise the uniqueness of any par ticular  
special management area.  Finally, a system is necessary to monitor  the impacts of any par ticular  
action to insure minimum inter ference. 

 
Special Management Areas where ADC would be Author ized 

 
Wildlife damage management is proposed only in limited instances, when and where a specific need 
is identified, only when allowed under  the provisions of the specific wilderness or  other  special 
management designation, and with the concurrence of the land managing agency.  ADC activities 
in proposed special management areas will follow all restr ictions identified in each  Inter im 
Management Policy (IMP) for  that management area. Copies of these IMPs are available at each 
BLM Distr ict Office.  The standard ADC Decision Model, ADC Directive 2.105 and this EA will be 
the site-specific procedure for  NEPA compliance for  individual actions conducted under  this 
analysis.  ADC activities have histor ically been, and should continue to be seldom required and 
limited to the minimum evasive actions necessary.  

 
There are cur rently 214  SMAs compr ising 3,580,039 acres in the Distr ict ( Table 2-1 and 
Appendix B). Calving takes place on 21 SMAs and sheep are grazed on 12 SMAs. Of these 33 
SMAs , livestock damage has been confirmed and/or  repor ted on 16 SMAs and requests for  
assistance received from those permittees. Appendix D identifies those WSAs on all public lands in 
the Distr ict where ADC proposes to conduct restr icted livestock protection activities.  All WDM 
would be completed in most cases within a 30 day per iod and only in those specific areas within the 
SMA where livestock damage has occurred. 
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BLM Special Management Areas 
 

Several WSAs are managed by the Vale BLM Distr ict as par ts of traditional sheep grazing 
allotments. Many of these areas annually exper ience severe depredation by coyotes.  The 
permittees utilizing these area incorporate herders, livestock guarding dogs, propane cannons, 
electronic strobe-siren devices and shooting to discourage predators with varying success.  These 
permittees have consistently documented the most severe depredation levels in the distr ict 
regardless of actions taken by them or  their  herders to discourage predators. Some WSAs, such as 
the Saddle Butte WSA managed by the Vale BLM Distr ict have traditionally been areas where 
depredation by coyotes to newborn and young calves have been documented.  Calves are born on 
adjoining pr ivate lands and are turned out on public grazing allotments where they can exper ience 
damage by resident coyotes. These same coyotes frequently travel from nearby public land and kill 
calves on pr ivate lands where calving takes place. 

 
The Aldr ich Mountain WSA is managed by the Pr ineville BLM Distr ict and is adjoining the 
Murders Creek Wildlife Management Area, operated by Oregon Depar tment of Fish and Wildlife 
as cr itical big game winter  range.  In the past O.D.F.&  W. has requested wildlife damage assistance 
to control coyote depredation for  the protection of winter ing mule deer  populations utilizing the 
area. This area has been identified by O.D.F.&  W. as cr itical deer  winter  range and has been 
occasionally worked in the past to reduce predation by coyotes dur ing severe winter  months.   

 
Appendix B presents the total number  of special management areas administered by the Vale, 
Burns and Pr ineville BLM Distr icts. In these WSAs, wildlife damage management is never  needed 
on the entire area but only in the immediate area of documented damage and for  a specific per iod 
of time. Detailed maps will be developed dur ing the Annual Work Planning process that identifies 
these control areas outlining those restr ictions under  the agency’s Inter im Management Policy. In 
many cases cor rective control actions are needed for  only thir ty days or  less.  Other  than 
emergency wildlife damage management for  the protection of human health and safety in response 
to a highly unusual wildlife/human incident, these are the only special management areas where a 
wildlife damage request for  assistance has been recently documented.  

 
No Wildlife Damage requests have been received recently from any of the RNA's, ACEC's or  Wild 
and Scenic Areas on any BLM Distr ict or  National Forest with the exception of over lapping 
boundar ies of some deer  winter  range or  antelope fawning grounds as identified by O.D.F.&  W. 
Wildlife damage management in these areas would be car r ied out in accordance with the guidelines 
and restr ictions imposed by BLM Handbook H-855-1 (BLM 1987). 

 
The Burns, Vale and Pr ineville BLM Distr icts cur rently have 21 designated and proposed RNA's 
under  inter im management (Table 2-1).  BLM policy does not automatically exclude wildlife 
damage management within these areas, though none has routinely occurred in any of these areas 
in the recent past.  

 
The Vale, Burns and Pr ineville BLM Distr icts cur rently have designated 44 ACEC's (Table 2-1).  
Histor ically, wildlife damage management has not been allowed within these areas because they are 
being managed to allow natural processes to occur . 

 
No ADC activities have been conducted in these areas because of their  special management 
designation.  L imited access, use restr ictions and the inability to conduct WDM in these areas since 
their  special use designation has ser iously impacted ADC’s ability to document recent livestock 
losses from these areas.   
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US Forest Service Lands 
 

The Nor th Fork Umatilla Wilderness managed by the Umatilla National Forest, Walla Walla 
Ranger  Distr ict has traditionally been utilized as a sheep grazing allotment.  Predation in this area 
is an annually recurr ing, well documented problem.  In 1995, one sheep permittee grazed 
approximately two bands of sheep for  30 days or  less on the Nor th Fork Umatilla Wilderness area. 
Because ADC activities have not been conducted in the past, no ver ified losses are available. 
However , the permittee has repor ted livestock killed by predators.  The producer  utilizes herders, 
dogs and shooting to discourage persistent depredating coyotes, cougar  and bear  with var ied 
success however , the ter rain is extremely rough with heavy vegetation along the nor thern slopes. 

 
The Wenaha Tucannon Wilderness area managed by the Umatilla National Forest, Payette Ranger  
Distr ict adjoins a traditional sheep allotment which occasionally can have predator  problems 
which or iginate in the wilderness and have on occasion caused damage to livestock in the adjoining 
allotment.  Wilderness areas occasionally serve to harbor  highly mobile predators such as cougar  
and bear  who return to the sanctuary of the wilderness until they choose to kill again.   

 
USFS Special Management Areas 

 
The John Day Distr ict includes four  different national forests; the Umatilla, Wallowa-  
  Whitman,  Malheur  and  Ochoco.  Wildlife damage management has been conducted 
to some extent on each of these forests within the past few years, with the exception of the Malheur  
NF. Within each of these Forests are several types of special management areas that do not come 
under  the designation of Wilderness Area/Pr imitive Area, Resource Natural Area  (RNA) or  Wild 
and Scenic River .  These are identified in Table 2-1 as Other .  Table 2-1 descr ibes those areas 
where ADC activities are planned. WDM will be conducted in these areas in accordance with 
Forest Service Manuals 2600 and 2300 and Animal Damage Management Handbook GTR-332. 

 
 
  Table 2-1. Special Management Areas within the John Day Distr ict (Appendix B Summary)  

 
Agency 

 
Designated 

Wilderness/Pr im
itive Areas 

 
Wilderness 

Study 
Areas 

 
Research 
Natural 
Areas 

 
Areas of Cr itical 

Environ. 
Concern 

 
Wild and 

Scenic 
Rivers 

 
Other  
Areas 

 
 WDM 
Propose
d 

 
Total 

Acreage  

 
BLM Vale Distr ict 

 
 0 

 
 33 

 
 4 

 
 8 

 
 1 

 
 0 

 
 10 

 
 1,202,723 

 
BLM Burns 
Distr ict 

 
 0 

 
 22 

 
 12 

 
 20 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 3 

 
 1,235,641 

 
BLM Pr ineville 
Distr ict 

 
 0 

 
 17 

 
 5 

 
 14 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 219,415 

 
Wallowa/Whitman 
NF  

 
 4 

 
 0 

 
 21 

 
 0 

 
 10 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 657,059 

 
Malheur NF  

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 5 

 
 0 

 
 2 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 96,936 

 
Ochoco NF 

 
 3 

 
 0 

 
 5 

 
 0 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 46,999 

 
Umatilla NF 

 
 3 

 
 0 

 
 6 

 
 0 

 
 3 

 
 3 

 
 3 

 
 243,377 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Totals 

 
 12 

 
 72 

 
 58 

 
 42 

 
 18 

 
 7 

 
 16 

 
 3,558,215 
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2.2.2 Humaneness of methods used by ADC  
 

Animal welfare organizations are concerned that some methods used to manage wildlife damage 
expose animals to unnecessary pain and suffer ing. Keller t (1980) in a survey of Amer ican attitudes 
towards animals related that 58% of his respondents, " care more about the suffer ing of individual 
animals... " than they do about species population levels" . Research suggests that with some 
methods, such as restraint in leghold traps, changes in the blood chemistry of trapped animals 
indicate " stress" .  Blood measurements indicated similar  changes in foxes that had been chased by 
dogs for  about 5 minutes as those restrained in traps (USDA, 1994). However , such research has 
not yet progressed to the development of objective, quantitative measurements of pain or  stress for  
use in evaluating humaneness.  

 
Schmidt (1989) indicated that ver tebrate pest control activities in the name of societal benefits 
could be compatible with animal welfare concerns, if " the reduction of pain, suffer ing, and 
unnecessary death is incorporated in the decision making process" . 

 
Pain and suffer ing as it relates to a review of cur rently used ADC control methods to capture 
wildlife, is both a professional and lay point of arbitration. Wildlife managers and the general 
public would both be better  served to recognize the complexity of defining suffer ing, since " neither  
medical or  veter inary cur r icula explicitly address suffer ing or  its relief"  (CDFG, 1991). 

 
Suffer ing has been descr ibed as a " highly unpleasant emotional response usually associated with 
pain and distress" . However , suffer ing " can occur  without pain" , and " pain can occur  without 
suffer ing"  (AMVA, 1987). Because suffer ing car r ies with it the implication of a time frame, a case 
could be made for  " little or  no suffer ing where death comes immediately"  (CDFG, 1991), such as 
ADC lethal control techniques of shooting, M-44 sodium cyanide devices, Conibear  traps, snares or  
live traps. 

 
Defining pain as a component in humaneness of ADC methods appears to be a greater  challenge 
than that of suffer ing.  Pain obviously occurs in animals. Altered physiological and behavioral 
observations can be an indicator  of pain, and identifying the causes that elicit pain responses in 
humans would " probably be causes for  pain in other  animals (AMVA, 1987). However , the degree 
of pain exper ienced by individual animals probably ranges from little or  no pain to significant pain 
(CDFG, 1991). Some ADC control methods such as leghold traps and body snares, may thus cause 
varying degrees of pain in different animal species for  varying time frames. At what point pain 
diminishes or  stops under  these types of restraint has not been measured by the scientific 
community. Wounding of animals can cause pain under  var ious legal methods of take. 

     
Humaneness, as perceived by the livestock industry and pet owners, requires that domestic animals 
be protected from predators because humans have bred the natural defense capabilities out of 
domestic animals. I t has been argued that people have a moral obligation to protect these animals 
from predators (USDA, 1994).  

 
The issue of humaneness is largely a matter  of perception. Many wildlife populations that ADC 
deals with have remained stable with or  without ADC's influence. M illions of animals die each year  
regardless of wildlife damage control activities. Suffer ing of wildlife and the humaneness issue 
cannot be eliminated or  limited by stopping wildlife damage control activities (USDA, 1994). 

 
ADC has improved the selectivity of management devices through research and development of 
pan tension devices, break-away snares, and the L ivestock Protection Collar .  Research is 
continuing to br ing new findings and products into practical use.  ADC personnel in the Distr ict 
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are exper ienced and professional in their  use of management methods so that they are as humane 
as possible. M itigation measures/standard operating procedures used to maximizing humaneness 
are listed in Chapter  3. 

 
2.2.3 The public's concern about use of chemicals 

 
Much of the public concern over  the use of WDM chemicals is based on er roneous perceptions that 
ADC uses nonselective, outdated chemical methodologies. Currently, the use of toxicants by ADC 
in all instances is regulated by the EPA through the FIFRA,  by MOUs with other  agencies, and by 
ADC Directives.  Based on a thorough Risk Assessment, APHIS concluded that, when ADC 
program chemicals are used in accordance with label directions, they are selective to target 
individuals or  populations, and such use has negligible impacts on the environment (USDA 1994). 

 
2.2.4 State Histor ic Preservation/Amer ican Indian Concerns 

 
2.2.4.1 Cultural Resources 

 
The National Histor ic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires federal agencies to 
evaluate the effects of any federal under taking on cultural resources and to consult with 
appropr iate Amer ican Indian Tr ibes to determine whether  they have concerns for  cultural 
proper ties in areas of these federal under takings.  The Native Amer ican Graves and 
Repatr iation Act of 1990 provides for  protection of Amer ican Indian bur ials and establishes 
procedures for  notifying Tr ibes of any new discover ies.  Senate Bill 61, signed in 1992, sets 
similar  requirements for  bur ial protection and Tr ibal notification with respect to Amer ican 
Indian bur ials discovered on state and pr ivate lands. 
 
Animals are considered power ful and can thus help or  hinder  a person's ability to progress 
through life. Thus animals constitute a major  class of spir its for  Amer ican Indians (Fowler , 
1986.) Native wildlife, plants and a  concern for  the environment were identified as 
impor tant Amer ican Indian issues for  this EA . In consideration of these Amer ican Indian 
interests, the ADC program solicited input from the following Tr ibes within the Distr ict: 

 
The Burns Paiute Reservation 
The Confederated Tr ibes of the Warms Spr ings Reservation of Oregon 
The Confederated Tr ibes of the Umatilla Reservation of Oregon    

 
Each Tr ibe was requested to identify special interest areas, cultural sites, and impor tant 
resource uses that they are of concern relating to the proposed ADC program. Only the 
Burns Paiute Tr ibe responded to the initial scoping letter . The Tr ibe is concerned with 
protecting wildlife, plants and cultural mater ials and sites. Potential ground disturbance 
activities were not specifically identified.  Subsequent letters requesting tr ibal contacts were 
sent to each tr ibe immediately pr ior  to receiving the draft.  
 
Concurrence relative to the propose action has been requested  from the Oregon State 
Histor ic Preservation Advisory Committee on compliance with the National Histor ical 
Preservation Act. In most cases, wildlife damage management has little potential to cause 
adverse effects to sensitive cultural resources.  The areas where wildlife damage 
management would be conducted are small and pose minimal ground disturbance. There 
were no areas identified by the tr ibes which contained highly sensitive cultural resource 
areas. M itigation measures developed to avoid impacts to these sites are listed in Chapter  3.  

 
2.3 ISSUES NOT CONSIDERED IN DETAIL WITH RATIONALE 
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2.3.1 ADC's impact on Biodiversity 
 

No ADC wildlife damage management is conducted to eradicate a wildlife population.  ADC 
operates in accordance with international, federal and state laws and regulations enacted to ensure 
species viability.  Any reduction of a local population or  group would be temporary because 
migration from adjacent areas or  reproduction would soon replace the animals removed.  The 
impacts of the cur rent ADC program on Biodiversity are not significant nationwide, statewide, or  
in the Distr ict (USDA 1994).  The ADC take is a small propor tion of the total population as 
analyzed in Chapter  4.  

 
2.3.2 Threshold of Loss and L ivestock losses are a cost of doing business  

 
Concern was raised dur ing public involvement that ADC should not conduct wildlife damage 
management until economic losses became unacceptable.  Although some losses of livestock and 
poultry can be expected and tolerated by livestock producers, ADC has the legal mandate to 
respond to requests for  wildlife damage management, and it is program policy to aid each 
requester  to minimize losses.  ADC uses the Decision Model discussed in Chapter  3 to determine an 
appropr iate strategy. 

 
In the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, et al. vs. Hugh Thompson, Forest Supervisor  for  the 
Dixie NF, et al., the United States Distr ict Cour t of Utah denied plaintiffs'  motion for  preliminary 
injunction.  In par t the cour t found that a forest supervisor  need only show that damage from 
predators is threatened, to establish a need for  wildlife damage management (Civil No. 92-C-0052A 
January 20, 1993). 

 
2.3.3 Public Land Management Issues  

 
Dur ing public involvement, several people responded that they were opposed to predator  control 
on public lands and public land grazing. The Animal Damage Control Act of 1931 author izes ADC 
to conduct predator  control and other  wildlife damage management activities on public land. This 
issue is discussed in detail in this EA. The issue of public lands grazing is outside the scope of this 
EA as it falls under  the jur isdiction of other  Federal agencies.  This EA is directed at requested 
wildlife damage management as implemented by ADC in the Distr ict to protect livestock, wildlife, 
and human safety. 

 
2.3.4 Objectives are not reasonable 

 
Dur ing public involvement, an individual questioned the reasonableness of the objectives 
established for  the Distr ict.  ADC has the author ity and responsibility to set program objectives for  
meeting its mandate and to monitor  the effectiveness in achieving those objectives.  Setting 
objectives is par t of a good planning process and sets goals for  the organization.  ADC believes that 
the objectives established are per tinent to their  responsibility and mandate. Each objective will be 
evaluated on an annual basis dur ing the Annual Work Planning process. 

 
2.3.5 Problem wildlife should be relocated 

 
Dur ing public involvement, an individual stated that all problem animals captured should be 
relocated and not killed.  In some situations, it is beneficial to translocate wildlife. Translocation of 
wild animals is not a biologically sound practice in most situations. ADC believes that any decision 
to relocate wild animals should be based on biological, ecological, economic and social 
considerations.  Any decision to relocate a problem animal(s) will be conducted in consultation 
with the ODFW, and if necessary, the  USFWS. ADC believes that translocation may initiate 
problems with liability to ADC if the translocated animal causes future damage or  transmits a 
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zoonotic disease. In addition, The Amer ican veter inary Medical Association, the National 
Association of State Public Health Veter inar ians, and the Council of State and Terr itor ial 
Epidemiologist oppose relocation of mammals because of the r isk of disease transmission among 
wild mammals (especially raccoons, skunks and foxes).     
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3.0 CHAPTER 3: ALTERNATIVES  
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 

This chapter  consists of four  par ts: 1) an introduction, 2) descr iption of alternatives considered and 
analyzed in detail including the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), with an option for  alternative one or  
two, 3) a descr iption of alternatives considered, but eliminated from detailed study, and 4) a discussion 
of mitigating measures and Standard Operating Procedures.  Five alternatives and one option were 
recognized, developed, and analyzed in detail by the IA Team (ADC, BLM, Forest Service, ODFW, 
ODA); five alternatives were considered but not analyzed in detail with suppor ting rationale.  The five 
alternatives and option analyzed in detail are: 

 
1) Alternative 1 - Continue the Current John Day ADC Distr ict Program: (No Action).  This 

alternative consists of the cur rent program of technical assistance and operational Integrated 
Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) (ADC Directive 2.105) by ADC on Forest Service, BLM, 
state, county and pr ivate lands under  Cooperative Agreement, Agreement for  Control, and 
Annual Work Plans with ADC.  The cur rent program direction is pr imar ily for  the protection of 
livestock from predation with minimal effor ts expended to protect wildlife resources. Protection 
of human health and safety from black bears and cougars is at the request of ODFW.     

 
2) Alternative 2 - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management on All Land Classes as requested: 

(Proposed Action). 
 

3) Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program.  This alternative would require that 
livestock owners conduct non-lethal control before the initiation of lethal control. 

 
4) Alternative 4 - Technical Assistance Only. Under  this alternative, ADC would not conduct 

operational WDM in the Distr ict.  The entire program would consist of only technical assistance. 
 

5) Alternative 5 - No Federal ADC Program in the Distr ict.  This alternative would terminate the 
federal ADC program for  wildlife damage management on the John Day ADC Distr ict. 

 
6) L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC) Option to Alternatives 1 and 2  The LPC is registered by EPA 

for  producer  or  ADC use nationwide.  Before the LPC can be used in Oregon, ADC must receive 
approval from the ODA.  ADC has applied to the ODA for  approval to use the LPC.  I f the LPC 
is approved for  use, it could be incorporated into the IWDM program for  either   Alternative 1 or  
2, if selected.  Use of the LPC is evaluated separately in this EA. 

 
3.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 

3.2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - Current John Day ADC Distr ict Program: (No Action) 
             

The No Action alternative is a procedural NEPA requirement (40 CFR 1502.14(d) and  is a 
viable and reasonable alternative that could be selected. I t will serve as a baseline for  compar ison 
with the other  alternatives.  The No Action Alternative, as defined here, is consistent with CEQ's 
definition (CEQ 1981). 

 
Overview 

 
The No Action alternative would continue the cur rent ADC IWDM program in the Distr ict.  The 
cur rent program is a collection of cooperative programs with other  federal, state and local 
agencies, and pr ivate individuals and associations to protect livestock, poultry and human safety 
(descr ibed in Chapter  1).  The Distr ict conducts technical assistance, and preventive (in response to 
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histor ical loss) and cor rective (in response to cur rent loss or  hazard) operational wildlife damage 
management on Forest Service,  BLM, state, county and pr ivate lands under  MOU, Cooperative 
Agreements or  Agreement for  Control (Maps of pr ivate and BLM lands worked are available for  
public review at the John Day ADC Distr ict office and all Distr ict BLM offices). All wildlife 
damage management is based on interagency relationships, which require close coordination and 
cooperation because of over lapping author ities and legal mandates. 

 
On federal lands, ADC Annual Work Plans descr ibe the wildlife damage management that would 
occur .  Dur ing the ADC annual planning process with Forest Service, BLM, ODFW, and ODA, 
plans and maps are prepared which descr ibe and delineate where wildlife damage management 
will be conducted and which methods will be used.  Before management is conducted on pr ivate 
lands, Agreements For Control on Private Property are signed with the landowner  or  administrator  
that descr ibe the methods to be used and the species to be managed.  Management is directed 
toward localized problem predator  populations or  groups and/or  individual offending animals, 
depending on the circumstances. 

 
In  Crook, Union and Wheeler , counties, which do not have Cooperative Agreements  with ADC, 
ADC personnel provide technical assistance and limited direct control activities  to livestock 
producers when requested.  L imited technical assistance is provided in Baker  County because the 
county conducts its own wildlife damage management program.  

 
Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) 

 
Dur ing more than 70 years of resolving wildlife damage problems, ADC has considered, developed, 
and used numerous methods of managing damage problems (USDA 1994, P. 2-15).  The effor ts 
have involved the research and development of new methods, and the implementation of effective 
strategies to resolve wildlife damage. 

 
The most effective approach to resolving wildlife damage is to integrate the use of several methods 
simultaneously or  sequentially.  IWDM is the implementation and application of safe and practical 
methods for  the prevention and control of damage caused by wildlife based on local problem 
analyses and the informed judgement of trained personnel.  The ADC Program applies IWDM, 
commonly known as Integrated Pest Management (IPM) (ADC Directive 2.105), to reduce damage 
through the ADC Decision Model discussed on page 3-4. 

 
The philosophy behind IWDM is to implement effective management techniques in a cost effective 
manner  while minimizing the potentially harmful effects to humans, target and nontarget species, 
and the environment.  IWDM draws from the largest possible ar ray of options to create a 
combination of techniques appropr iate for  the specific circumstances.  IWDM may incorporate 
cultural practices (i.e., animal husbandry), habitat modification, animal behavior  (i.e., scar ing), 
local population reduction, or  any combination of these, depending on the character istics of the 
specific damage problems.  In selecting management techniques for  specific damage situations 
consideration is given to: 

 
 

• Species responsible 
• Magnitude of the damage 
• Geographic extent of damage 
• Duration and frequency of the damage 
• Prevention of future damage (lethal and nonlethal techniques) 
• Ter rain and Weather  conditions 
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The cost of management may sometimes be secondary because of overr iding environmental, legal, 
human health and safety, animal welfare, or  other  concerns. 
 
The IWDM Strategies that the Distr ict is using consist of: 
 
. Technical Assistance Recommendations (implementation is the responsibility of the 

requestor ):  Distr ict personnel provide information, demonstrations and advice on available 
wildlife damage management techniques.  Technical assistance includes demonstrations on 
the proper  use of management devices (propane exploders, cage traps, etc.) and information 
on animal husbandry, habits and habitat management and animal behavior  modification. 
Technical assistance is generally provided following an on-site visit or  verbal consultation 
with the requestor .  Generally, several management strategies are descr ibed to the requestor  
for  shor t and long-term solutions to damage problems; these strategies are based on the level 
of r isk, need and practical application.  Technical assistance may require substantial effor t 
by Distr ict personnel in the decision making process, but the actual management is generally 
the responsibility of the requester . 

 
. Direct Control Assistance (activities conducted or  supervised by ADC personnel):  Direct 

control assistance is implemented when the problem cannot be resolved through technical 
assistance and when Cooperative Agreements provide for  ADC direct control assistance.  
The initial investigation defines the nature and history of the problem, extent of damage, and 
the species responsible for  the damage.  Professional skills of ADC personnel are often 
required to effectively resolve problems, especially if restr icted pesticides are proposed, or  
the problem is complex requir ing the direct supervision of a wildlife professional.  ADC 
considers the biology and behavior  of the damaging species and other  factors using the ADC 
decision model (Slate et al. 1992).  The recommended strategy (ies) may include any 
combination of preventive and cor rective actions that could be implemented by the 
requestor , ADC, or  other  agency, as appropr iate.  Two strategies are available: 

  
1. Preventive Damage Management.  Preventive damage management is applying 

wildlife damage management strategies before damage occurs, based on histor ical 
damage problems.  As requested and appropr iate, ADC personnel provide 
information and conduct demonstrations, or  takes action to prevent these histor ical 
problems from recurr ing.  For  example, in areas where substantial lamb depredation 
has occurred on lambing grounds, ADC may provide information about guarding 
dogs, fencing or  other  husbandry techniques, or  be requested to conduct predator  
damage management pr ior  to lambing.  Preventive damage management can take 
place on pr ivate, county and state lands without special author ization.  For  activities 
on federal lands, histor ical loss areas are delineated on maps by representatives of the 
federal agencies and identify areas where preventive wildlife damage management 
may occur .  Maps are available for  public review at the appropr iate federal office.  In 
addition, when conducting wildlife damage management on federal lands, ADC must 
receive a request from the livestock owner  or  individual that is exper iencing the 
damage.  Management areas and techniques are colored coded and reviewed dur ing 
the annual meeting between the appropr iate agencies. 

 
2. CORRECTIVE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT    Corrective Damage Management is 

simply a wildlife damage emergency where resource losses are actively occurr ing as a 
direct result of wildlife activity or  depredations.  IWDM tools and methods are 
applied to resolve the ongoing, wildlife damage problem.  The var ious tools and 
techniques are directly applied by ADC personnel, in combination with resource 
managers effor ts, in an attempt to prevent fur ther  losses from recurr ing.   
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For  example, in an area where confirmed and documented lamb depredations are 
occurr ing by coyotes, ADC may provide siren\strobe predator  fr ightening devices to 
the livestock operator  and advise that the livestock be tightly herded or  even 
temporar ily moved from the damage site.  Then, the ADC specialist may utilize other  
appropr iate techniques and personal exper ience in an effor t to remove the 
depredating individual from the area.  The ADC specialist may typically utilize traps, 
calling and shooting, and aer ial hunting until depredations cease to occur .  Coyotes 
are highly adaptive, and the sooner  an individual that has learned to prey on livestock 
can be removed from the population, the less likely other  coyotes in the area are to 
recognize livestock as a food source. 

 
• Monitor ing ADC Objectives    Chapter  1, section 1.1.5 descr ibes those objectives or  goals 

that the John Day ADC Distr ict has developed with the cooperating agencies.  The pr imary 
emphasis for  establishing objectives is the development of program standards so results, 
customer  satisfaction and effective and sound resource management can be measured.  
Monitor ing of these objectives will be accomplished using the following  strategies:  

 
• Routine analysis of State, county and distr ict-wide field data repor ted through the 

ADC MIS as they relate to each objective. 
• Analysis of specie population data provided by ODFW as compared to levels of ADC 

take. 
• Analyze annually the effectiveness of all mitigations specific to each objective. 
• Maintain routine field distr ibution of information and ”  state-of-the-ar t”  nonlethal 

and lethal technical information.    
• Increase “ Field level”  contacts with ADC clients and  cooperating agencies. 
• Implementation of Per iodic Customer  Satisfaction Surveys. 
• Routine analysis of  livestock loss data as repor ted by NASS and other  agr icultural 

statistic resources. 
• Maintain close coordination with ODFW Regional and Distr ict Wildlife Biologists. 
 

  
ADC Decision Making 

 
The ADC FEIS descr ibes the procedures used by ADC personnel to determine management 
strategies or  methods applied to specific damage problems (USDA 1994 pp. 2-13, 2-20 to 31 and 
Appendix N).  

 
As depicted in the Decision Model (Figure 1), consideration is given to the following factors before 
selecting or  recommending control methods and techniques: 
. Species responsible for  damage 

. Magnitude, geographic extent, frequency, and duration of the problem. 

. Status of target and  nontarget species, including T& E species 

. Local environmental conditions 

. Potential biological, physical, economic, and social impacts 

. Potential legal restr ictions 

. Costs of control options (the cost of control may sometimes be a secondary concern because 
of overr iding environmental and legal considerations) 
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The ADC decision making process is a standardized procedure for  evaluating and responding to 
damage complaints.  ADC personnel frequently are contacted only after  requesters have tr ied 
nonlethal techniques and found them to be inadequate for  reducing damage to an acceptable 
level.  ADC personnel evaluate the appropr iateness of strategies, and methods are evaluated in 
the context of their  availability (legal and administrative) and suitability based on biological, 
economic and social considerations.  Following this evaluation, the methods deemed to be 
practical for  the situation are formed into a management strategy.  After  the management 
strategy has been implemented, monitor ing is conducted and evaluation continues to assess  the 
effectiveness of the strategy.  I f the strategy is effective, the need for  management is ended.  The 
FEIS provides detailed examples of how the ADC Decision Model is implemented for  coyote 
predation to sheep on public and pr ivate lands (USDA 1994). 
 
On most ranches, predator  damage may occur  whenever  vulnerable livestock are present, 
because no cost-effective method or  combination of methods that permanently stops or  prevents 
coyote predation are available.  When damage continues intermittently over  time, the ADC 
Specialist and rancher  monitor  and reevaluate the situation frequently.  I f one method or  
combination of methods fails to stop 
damage, a different strategy is 
implemented. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In terms of the ADC Decision Model, most damage management efforts consist of a continuous feedback loop 
between receiving the request and monitoring the results with the control strategy reevaluated and revised 
periodically. 
 
Wildlife Damage Management Methods used in the John Day ADC Distr ict 
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Producer-Implemented  Methods:  
 

L ivestock producer  practices consist pr imar ily of nonlethal preventive methods such as 
animal husbandry, habitat modification, and animal behavior  modification.  L ivestock 
husbandry and other  management techniques are implemented by the livestock producer .  
Producers are encouraged to use these methods, based on the level of r isk, need, and 
practicality (USDA 1992).  ADC cooperates with the Oregon State University Sheep  Station 
and the Oregon State University Cooperative Extension Service to offer  technical assistance  
to producers, and provide sources for  guard dog procurement.  L ivestock producer  practices 
recommended by ADC include: 

 
. Animal husbandry, which generally includes modifications in the level of care or  

attention given to livestock which may vary depending on the age and size of the 
livestock.  Animal husbandry practices include but are not limited to techniques such  
as guard dogs, herders, shed lambing, and carcasses removal. 

 
. Habitat modification alters habitat to attract, or  repel cer tain wildlife species, or  to 

separate livestock from predators.  Habitat modification practices would be 
encouraged when practical, based on the type and extent of the livestock operation.  
For  example, clear ing brushy or  wooded areas in or  adjacent to lambing or  calving 
pastures may be appropr iate to reduce available cover  for  predators. 

 
. Animal behavior  modification refers to tactics that alter  the behavior  of wildlife and 

reduce predation.  Animal behavior  modification may use scare tactics or  fencing to 
deter  or  repel animals that cause loss or  damage to livestock or  proper ty.  Some but 
not all devices used to accomplish this are 1

 
:  

• Predator -proof fences 
• Electronic guards 
• Propane exploders 
• Pyrotechnics 

 
 

Mechanical Management Methods : 
 

Mechanical management methods consist pr imar ily of any tool or  device used to repel, 
capture or  kill a par ticular  animal or  local population of wildlife to prevent continued 
resource damage.  Mechanical methods may be nonlethal such as barr ier  fencing or  
fr ightening devices such as the siren\strobe device or  the propane cannon or  lethal such as 
the M-44 device, shooting or  snares.  I f ADC personnel apply mechanical control methods 
directly on pr ivate lands, a control agreement must be signed by the landowner  or  
administrator , author izing the use of each control method.  On federal lands an annual work 
plan will be submitted to each land management agency which identifies areas and times 
where ADM requests may reasonably be expected to occur , based on livestock use and 
histor ic documentation of losses.  Federal lands managers are responsible to identify areas 
where other  multiple use pr ior ities may conflict with these ADM areas at the same time that 
resources have exper ienced wildlife damage in the past.   

 
1. Leg-hold and cage traps, and neck and foot snares are used in the Distr ict for  preventive and 

cor rective damage management only where signed Agreements For Control On Private 
Property are in place, or  on federal lands, in accordance with ADC Annual Work Plans.  For  
technical assistance requests, traps may be recommended or  distr ibuted to the requestor  for  
use in resolving problems caused by small mammals. 

                       
1 Scare devices will often only produce the desired result for  a short time per iod until wildlife individuals become 

accustomed to the disturbance (Pfeifer  and Goos 1982; Conover 1982). 
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When resolving black bear  and cougar  problems, ADC personnel typically use spr ing-
activated foot snares, trail hounds and culver t or  enclosure type cage traps.  These 
techniques allow for  chemical immobilization, marking and relocation of the problem 
animals, or  if necessary, euthanasia of animals when the ODFW determines that relocation is 
not a viable option.  All of these methods allow for  the release on non-target individuals in 
the rare instance of a capture of a non-offending animal. 

 
2. Ground shooting is selective for  target species and may involve the use of spotlights, decoy 

dogs and predator  calling.  Shooting with r ifles or  shotguns is used to manage livestock 
depredation problems and human health hazards when lethal methods are determined 
appropr iate. 

 
3. Hunting dogs are essential to the successful tracking and capture of problem black bears and 

cougars.  Dogs are also trained and used for  coyote damage management to alleviate 
livestock depredation (Rowley and Rowley 1987, Coolahan 1990).  Trained dogs are used 
pr imar ily to locate coyotes and dens, and to pursue or  decoy problem animals. 

 
4. Denning is the practice of locating coyote or  red fox dens and euthanizing the animals 

inhabiting the den using a fumigant car tr idge registered with EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-21) 
See gas car tr idge under  chemical methods. 

 
5. Aer ial hunting, the shooting of coyotes and fox from fixed-winged aircraft or  helicopters, is 

used on all lands where author ized and determined appropr iate.  Aer ial hunting consists of 
visually sighting target animals and shooting them from the aircraft. Aer ial hunting is a 
method used to protect livestock and to protect pronghorn antelope and mule deer  because 
of the technique's cost effectiveness and efficacy (Smith et al. 1986). 
 

Chemical Management Methods:  
 

All chemicals used by ADC are registered under  FIFRA and administered by the EPA and the 
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1. Sodium cyanide, the active ingredient in M-44s, is used for  many purposes in the United 

States, including agr icultural, pharmaceutical, mining, and for  industr ial dyes.  Sodium 
cyanide is odor less when completely dry, emits an odor  when dampened, is strongly alkaline, 
and rapidly decomposes in the environment.  In 1989, about 215 million pounds of sodium 
cyanide were used in Nor th Amer ica, of which the ADC Program nationwide used about 
0.0001% (Knudson 1990).  In FY 1994, 1.4 pounds of sodium cyanide was expended dur ing 
field activities.  In 1995, about 1.75 pounds of sodium cyanide were used in the Distr ict (M IS 
1994-95).  Sodium cyanide is freely soluble in water  and a fast acting nonspecific toxicant 
inhibiting cellular  respiration.  Low concentrations of cyanide have been detected and are 
frequently found in normal human blood (Feldstein and K lendshof 1954). 

 
The M-44 cyanide ejector  is a selective device for  use reducing coyote, red fox, gray fox and 
feral dog predation (EPA Reg. No. 56228-15), and also for  protecting endangered species 
and for  cer tain public health uses (Thomas 1986, Connolly 1988).  M -44s may be used for  
preventive and cor rective management on state, county and pr ivate lands, and on federal 
lands where their  use does not inter fere with BLM or  Forest Service multiple use objectives . 
ADC personnel comply with the EPA label and 26 use restr ictions (see USDA 1994, 
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Appendix Q). In 1994, 312  problem coyotes were killed with the M-44, accounting for  about 
9 % of the coyote take by ADC in the Distr ict.  In 1995, a total of 390 coyotes were killed 
with the M-44, accounting for  about 10 % of the Distr ict coyote take (MIS 1994-95). 

 
2. The gas car tr idge is registered as a fumigant by the EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-2) and is 

compr ised of 35% charcoal and 65% sodium nitrate.  When ignited, the car tr idge burns in 
the den of an animal and produces large amounts of carbon monoxide, a color less, tasteless 
gas, which kills animals in the den.  This technique is used  on lands in the management areas 
where livestock killing can be attr ibuted to food procurement for  young (Till and Knowlton 
1983, Till 1992).  In 1994, 63 coyote dens were fumigated using 96 car tr idges and in 1995, 70 
coyote dens were fumigated using 105 car tr idges. 

 
3. DRC-1339 (3-chloro-4-methylbenenamine hydrochlor ide) is a slow acting avian toxicant that 

is rapidly metabolized and/or  excreted.  Because of the rapid metabolism of DRC-1339 in the 
body, it poses little r isk of secondary poisoning to nontarget animals (Cunningham et al. 
1979, Schafer  1981, Knittle et al. 1990).  This compound is also unique because of its 
relatively high toxicity to most pest birds, but low-to-moderate toxicity to most predatory 
birds and almost no toxicity to mammals (DeCino et al. 1966, Palmore 1978, Schafer  1981). 

 
DRC-1339 Concentrate, EPA registration number  56228-29, allows the control crows, 
ravens and magpies preying on newborn livestock or  on the eggs/young of Federally-
designated threatened or  endangered species or  on the eggs/young of other  species 
designated to be in need of special.  DRC-1339 is incorporated into meat baits where ravens 
are killing or  injur ing livestock (Larsen and Dietr ich 1970).  The feeding habits of the birds 
are observed before placing any treated baits in an area to reduce the r isks to nontarget 
animals.  Ravens are oppor tunistic feeders and by determining when and where the birds 
are feeding, the baits will be found more quickly and easily, thereby reducing the r isks to 
nontarget animals.  Selective management can be applied because ravens learn to exploit a 
readily available food source, and will continue to focus on that source until the availability 
declines.  An estimated 620 ravens were killed with DRC-1339 treated meat baits in the 
Distr ict in 1995 (MIS 1995) to protect newborn livestock. 

 
DRC-1339 Concentrate is also registered by EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-10) for  the control of 
several pest species of birds including blackbirds, star lings and Brown-headed cowbirds.  
This registration is used only by ADC personnel trained and cer tified in bird control. DRC-
1339 Concentrate for  feedlots is the bait of choice when the commercially available Star licide 
Pellets are not available or  are ineffective. Formulations for  feedlot use include cull french 
fr ies for  bait, or  other  natural food products such as raisins, rolled oats and corn, feed pellets 
or  whole or  cracked corn. Prebaiting is always recommended before treating with DRC-1339 
to help establish and maintain a bait site while nontarget observations are being conducted.  
Besser  et al. 1967, and Royal et al., 1967 cited several situations where DRC 1339 
Concentrate was administered with excellent results with no nontarget mor talities  or  
secondary hazards. 

 
 
4. Chemical Immobilization/Euthanasia.  Several chemicals are author ized for  immobilization 

and euthanasia by ADC.  Most Distr ict personnel have received training in the safe use of  
all author ized immobilization/euthanasia chemicals, and are cer tified by ADC.  This training 
involves hands-on application of state-of-the-ar t techniques and chemicals. 

 
Telazol and Ketaset are the immobilizing agents used by ADC, and are approved by the 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (NADA 106-111 and NADA 45-290, respectively).  
Telazol and Ketaset are rapid acting, non-narcotic, non-barbiturate injectable anesthetic 
agent, having a wide margin of safety.  Both Telazol and Ketaset produce unconsciousness 
know as " dissociative"  which in general terms means reflexes needed to sustain life 
(breathing, coughing, swallowing, etc.) are not affected by the drugs. These agents are used 
to immobilize live-trapped animals for  relocation or  administered before euthanasia.  As 
other  drugs are approved by the FDA and ADC, they may be incorporated into the Distr ict 
program. 
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Telazol is a combination of equal par ts of tiletamine hydrochlor ide, a nonphenothiazine 
diazepinone having minor  tranquilizing proper ties.  The product is generally supplied ster ile 
in vials, each containing 500 mg of active drug, and when dissolved in ster ile water  has a pH 
of 2.2 to 2.8.  Telazol produces a state of unconsciousness in which protective reflexes, such 
as coughing and swallowing, are maintained dur ing anesthesia.  Schober t (1987) listed the 
dosage rates for  many wild and exotic animals.  Before using Telazol, the size, age, 
temperament, and health of the animal is considered.  Following a deep intramuscular  
injection of Telazol, onset of anesthetic effect usually occurs within 5 to 12 minutes.  Muscle 
relaxation is optimum for  about the first 20 to 25 minutes after  the administration, and then 
diminishes.  Recovery var ies with the age and physical condition of the animal and the dose 
of Telazol administered, but usually requires several hours.   
Ketaset is supplied as a slightly acidic solution (pH 3.5 to 5.5) for  intramuscular  injection.  
Ketaset also produces a state of unconsciousness which inter rupts association pathways to 
the brain and allows for  the maintenance of the protective reflexes, such as coughing, 
swallowing, pedal and corneal. Ketaset is detoxified by the liver  and excreted by the kidney. 

 
Following administration of recommended doses, animals become immobilized in about 5 
minutes with anesthesia lasting from 30 to 45 minutes; depending on dosage, recovery may 
be as quick as 4 to 5 hours or  may take as long as 24 hours; recovery is generally smooth and 
uneventful. 
 
Potassium chlor ide, a common  laboratory chemical, is injected by ADC personnel as a 
euthanizing agent after  an animal has been anesthetized (ADC Directive 2.430). 

 
      3.2.2 Alternative 2 - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management on All Land Classes As Requested -   

(Proposed Action) 
 

This alternative is the cur rent program as descr ibed in Alternative 1 with the ability  for  ADC to 
respond to requests for  assistance on all land classes.  All wildlife damage management would be 
outlined in ADC Annual Work Plans based on close cooperation and coordination with the 
National Forests and BLM Distr icts. Program activities would be conducted utilizing the IWDM 
approach as  descr ibed in Alternative 1. 

 
Integrated Wildlife Damage Management: Same as Alternative 1 with the addition of activities on 
all lands. IWDM would also be available to respond to requests from ODFW on specific areas 
identified for  the protection of wildlife resources and human safety.  

 
Mechanical and Chemical Management Methods and Restr ictions:   Those mechanical and 
chemical tools descr ibed in Alternative 1 would apply, where appropr iate, under  this alternative. 
WDM could be conducted on designated Forest Service and BLM lands under  the provision of the 
legislation designating the area, Resource Management Plans and mitigations outlined in this EA 
and Annual Work Plan.  WDM in these designated areas would be expected to be only a very small 
por tion of the program under  alternative 2. 

 
3.2.3 Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control 

 
This alternative is a modification of the cur rent ADC program. This alternative would require that 
livestock producers practice nonlethal control before the use of lethal control methods by ADC. 
Nonlethal methods selected by producers are descr ibed on pages 3-5 and 3-6 under  producer  
implemented methods.  Ver ification of the methods used would be the responsibility of ADC. No 
standards exist to determine producer  diligence in applying these methods, nor  are there any 
standards to determine how many nonlethal applications are necessary before the initiation of 
lethal controls. Thus, only the presence or  absence of nonlethal methods can be evaluated. The 
mechanical and chemical control methods descr ibed in Alternative 1 would apply, where 
appropr iate, once the cr iter ia for  nonlethal control have been met. Consideration of wildlife needs 
would not be included with the producer  implemented nonlethal methods, nor  would ADC base 
control strategies on the needs of designated wildlife for  predator  protection.     

 
Implementation of this alternative would require ADC to identify the applicable nonlethal methods 
for  each request for  assistance, ascer tain which methods have been used, and determine if others 
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should be recommended or  used pr ior  to recommending or  using lethal methods. In damage 
situations where acceptable resolution of wildlife damage is not achieved using nonlethal methods, 
a " good faith"  decision to consider  lethal control would be made. 

 
The present ADC program recognizes nonlethal methods as an impor tant dimension of IWDM, 
gives them first consideration in the formulation of each control strategy, and recommends or  uses 
them when practical before recommending or  using lethal methods. The impor tant distinction 
between the Nonlethal Before Lethal Alternative and the Current Program Alternative is that the 
former  alternative would require that all practical nonlethal methods be recommended or  used 
before any lethal methods.  Practical nonlethal methods include those which are available and have 
the potential to successfully prevent of reduce wildlife damage within reasonable economic limits 
for  specific target species and resource combinations (USDA, 1994).  

 
3.2.4 Alternative 4  - Technical Assistance Only 

 
This alternative would eliminate ADC operational wildlife damage management in the Distr ict.  
ADC would only provide technical assistance and make recommendations when requested.  
However , pr ivate landowners, contractors, or  others could conduct their  own wildlife damage 
management on federal, state, county and pr ivate lands under  the provisions of Oregon Revised 
Statutes (ORS 498.012, 610.003, 610.105 ). 

 
This " technical assistance only"  alternative would place the immediate burden of operational 
control work on state agencies, individuals and livestock producers.  Individuals exper iencing 
wildlife damage would, independently or  with ADC recommendations, car ry out and fund control 
activities.  Individual producers could implement wildlife damage management as par t of the cost 
of doing business, or  a state agency could assume a more active role in providing operational 
wildlife damage management. 

 
I f Alternative 4 was selected, ADC could not direct how a state agency or  individuals would 
implement wildlife damage management.  Some agencies or  individuals may choose not to take 
action to resolve wildlife damage.  Other  situations may warrant the use of legally available 
management methods because of public demands, mandates, or  individual preference.  Methods 
and control devices could be applied by people with little or  no training and exper ience, and with 
no professional oversight or  monitor ing for  effectiveness.  This in turn could require more effor t 
and cost to achieve the same level of problem resolution, and could cause harm to the environment, 
including a higher  take of nontarget animals.  I llegal use of pesticides could be greater  than present 
(McMullen, pers. comm. 1993). 

 
3.2.5 Alternative 5 - No Federal ADC Program 

 
This alternative would eliminate all Federal ADC wildlife damage management (operational and 
technical assistance) on all land classes.  However , state and county agencies and pr ivate 
individuals could conduct wildlife damage management.  ADC would not be available to provide 
technical assistance or  make recommendations to livestock producers.  In some cases, control 
methods applied by non-agency personnel could be used contrary to their  intended or  legal use, or  
in excess of what is recommended or  necessary.  I llegal use of pesticides could increase (McMullen, 
 Pers. Comm., 1993).  

 
A " no control"  alternative was analyzed by the USFWS (USDI 1979) and was dismissed as an 
invalid alternative.  However , due to interest in this option, an analysis of this alternative has been 
included.  A " no control"  alternative was evaluated in the FEIS (USDA 1994). 

 
3.3 L IVESTOCK PROTECTION COLLAR (LPC), OPTION TO ALTERNATIVES 1 AND 2 
 

L ivestock Protection Collars (LPCs), containing sodium fluoroacetate, are registered with the EPA 
(EPA Reg. No. 56228-22) for  producer  or  ADC use nationwide (see Appendix F, FIFRA).  Pr ior  to use 
in individual states, the registrant must receive approval from the agency within the state that oversees 
pesticide usage; ADC has applied to use the LPC through the ODA.  I f the LPC is approved for  use, it 
would be incorporated into the IWDM program for  Alternative 1 or  2,  if selected.   I f approved, use of 
the LPC will adhere to EPA registration and ODA requirements,  and would be restr icted to specially 
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trained and cer tified ADC employees.  The LPC would not be used on BLM and Forest Service lands in 
the Distr ict because of use restr ictions.  Use of the LPC is evaluated separately in this EA since it is not 
cur rently approved for  use in Oregon.    

   
Sodium fluoroacetate (Compound 1080), the toxicant in the LPC, has been used since Wor ld War  I I .  
Sodium fluoroacetate has been a subject of wide research in the United States and elsewhere and has 
been widely used as a toxicant for  pest management programs in many countr ies.  Fluoroacetic acid 
and related chemicals occur  naturally in plants in many par ts of the wor ld and are  not readily 
absorbed through intact skin (Atzer t 1971).  Sodium fluoroacetate is discr iminatively toxic to 
predators, being many times more lethal to them than to most nontarget species (Atzer t 1971, Connolly 
and Burns 1990).  Sodium fluoroacetates is a white powder  soluble in water  and is very stable in 
solution; it would only be used in the LPC.  Sodium fluoroacetate kills by disrupting the Kreb's Cycle, 
which is the energy producing process for  cells.  Many EPA imposed restr ictions apply to the use of 
LPCs. 

 
The individual small and large collars contain 1.1 oz. (30.4 grams) of a 1% solution of sodium 
fluoroacetate and 99% iner t ingredients.  The LPC is worn around the neck of lambs, and kills only the 
animals attacking collard lambs (Connolly et al. 1978, Johnson 1984, Burns et al. 1988).  When LPCs 
are used, lambs are made susceptible to attack so as to prompt target predators to attack collared 
lambs (Blakesley and McGrew 1984, Scr ivner  and Wade 1986, Connolly and Burns 1990).  LPCs 
consist of 2 pouches that are punctured when a collared lamb is attacked and bitten on the throat by a 
predator .  Upon punctur ing the collar , the offending animal ingests a small volume of the solution and 
dies a shor t time later .  In this usage, sodium fluoroacetate has vir tually no r isk of secondary poisoning 
(USDA 1994, Appendix P).   
 

 
3.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL WITH RATIONALE 
 
 

3.4.1 Compensation for  Wildlife Damage Losses 
 

The Compensation alternative would direct all ADC program effor ts and resources toward the 
ver ification of livestock and poultry losses from predators, and providing monetary 
compensation to the producers.  ADC services would not include any direct control nor  would 
technical assistance or  nonlethal methods be available.   

 
This option is not cur rently available to ADC because ADC is mandated to protect Amer ican 
agr icultural and natural resources (Animal Damage Control Act 1931, and Rural Development, 
Agr icultural and Related Agencies Appropr iation Act 1988).  Analysis of this alternative in the 
FEIS indicate that it has many drawbacks (USDA 1994): 

   
. I t would require larger  expenditures of money and manpower  to investigate and validate 

all losses, and determine and administer  appropr iate compensation.  
. Compensation would most likely be below full market value.  I t is difficult to make timely 

responses to all requests to assess and confirm losses, and many losses could not be 
ver ified.   

. Compensation would give little incentive to livestock owners to limit predation through 
improved animal husbandry practices and other  management strategies. 

. Not all ranchers would rely completely on a compensation program and unregulated lethal 
control of predators would most likely continue as permitted by state law. 

. Congress has not appropr iated funds to compensate for  predation or  other  wildlife 
damage to agr icultural products. 

 
3.4.2 Bounties 

 
Payment of funds for  killing predators (bounties) suspected of causing economic losses is not 
suppor ted by Oregon State agencies such as ODFW and ODA.  ADC concurs with these agencies 
because: 
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. ADC does not have the author ity to establish a bounty program 

. Bounties are generally not as effective in controlling damage 

. Circumstances sur rounding take of animals is completely unregulated 

. No process exists to prohibit taking of animals from outside the damage management area 
for  compensation purposes 

 
3.4.3 Eradication and Suppression 

 
An eradication and suppression alternative would direct all ADC program effor ts toward 
planned, total elimination of native predator  species.  

 
Eradication of unprotected predators, such as coyotes, is legal in Oregon (ORS 610.005) but not 
suppor ted by ODFW or  ODA.  This alternative will not be considered by ADC in detail because: 

 
   . ADC opposes eradication of any native wildlife species. 
   . ODFW opposes eradication of any native Oregon wildlife species. 
   . ODA opposes eradication of any native Oregon wildlife species. 
   . The eradication of a native species or  local population would be extremely difficult if not 

impossible to accomplish and cost prohibitive. 
   . Eradication is not acceptable to most members of the public. 
 

Suppression would direct ADC program effor ts toward managed reduction of cer tain problem 
populations or  groups. 

 
In localized areas where damage can be attr ibuted to predation by specific groups, ODFW has 
the author ity to increase hunting seasons and hunter  tag quotas; ODA has the author ity to 
control unprotected predators, such as coyotes.  When a large number  of requests for  wildlife 
damage management are generated from a localized area, ADC would consider  suppression of 
the local population or  groups of the offending species, if appropr iate. 

 
I t is not realistic, practical, or  allowable under  present ADC policy to consider  large-scale 
population suppression as the basis of the ADC program.  Typically, ADC activities in the 
Distr ict would be conducted on a very small por tion of the area inhabited by problem species. 

 
3.4.4 The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) Alternative 

 
The HSUS proposed an alternative that requires: 1) " permittees evidence sustained and ongoing 
use of nonlethal/husbandry techniques aimed at preventing or  reducing predation pr ior  to 
receiving the services of the ADC Program" ; 2)  " employees of the ADC Program use or  
recommend as a pr ior ity the use of appropr iate nonlethal techniques in response to a confirmed 
damage situation" ; 3) " lethal techniques are limited to calling and shooting and ground shooting, 
and used as a last resor t when use of husbandry and/or  nonlethal controls have failed to keep 
livestock losses below an acceptable level" ; and 4) " establish higher  levels of acceptable loss 
levels on public lands than for  pr ivate lands" . 

 
The components of this proposed alternative by the HSUS have been analyzed in detail in the 
alternatives contained in this EA and through cour t rulings.  The HSUS alternative would not 
allow for  a full range of IWDM techniques to resolve wildlife damage management problems.  In 
addition, ADC is mandated to protect Amer ican agr iculture, despite the cost of control.  Fur ther , 
the Southern Utah Wilderness Society, The Wilderness Society et al. v. Hugh Thompson et al. 
U.S. Forest Service (Civil No. 92-C-0052A 1993) the cour t clear ly states that, " The agency need 
not show that a cer tain level of damage is occurr ing before it implements an ADC program. . . 
.Hence, to establish need for  an ADC, the forest supervisors need only show that damage from 
predators is threatened."   In other  words, it is not necessary to establish a cr iter ion, such as  
percentage of loss of a herd to justify the need for  an ADC.  The alternatives and option selected 
for  detailed analysis in this EA include many of the suggestions in the HSUS proposal, and it is 
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believed that inclusion of this alternative would not contr ibute new information or  options for  
consideration and analysis that are not already being considered and available in IWDM as used 
by ADC. 
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3.4.5 Management Techniques Not Considered for  Use in the Integrated Wildlife Damage 
Management Strategy  

 
Guarding Animals Other  Than L ivestock Guarding Dogs 

 
Besides livestock guarding dogs, that are widely used to protect livestock from predators, several 
other  species of animals have been proposed as livestock guardians.  Burros, llamas and emus 
have been advocated for  this purpose, but their  efficacy and practicality have not been 
established (Green 1989).  Research is continuing in this area, however , at this time ADC does 
not believe the use of guarding burros, llamas and emus can be recommended for  general use.  As 
research provides proven preventive methodologies, they will be incorporated into the list of 
recommended guarding animals.  

 
L ithium Chlor ide as an Aversive Agent 

 
L ithium chlor ide has been tested as a taste aversion agent to condition coyotes to avoid livestock, 
especially sheep.  Despite extensive research, the efficacy of this technique remains unproven 
(Conover  et al. 1977; Sterner  and Shumake 1978; Burns 1980, 1983; Horn 1983; Johnson 1984; 
Burns and Connolly, 1980, 1985).  In addition, lithium chlor ide is cur rently unregistered as a 
predacide by the EPA or  ODA, and therefore cannot be used or  recommended for  this purpose. 

 
 
3.5 M itigation and Standard Operating Procedures For  Wildlife Damage Management Techniques  
 

3.5.1 M itigation in Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) 
 

M itigation measures are any features of an action that serve to prevent, reduce, or  compensate 
for  impacts that otherwise might result from that action.  The cur rent ADC program, nationwide 
and in Oregon, uses many such mitigation measures and these are discussed in detail in Chapter  
5 of the FEIS (USDA 1994).  Some key mitigating measures incorporated into ADC's Standard 
Operating Procedures include: 
 
. The ADC Decision Model which is designed to identify effective wildlife damage 

management strategies and their  impacts.   
 

• Traps and snares are not set within 30 feet of exposed carcasses to prevent the capture of 
scavenging birds.  The exception to this is for  the capture of cougar  and black bear  
because the weight of these target animals allows trap tension adjustments to exclude the 
capture of smaller  nontarget animals. 

 
. Leghold trap underpan tension devices are used throughout the program to reduce 

capture of nontarget wildlife that weighs less than the target species. 
 

. Nontarget animals captured in leghold traps or  foot snares are released unless it is 
determined by the ADC Specialists that they will not survive. 

. Conspicuous, bilingual warning signs aler ting people to the presence of traps, snares and 
M-44s are placed at major  access points when they are set in the field. 

 
. Reasonable and prudent alternatives and reasonable and prudent measures are identified 

by the USFWS and implemented to avoid impacts to T& E species. 
 

. EPA-approved label directions are followed for  all pesticide use. 
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. DRC-1339 is not applied if nontarget species are present that could be attracted to the bait 
mater ials. 

 
. All Distr ict ADC Specialists who use restr icted chemicals and immobilization /euthanasia 

drugs are trained and cer tified by program personnel or  others who are exper ts in the safe 
and effective use of these mater ials. 

 
. The  M-44 sodium cyanide devices are used following EPA label requirements (see FEIS 

Appendix Q for  label and use restr ictions). 
 

Some additional mitigating measures specific to the Distr ict include: 
 

. ADC Annual Work Plans and maps are developed with input from FS, BLM and ODFW 
which delineate the areas where wildlife damage management would occur  and the 
methods that will be used for  federal lands. 

. Management actions would be directed toward localized populations or  groups and/or  
individual offending animals, dependent on the species and magnitude of the problem. 

. The use of traps and snares conform to cur rent rules and regulations administered by 
ODFW.   

. Decisions to relocate or  kill problem bear  and cougar  are made by the ODFW Distr ict 
Biologist.  I f the decision is to relocate and ADC is requested to assist, Distr ict ADC 
personnel relocate the animal into areas designated by ODFW. 

. At least two days before the opening of the bird hunting season, all management 
equipment is removed from federal lands. 

. No wildlife damage management would be conducted within public safety zones (one-
quar ter  mile or  appropr iate buffer  zone around any residence, community, state or  federal 
highway, or  developed recreation site), except to protect human health and safety. 

 
• Monitor ing of objectives will be per formed on a routine basis with adjustments to 

program actions when a need is identified.   
 

3.5.2 Additional M itigation specific to the issues 
  

The following is a summary of additional mitigation that are specific to the issues found in 
Chapter  2 of this document. 

 
3.5.2.1 Cumulative Effect of ADC Predator  Take  with Spor t and other  Forms of Take on 

Predator  Populations 
 

. Distr ict activities are directed to resolving problems by taking action against 
individual problem animals, or  local populations or  groups. 

. ADC kill is monitored by consider ing " Total Harvest"  and estimated population 
numbers of key species.  These data are used to assess cumulative affects so as to 
maintain the magnitude of harvest below the level that would impact the viability of 
a  population (See Chapter  4). 

  
3.5.2.2 Nontarget species 

 
. ADC personnel are highly trained and exper ienced to select the most appropr iate 

method for  taking problem animals and excluding nontarget animals. 
. Leghold trap underpan tension devices are used to reduce hazards to nontarget 

wildlife that weigh less than the target species. 
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. Nontarget animals captured in leghold traps or  foot snares are released unless it is 
determined by the ADC Specialist that they will not survive. 

 
• ODFW has identified the K it fox as a State sensitive specie and special consideration 

will be provided to avoid take. Areas that will be avoided will be identified on maps 
by ODFW.  

 
 
3.5.2.3 Activities in Wilderness and Special Management Areas (BLM and National 

Forests) 
 

. Wildlife damage management will be conducted only when and where a need exists . 
 

• WDM will stop after  30 days of control activity , when losses cease or  when  
livestock are no longer  present.    

. Vehicle access will be limited to existing roads and tools and methods will be utilized 
which minimize ADC presence. 

. Wildlife damage management will adhere to guidelines as specified and agreed upon 
in the ADC Annual Work Plan.  

 
• WDM actions will tier  to those restr ictions in the Inter im Management Policies for  

each BLM Distr ict. 
 

3.5.2.5 Humaneness of methods used by ADC  
 

. Research continues to improve the selectivity and humaneness of management 
devices. 

. Underpan tension devices are in use which are designed to exclude nontarget 
animals. 

. Breakaway snares have been developed and implemented into the program.  
Breakaway snares are snares designed to brake open and release with tension 
exer ted by larger  nontarget animals such as deer , antelope and livestock. 

. Chemical immobilization/euthanasia procedures that do not cause pain are used.  
 

3.5.2.6 The public's concern for  use of chemicals 
 

. All pesticides are registered with the EPA 

. EPA-approved label directions are followed by ADC employees. 

. The ADC Decision Model is designed to identify effective wildlife damage 
management strategies and their  impacts. 

. ADC employees that use pesticides are trained to use each specific mater ial and are 
cer tified for  the use of pesticides under  EPA and ODA approved programs. 

. ADC employees who use pesticides par ticipate in continuing education programs to 
keep abreast of developments and to maintain their  cer tifications. 
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3.5.2.7 ADC's impact on Threatened and Endangered (T& E) Species and species of special 
concern to other  federal and state agencies 

 
. ADC consulted with the USFWS regarding the nationwide program and has 

implemented all reasonable and prudent alternatives to protect T& E species. 
. ADC consulted with the USFWS on the impacts of the program in the Distr ict and 

adopted reasonable and prudent alternatives related to the Nor thern Bald Eagle in 
the Distr ict.  The reasonable and prudent alternatives are; 

 
- ADC personnel will contact either  the local ODFW office or  the appropr iate 

regional or  field office of the USFWS to determine nest and roost locations for  
Nor thern Bald Eagles;  

- The appropr iate USFWS office shall be notified within five days of the finding 
of any dead or  injured bald eagle.  Cause of death, injury, or  illness, if known, 
would be provided to those offices; 

- Leghold traps (except those used to trap mountain lions) shall be placed a 
minimum of 30 feet from above ground bait sets;  

- When bald eagles are in the immediate vicinity of a proposed wildlife damage 
management program, ADC personnel will conduct daily checks for  carcasses 
or  trapped individuals (for  the full context of the Biological Opinion see 
USDA (1994)). 

 
. ADC has agreed to procedural conditions that will insure ongoing consideration of 

T& E species in relationship to program activities in the Distr ict. 
 
 

3.5.2.8 Cultural Resources - Amer ican Indian Concerns 
 

. ADC solicited input from Amer ican Indian tr ibes in the Distr ict concerning any 
potential impact on cultural resources. 

. ADC has reviewed its activities in relationship to any cultural resource or  special 
interest areas. 

. This EA will be provided to the Amer ican Indian tr ibes in Draft form to determine 
if all cultural issues have been addressed. 

• Impacts to histor ic and cultural resources will be evaluated on an annual basis 
dur ing the Annual Work Planning Process. 

 
3.5.2.9 Consultation with other  agencies 

 
The ADC program in the Distr ict consults with the USFWS, federal land management 
agencies, and other  appropr iate agencies regarding program impacts.  Frequent contact is 
made with the BLM and the Forest Service when ADC is conducting wildlife damage 
management on public lands administered by these agencies.  The BLM and Forest Service 
are interested in the levels of livestock killed, injured and harassed by predators and the 
wildlife damage management methods used to stop or  limit losses and how their  multiple 
use objectives might be affected by ADC actions.  The ADC program maintains close 
coordination with the ODFW and ODA which have author ity to manage wildlife species 
causing damage. 

 
The ADC program in the Distr ict is conducted under  Cooperative Agreements and MOUs 
with federal and state agencies.  National MOUs with the BLM and Forest Service 
delineate expectations for  wildlife damage management on public lands administered by 
these agencies.  ADC Annual Work Plans are developed with BLM Distr icts and National 
Forests to detail the activity, target species, and mitigation measures to be implemented on 
allotments where wildlife damage management is needed. 

4.0 CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
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Chapter  4 provides information needed for  making informed decisions on the wildlife damage management 
objectives outlined in Chapter  1 and the issues and affected environment addressed in Chapter  2.  The 
chapter  consists of three main sections: 1) analyzes of how each alternative  meets the objectives and assesses 
the consistency of alternatives with existing management plans, 2) analyzes of the environmental 
consequences of each alternative, and 3) the Economic Analysis of wildlife damage management in the 
Distr ict. 
 
4.1 OBJECTIVE ANALYSIS AND CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION 
 

4.1.1 Objective A-1 - Respond to 100% of the requests with the appropr iate action.     
 

4.1.1.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program (No Action): 
 

The cur rent Distr ict wildlife damage management program responds to requests for  assistance 
on state, county, pr ivate, and restr icted Forest Service and BLM lands where there are signed 
Cooperative Agreements, Agreements for Control or  Annual Work Plans.  Wildlife damage 
management assistance is  conducted to protect livestock, wildlife and human safety on these 
lands and lands that are adjacent to Forest Service and BLM lands in the Distr ict.  ADC cannot, 
however , respond to all requests for  assistance on lands administered by the Forest Service and 
BLM. 

 
I t is therefore impossible for  ADC to fully meet Objective A-1 since permittees on Forest Service 
and BLM lands and adjacent landowners cannot be provided operational wildlife damage 
management when it is needed. 

 
4.1.1.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested (Proposed Action): 
 

Alternative 2 is the cur rent program plus the author ization to conduct operational wildlife 
damage management on Forest Service and BLM lands within the Distr ict in accordance with 
each Forest's LRMP, BLM's RMPs and ADC Annual Work Plans.  ADC would conduct 
operational wildlife damage management on author ized areas on the Umatilla, Wallowa-
Whitman, and Ochoco NFs, and the Burns and Vale BLM Distr icts. 

 
Alternative 2 would allow ADC to fully meet Objective A-1 since livestock permittees on 
National Forests and BLM lands and producers adjacent to these lands would be provided 
wildlife damage management assistance when and where needed. 

 
4.1.1.3   Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control Program 

 
Alternative 3 would limit lethal control to situations where non-lethal predator  damage 
management has been practiced. Most livestock producers practice some measure of non-lethal 
damage management. As an example, 111 livestock producers in Malheur  County were surveyed 
regarding producer-implemented methods. Sheep are much more vulnerable to predation and 
require more extensive husbandry practices to maintain losses within acceptable levels.  Three of 
the 4 major  sheep producers surveyed in Malheur  County grazing public land allotments 
indicated they use three or  more nonlethal measures to protect their  flocks.  These methods 
include livestock guarding dogs, herders, sheep dogs, and strobe-siren devices.  

 
Non-lethal options for  cattle producers are more limited, yet many producers practice improved 
husbandry techniques, such as calving on pr ivate land where newborn calves can be better  
monitored and removing livestock carcasses from pastures to prevent concentrating predators 
being drawn to the area to scavenge.  This alternative would result in ADC limiting operational 
lethal control activities to only those producers who are cur rently using nonlethal techniques 
which have proven ineffective in controlling depredation. Based on these restr ictions, Alternative 
3 would not allow ADC to respond with a full ar ray of wildlife damage management strategies 
and methods and Objective A-1 could only par tially be met. 
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4.1.1.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance. 
 

Alternative 4 would limit ADC to providing technical assistance to livestock producers about the 
use of available and legal methods, make recommendations, and provide instructional literature 
on wildlife damage management.  ADC would not provide any operational wildlife damage 
management on federal, state, or  pr ivate lands within the Distr ict.  State agencies, individuals, 
livestock producers or  other  entities would be responsible for  conducting all wildlife damage 
management.   

 
Based on these restr ictions, Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to respond with a full ar ray of 
wildlife damage management strategies and methods and Objective A-1 could only par tially be 
met. 

 
4.1.1.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
Under  Alternative 5 no operational or  technical assistance would be provided by ADC in the 
Distr ict.  State agencies, individuals and livestock producers or  other  entities would be 
responsible for  conducting all wildlife damage management without suppor t or  advice from 
ADC. 

 
Based on these restr ictions, Alternative 5 will not allow ADC to meet Objective A-1. 

 
4.1.1.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC) Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2.   

 
I f author ized in Oregon and the Distr ict, the LPC would be added as a method for  ADC to use to 
resolve wildlife depredation on sheep and lambs.  The LPC would be a tool to help ADC to meet 
Objective A-1.   

 
4.1.2 Objective A-2. - Hold lamb losses due to predation to less than 5%/year  in areas with 

Cooperative Agreements. 1

 
  

4.1.2.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program (No Action): 
 

Appendix C presents 1993 repor ted loss data collected by ADC. These tables show the 
significance of predator  losses as compared to all causes of lamb deaths.  The Distr ict ADC 
program has been able to limit annual lamb losses to below 5% of the total protected, however .  
The 1993 loss data (M IS 1993) showed that of the 135,787 lambs protected, 1,382 (1.0%) were 
repor ted killed by predators.  Losses to individual producers or  average county losses may, at 
times, exceed the 5% but overall Distr ict levels are below the 5% cr iter ia established in 
Objective A-2.  Losses to lambs in some areas may vary for  several reasons including: 1) ter rain, 
weather , and vegetative cover  that restr icts access, limits visibility of dead livestock and reduces 
the ar ray of available methods,  2) too few ADC Specialists for  the work load, 3) restr ictions on, 
or  effectiveness of methods on public lands, or  4) lack of ADC access to Special Management 
Areas where losses occur  or  on public lands adjacent to pr ivate lands where losses are occurr ing. 
 We believe that Alternative 1 par tially meets the cr iter ia established for  Objective A-2.  

 
 
 
 
 

                       
     1 Distr ict personnel will use MIS repor ted losses, which involves annual standardized interviews with 

livestock owners and operators, to determine levels of predation.  These losses will be calculated as a 
propor tion of total inventory of livestock grazed by cooperators on the Distr ict.  These objective levels 
were selected based on statewide loss propor tions, as histor ical data do not exist for  the Distr ict itself. 
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4.1.2.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available On All Land 
Classes As Requested (Proposed Action): 

 
Alternative 2 allows ADC to protect lambs on all land classes. Lamb losses have been 
documented and repor ted on several Special Management Areas (Table 2-1). Permitted livestock 
producers using these lands have histor ically documented lamb losses to predation. The need to 
conduct WDM in these areas is discussed in Chapter  2 under  Special Management Areas. 
Alternative 2 allows ADC to better  meet the cr iter ia for  Objective A-2. Existing levels of 
predation on lambs would probably be reduced for  permittees using these areas and for  
producers whose lands adjoin public lands. Alternative 2 allows ADC to better  meet the cr iter ion 
for  Objective A-2.    

 
4.1.2.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control. 

 
As stated in 4.1.1.3, most sheep producers in the Distr ict are already practicing nonlethal 
measures to reduce predator  damage. Therefore, the impacts of this Alternative would be the 
same as Alternative 1.  We believe that Alternative 3 would par tially meet the cr iter ia of 
Objective A-2 for  average Distr ict lamb losses and would not be met for  each producer  in the 
Distr ict.  

 
4.1.2.4 Alternative 4 - Technical Assistance Only  

 
Alternative 4, a technical assistance only program, would not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion 
for  Objective A-2. In the absence of an effective WDM program, lamb losses could be three to six 
times higher  than those cur rently being exper ienced (Gee, 1977, O’Gara et al.1983). Under  
Alternative 4, no Agreements for Control would be kept. These documents and their  unique 
numbers are the mechanism for  collecting and managing most information gathered by ADC, 
and without them no producer  or  Distr ict information could be maintained. 

 
4.1.2.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
The impacts would be the same as for  Alternative 4.  

 
4.1.2.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
I f author ized in Oregon and the Distr ict, the LPC would be added as a method for  ADC to use to 
resolve wildlife depredation on sheep and lambs.  The LPC would be a tool to help ADC to meet 
Objective A-1.   
 
Use of the LPC would help ADC meet the cr iter ia of Objective A-2 and would help reduce the 
level of predation on lambs below that cur rently being exper ienced. 

 
4.1.3 Objective A-3. - Hold adult sheep losses due to predation to less than 3%/year  in areas with 

cooperative agreements. 1 
 

4.1.3.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program: (No Action). 
 

Appendix C shows the relationship of predator  losses to all losses for  adult sheep and 
demonstrates that predation is a significant cause of adult sheep deaths. The cur rent Distr ict 
ADC program has kept adult sheep predation losses below 3% of the total protected.  Losses to 
sheep in some counties may vary for  several reasons including: 1)ter rain, weather , and vegetative 
cover  that restr icts access and limits the ar ray of available methods; 2) too few ADC personnel 
for  the work load; 3) restr ictions on methods and effectiveness on public lands; or  4) lack of ADC 
access to SMAs where losses occur  or  public lands adjacent to pr ivate  lands where losses are 
occurr ing.  

 
Alternative 1 meets the cr iter ion for  Objective A-3, however , the level of loss is not consistent 
between counties and the 3% goal is not being met for  each producer 's flock, in each county in 
the Distr ict. 
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4.1.3.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 
Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 

 
Alternative 2 is similar  to Alternative 1 in meeting this objective, since it allows ADC to protect 
adult sheep on all land classes. Sheep losses have been documented and repor ted on several 
SMAs (Table 2-1). Permitted livestock producers using these lands have histor ically documented 
sheep losses to predation. The need to conduct WDM in these areas is discussed in Chapter  2 
under  SMAs. Therefore, the impacts of Objective A-3 in relation to Alternative 3 would be the 
same as Alternative 1.  

 
Alternative 2 allows ADC to better  meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-3.   Existing levels of 
predation on adult sheep would probably be reduced for  permittees and producers on pr ivate 
lands adjacent to public lands . 

 
4.1.3.3   Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program.  As noted in 4.1.1.3, most 
sheep operators practice some type(s) of nonlethal predator  damage management. Therefore, the 
impacts of Objective A-3 in relation to Alternative 3 would be the same as Alternative 1. 
Alternative 3 meets the cr iter ia for  Objective A-3, however , the loss is not consistent between 
producers and the 3% goal is not being met for  each producer  in the Distr ict. 

 
4.1.3.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.  

 
Under  Alternative 4, a technical assistance only program, ADC would only be able to provide 
information and training to requesters.  Implementation of wildlife damage management would 
be the responsibility of the requester .  Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion 
for  Objective A-3.  Without an effective wildlife damage management program, existing 
predation losses to adult sheep could increase up to about three times above cur rent predation 
losses (Gee 1977, O'Gara et al. 1983).    Under  Alternative 4, no Agreements for Control would be 
kept. These documents and their  unique numbers are the mechanism for  collecting and 
managing most information gathered by ADC, and without them no producer  or  Distr ict 
information could be maintained. 

 
4.1.3.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
The impacts would be the same as for  Alternative 4.  

 
4.1.3.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
A LPC configuration recently developed for  use on adult sheep has been author ized by the EPA 
and would assist ADC in efficiently meeting the cr iter ion of Objective A-3 if approved by ODA. 

 
4.1.4 Objective A-4. - Hold calf loss due to predation to less than 1%/year  in areas with Cooperative 

Agreements.   
 

4.1.4.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program: (No Action). 
 

Calf predation occurs pr imar ily dur ing calving times and generally occurs dur ing winter  and 
ear ly spr ing months on pr ivate lands. Due to multitude of public lands that encompass these 
pr ivate lands, predators, pr imar ily coyotes, travel freely to and from these multiple land classes. 
Losses to young calves are common on pr ivate lands adjoining public lands in Malheur , Harney, 
Grant and Wallowa counties. Appendix C shows the relationship of predator  losses to all causes 
of death for  calves. Predation can be a significant cause of death for  some cattle producers. 

 
Under  the cur rent program, ADC can only provide preventive predation management on public 
lands where damage has been confirmed in the past. By ODFW policy, black bear  and cougar  
damage management author izes cor rective action after  actual damage is observed or  there is a 
threat to human safety. ODFW will take action on either  pr ivate or  public land.  Calf predation 
in the Distr ict in 1993 was 1.0%.  Repor ted livestock losses were not collected by ADC in FY 
1994 and 1995, however , Distr ict ADC personnel ver ified 81 calves were killed by predators in 
the Distr ict in FY 94 and 127 calves lost to predation in FY 95 (ADC MIS, 1994-95).  As with 
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lambs and sheep, the level of loss is not consistent among counties or  on each producer 's herd.  
The causes of var iations in levels of predation are unknown but may be attr ibuted to one or  more 
of the following: 1) too few ADC personnel for  the work load; 2)  restr ictions on control methods 
permitted on the lands caused by weather , ter rain, etc; or  3) lack of ADC access to Special 
Management Areas where calving is taking place or  public lands adjacent to pr ivate land calving 
pastures.. For  these reasons, we do not believe that  Alternative 1 can meet the cr iter ion for  
Objective A-4.   

 
4.1.4.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available On All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 allows ADC to use a full range of tools and methods to protect calves from 
predation on all land classes where predation is occurr ing and a request for  assistance has been 
received. The ability of ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-4 would be improved since 
ADC would be author ized access to special management areas on Forest Service and BLM lands 
when needs ar ise for  wildlife damage management and to utilize the appropr iate means of 
control to alleviate damage in the most efficient manner .    

 
The ability of ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-4 would be improved because ADC 
could conduct WDM on all lands with cooperative agreements or  Annual Work Plans when 
needs ar ise. We believe that Alternative 2 would better  allow ADC to meet the standards set in 
Objective A-4.  

 
4.1.4.3    Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program.  

 
 Alternative 3 would require nonlethal methods to be in place before implementation of lethal 
control activities. Effective, cost-efficient, nonlethal methods cannot universally be applied to 
cattle production. While confined calving may reduce predation or  increase the likelihood of 
detecting predation when it does occur , the cost of pr ivate pastures and other  feed are cost 
prohibitive for  most producers. Documenting nonlethal practices would likely take a workforce 
away from conducting damage management. No known nonlethal methods effectively prevent 
bear  or  cougar  predation.  

 
Because ADC would not be more restr icted in responding to livestock predation under  this 
alternative, it is likely that calf losses would remain static or  slightly increase from the cur rent 
level. Since the cur rent level of predation is not being met on each ranch or  in each cooperative 
county in the Distr ict, we do not believe that Alternative 3 would meet Objective A-4.  

 
4.1.4.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance. 

 
Under  Alternative 4, ADC would only provide information, demonstrations, and training to 
requesters.  Implementation of wildlife damage management would be the responsibility of the 
requester .   Under  Alternative 4, no Agreements for Control would be kept.  These documents and 
their  unique numbers are the mechanism for  collecting and managing most information gathered 
by ADC, and without them no producer  or  Distr ict information could be maintained.  Losses 
could be expected to r ise,  possibly to the 8% level repor ted by NASS (1992) as the average 
predation level on calves in Oregon. 

 
4.1.4.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
The impacts would be the same as for  Alternative 4.  

 
4.1.4.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The LPC is not designed or  registered for  use on calves.  

 
 

4.1.5 Objective A-5. - Provide 100% of cooperators and cooperating federal, state and local agencies 
with information on nonlethal management techniques proven to be effective for  reducing 
predation. 
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4.1.5.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict program: (No Action). 

 
ADC is providing information, demonstrations and training on nonlethal management 
techniques to livestock producers and others.  Currently, the program must modify the MIS to 
meet all the goals of Objective A-5.  When all the components of the MIS are fully modified and 
operational, ADC will be able to determine who has been provided information on nonlethal and 
other  producer  implemented methods, and provide this information to those who have not 
received it. 

 
Alternative 1 would allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion of Objective A-5, after  a modification 
per iod. 

 
4.1.5.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

The analysis is the same as in Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion 
of Objective A-5. 

 
4.1.5.3    Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program 

 
Nothing in Alternative 3 precludes the distr ibution of information regarding nonlethal methods. 
The analysis is the same as Alternative 1, therefore, Alternative 3 would allow ADC to meet the 
cr iter ion for  Objective A-5 

 
4.1.5.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance 

 
Under  Alternative 4, technical assistance only, ADC would still provide information, 
demonstrations and training to livestock producers on lethal and nonlethal methods of resolving 
wildlife damage problems.  However , under  a technical assistance program tracking would be 
limited to information, number  of demonstrations, number  of training sessions, etc., provided 
within a county because of software design and staffing limitations. 

 
Alternative 4 would only allow ADC to par tially meet the cr iter ion of Objective A-5. 

 
4.1.5.5 Alternative 5. - No Control. 

 
Alternative 5, no ADC program, would not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-5. 
 
 
4.1.5.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The use or  non-use of this method would not affect ADC's ability to meet the cr iter ion of 
Objective A-5. 

 
4.1.6 Objective A-6. - Maintain the lethal take of nontarget animals by ADC personnel dur ing damage 

management to less than 2% of the total animals taken.  
 

4.1.6.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program: (No Action). 
 

The ADC program in the Distr ict captured 55 nontarget animals and killed 25 in 1993, 
representing  0.56 % of the total animals killed in the Distr ict.  ADC captured 58 nontarget 
animals and killed 37 in 1994, representing 0. 9%  of the total animals killed in the Distr ict. The 
percent nontarget take for  FY 1995 was 0.5 % (MIS, 1995). 

 
Alternative 1, the cur rent program, is cur rently meeting the cr iter ion for  Objective A-6. 
4.1.6.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
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Alternative 2 would increase ADC activities in the Distr ict, allowing for  wildlife damage 
management on additional lands.  The increased activities could increase the take of nontarget 
animals.  However , we do not believe that the increase would be different from the cur rent ratio 
of nontarget to target animals killed. 

 
Alternative 2, would meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-6. 

 
4.1.6.3    Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program 

 
As noted in 4.1.1.3, most livestock producers cur rently use some kind of nonlethal WDM and the 
cur rent level and kind of WDM would not change substantially. Therefore, the analysis is the 
same as alternative 1. Alternative 3 allows ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-6. 

 
4.1.6.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance. 

 
Under  Alternative 4 there would be no operational ADC program and therefore no target or  
nontarget take by ADC.  Alternative 4 would allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-6. 

 
4.1.6.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
Under  Alternative 5 there would be no ADC program and therefore no target or  nontarget 
animal kills by ADC.  Alternative 5 would allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-6. 

 
4.1.6.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The LPC is a very selective and target animal specific method.  Since only predators that attack 
lambs and goats by biting them in the throat are exposed to the toxicant and killed, no nontarget 
animals would be taken.  A r isk assessment conducted by ADC in the FEIS concluded that there 
were no probable r isks of pr imary or  secondary toxicity to animals, or  to aquatic systems 
associated with the use of the LPC (USDA 1994). 

 
Use of the LPC would meet the cr iter ion established for  Objective A-6. 

 
 

4.1.7 Objective A-7. - Monitor  the application of  producer  implemented (nonlethal) techniques. 
 

4.1.7.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict program: (No Action). 
 

The ADC program collects data on nonlethal and producer  implemented methods recommended 
by ADC personnel, and those implemented or  in use by producers.   The ADC MIS can store the 
data needed to satisfy this objective, however , output repor t programming has not been 
completed.  This is an ADC pr ior ity that will be met in the future.  

 
    Alternative 1 only marginally allows ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-7. Program 

objectives are to expand this ability as author ity, funding and systems are available in the near  
future.  

 
4.1.7.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

The analysis for  Alternative 2 is the same as Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 will allow ADC to 
marginally meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-7 in the near  future. 

 



 
 4−9 

4.1.7.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program. 
 

Alternative 3 would require the monitor ing and documented use of nonlethal methods before the 
implementation of lethal control.  Modification to the MIS would be necessary before this system 
could generate a nonlethal use repor t.  Until that is accomplished summar ization of the 
information would be accomplished manually and author ity would need to be determined. 

 
Alternative 3, by using either  manual compilation or  M IS repor ting, would allow ADC to 
marginally meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-7. 

 
4.1.7.4 Alternative 4 - Technical Assistance only. 

 
ADC would continue to provide information, demonstrations and training to livestock producers 
on lethal and nonlethal methods of resolving wildlife damage.  However , under  a Technical 
Assistance program monitor ing would be limited to the information, number  of demonstrations, 
number  of training sessions, etc., provided  within a county and not the methods implemented by 
producers. I f field observations were severely limited documentation would become less available 
and much less accurate. 

 
Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion of Objective A-7. 

 
4.1.7.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
Alternative 5 would not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective A-7 since there would be 
no program or  personnel to distr ibute information, or  accumulate and evaluate data. 
 
4.1.7.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The LPC is a lethal technique and not a par t of nonlethal monitor ing.  The use or  non-use of this 
method would not affect ADC's ability to meet the cr iter ion of Objective A-7. 

 
 

4.1.8 Objective B-1. - Respond to 100% of ODFW requests for  wildlife damage management for  the 
protection of wildlife resources. 

 
4.1.8.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict program: (No Action). 

 
The ADC program in the Distr ict attempts to respond to all requests from the ODFW to protect 
wildlife resources from excessive predation.  This alternative allows ADC to respond to a limited 
number  of ODFW requests as cooperative funding for  these projects are available.  No recent 
(FY 1994 and 95) ODFW requests have been received to conduct WDM on federal public lands.  
Had that occurred, ADC would not have been able to respond to ODFW's request due to 
restr icted access to SMAs on public lands. ADC may be fur ther  restr icted by the inability to use 
the proper  tools or  techniques to respond to these requests effectively.  

 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would only allow ADC to par tially meet the cr iter ion of Objective B-1. 

 
4.1.8.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 would allow for  ADC activities on federal public lands within the Distr ict, 
including  ODFW requests to protect wildlife resources. 

 
Alternative 2 would allow ADC to fully meet the cr iter ion for  Objective B-1. 
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4.1.8.3    Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program. 
 

Alternative 3 directs WDM to protect only livestock, and would not address the protection of 
wildlife resources.  

 
 Alternative 3 would not apply to ODFW’s management decision as to whether  or  not to apply 
nonlethal WDM to protect wildlife resources since they are charged with management author ity 
and retain the r ight to make all decisions on how, where and when control measures are 
necessary.  Therefore, Alternative 3 would not affect ADC’s ability  to meet the cr iter ion for  
Objective B-1.  

 
4.1.8.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance. 

 
Under  Alternative 4 there would be no operational ADC program, therefore Alternative 4 would 
not allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective B-1 since the ODFW pr imar ily requests 
operational wildlife damage management for  the protection of wildlife resources. 

 
4.1.8.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
Under  Alternative 5 there would be no ADC program, therefore Alternative 5 would not allow 
ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective B-1. 

 
4.1.8.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The LPC is not registered for  protecting wildlife.  The use or  non-use of this method would not 
affect ADC ability to meet the cr iter ia of  Objective B-1. 

 
 

4.1.9 Objective C-1. - Respond to 100% of ODFW black bear  and cougar  requests.  (See Chapter  1 for  
the cr iter ia used to handle problem black bear  and cougar)  

 
4.1.9.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict program: (No Action). 

 
The ADC program in the Distr ict responded to 8 requests from the ODFW or  Oregon State 
Police to capture black bear  that threatened human safety in 1995.   Four  black bear  were 
captured and either  relocated or  euthanized  in response to these requests.   Cougar  populations 
are increasing (ODFW 1993b) and additional needs could ar ise.  Because of the human safety 
element, ADC has responded to all the ODFW requests without regard to the land classification. 
In FY 1995, the ADC program responded to 28 requests for  assistance from the ODFW or  OSP 
to capture cougar  that threatened human safety.  Seven cougar  were captured and either  
relocated or  euthanized in response to these requests.  
 
Bear  and cougar  populations have been increasing since the passage of Ballot Measure 18. The 
decrease in spor t harvest caused by Measure 18 restr ictions as to the methods of harvest will 
multiply the recruitment and dispersal, and subsequently will increase human conflicts (ODFW, 
1996). Because of the human safety element, ADC has responded to all ODFW and OSP requests 
without regard of land classification. In addition, Measure 18 exempts the restr ictions for  the 
taking of individual animals involved in damage determined to be a threat to human health and 
safety or  research.  

 
Alternative 1, the cur rent ADC program has allowed ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective C-
1. 

 
4.1.9.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 would allow for  ADC activities on all land classes within the Distr ict, including the 
ODFW requests to protect human safety.  Alternative 2 would allow ADC to meet the cr iter ion 
for  Objective C-1. 
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4.1.9.3    Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program. 
 

 ODFW is charged with management author ity of the State’s wildlife resources and retains the 
r ight to make all decisions concerning the disposition of problem bear  and cougar .  Current 
ODFW policy directs the lethal removal of any bear  or  cougar  determined to be a threat to 
human health and safety.  

 
Alternative 3 directs ADC actions to the protection of livestock and would not affect ADC’s 
ability  to meet the cr iter ia for  Objective C-1. 

 
4.1.9.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance . 

 
Under  Alternative 4 there would be no operational ADC program. Alternative 4 would not allow 
ADC to meet the cr iter ion for  Objective C-1. 

 
4.1.9.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program. 

 
Under  Alternative 5 there would be no ADC program.  Alternative 5 would not allow ADC to 
meet the cr iter ion for  Objective C-1. 

 
4.1.9.6 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The use or  non-use of this method would not affect ADC's ability to meet the cr iter ion of Objective 
C-1. 

 
4.1.10 Summary 

 
Table 4-1 summar izes how each alternative would meet each objective; par tially meets the objective; 
does not meet the objective; or  has no affect on the objective.   

 
 Table 4-1 
 Alternative/Objective Compar ison 
 

 
Objective 

 
Alternative 
1 

 
Alternative  2 

 
Alternative 3 *   

 
Alternative 4 

 
Alternative 5 

 
 LPC 

 
A-1 (Requests) 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
A-2 (Lambs) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 Meets 

 
A-3(Sheep) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 Meets 

 
A-4(Calves) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 No Effect 

 
A-5(Nonlethal) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 No Effect 

 
A-6(Nontarget) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
A-
7(Monitor)* *  

 
Par tially 
meets 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
Par tially 
Meets 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 No Effect 

 
B-1(Wildlife) 

 
Par tially 
meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 N/A 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 No Effect 

 
C-1(Safety) 

 
 Meets 

 
 Meets 

 
 N/A 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
Does Not 
Meet 

 
 No Effect 

 
*      Because most livestock producers currently implement nonlethal methods, the impacts are the same as for  Alternative 
1.  
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* *   ADC does not have the author ity and resources to completely monitor  the implementation of producer  implemented      
 (nonlethal) techniques.  
 
 

4.1.11 Alternative Consistency with Forest Service Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMP) 
and Bureau of Land Management Resource Management Plans (RMP) 

 
Before an Alternative can be considered for  implementation on Forest Service or   BLM lands, it must 
be consistent with the land management and/or  resource management plans.  These are termed Land 
and Resource Management Plans (LRMP) or  more commonly " Forest Plans" .  On BLM lands, the 
equivalent documents are called Resource Management Plans (RMP) or  in some cases, older  
Management Framework Plans (MFP).  I f the Alternative is consistent with the LRMP or  RMP, no 
additional action will be necessary by the Forest Service or  BLM should that alternative be selected. 

 
I f an alternative that is inconsistent with the LRMP or  RMP is selected in the decision process, the 
Forest or  BLM Distr ict could amend the LRMP or  RMP to be consistent with the EA.  The decision 
would not be implemented on the Forest or  BLM Distr ict until the inconsistency is resolved either  
through amendment of the LRMP or  RMP or  modification of the alternative (s). 

 
The following is a review of the consistency of each LRMPs, RMP MFP in the Distr ict: 

 
4.1.11.1 Umatilla National Forest LRMP  

 
The Umatilla National Forest LRMP does not address WDM. The fact that the LRMP does not cover  
WDM does not necessar ily indicate inconsistency.  The Umatilla NF has been asked to make a 
consistency determination based on this EA and follow appropr iate NEPA procedures in making 
amendments that may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved  through amendment of the plans 
would be identified in the Annual Work Plan. 

 
4.1.11.2  Wallowa-Whitman Forest LRMP. 

 
The Wallowa-Whitman  NF LRMP provides for  the conduct of wildlife damage management by 
APHIS-ADC. The Forest Plan’s Standards and Guidelines permit predator  management as needed to 
achieve management objectives in coordination and cooperation with APHIS-ADC and ODFW.   

 
4.1.11.3 Ochoco National Forest LRMP  

 
The Ochoco NF LRMP does not address WDM. The fact that the LRMP does not cover  WDM does not 
necessar ily indicate inconsistency. The Ochoco NF has been requested to make a consistency 
determination based on this EA and follow appropr iate NEPA procedures in making amendments that 
may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved in the LRMPs would be identified in the Annual Work 
Plan. 

   
4.1.11.4 Malheur  National Forest LRMP 
 
The Malheur   NF LRMP does not address WDM. The fact that the LRMP does not cover  WDM does 
not necessar ily indicate inconsistency. The Malheur  NF has been requested to make a consistency 
determination based on this EA and follow appropr iate NEPA procedures in making amendments that 
may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved in the LRMPs would be identified in the Annual Work 
Plan. 

  
4.1.11.5   The Burns, Vale and Pr ineville BLM Distr icts’  RMPs/MFPs:  

 
The Burns and Vale BLM Distr icts author ize WDM at the request of permittees and have an ADC 
Annual Work Plan. The Pr ineville Distr ict has no cur rent Annual Work Plan for  livestock protection. 
In 1993, the Burns BLM Distr ict determined that WDM as proposed by APHIS-ADC was in 
conformance with the Andrews Management Framework Plan and the Three Rivers Resource 
Management Plan. The Vale BLM Distr ict determined in 1995 that the proposed Integrated WDM 
program on public land for  the purpose of protecting livestock and enhancing winter  survival of big 
game is consistent with Land Use Plan in Malheur  and Jordan Resource Areas of the Distr ict.  

 
Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) of this EA is similar  to the selected alternative (Proposed Action) in the 
Vale and Burns BLM Plan/ EA (BLM 1993, 1993a). WDM is not specifically identified and discussed in 
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current land use plans for  the Distr icts, although its practice is incorporated by default since it is 
permissible by state and federal law.  This alternative was determined to be consistent within the broad 
scope of BLM multiple use planning for  the Distr ict. The Burns, Vale and Pr ineville BLM Distr icts 
have been requested to make a consistency determination based on this EA and follow appropr iate 
NEPA procedures in making amendments that may be needed.    

 
4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

This section analyzes the environmental consequences using Alternative 1 (the cur rent program) as the 
baseline for  compar ison with the other  alternatives and the option, to determine if the real or  potential 
impacts are greater , lesser  or  the same. 

 
The following resource values within the Distr ict are not expected to be significantly impacted by any 
of the alternatives analyzed: soils, geology, minerals, water  quality/quantity, flood plains, wetlands, 
visual resources, air  quality, pr ime and unique farmlands, aquatic resources, timber  and range.  These 
resources will not be analyzed fur ther . 

 
Social and Recreational Concerns: Discussed throughout the document as they relate to issues raised 
dur ing public involvement and they are discussed in the FEIS (USDA 1994) 

 
Cumulative and Unavoidable Impacts: Discussed in relationship to each of the key species analyzed in 
this chapter . 

 
I r reversible and I r retr ievable Commitments of Resources: Other  than minor  uses of fuels for  motor  
vehicles and other  mater ials, there are no ir reversible or  ir retr ievable commitments of resources. 

 
Issues Analyzed in Detail 

 
4.2.1 Potentials for  ADC take of predators to cause declines in predator  populations, when added to 

the spor t harvest and other  forms of take. 
 

The species evaluated in this chapter  were selected for  analysis because they are taken by ADC 
in response to livestock and poultry predation, protection of livestock feeding operations and 
human safety problems.  The " Magnitude"  analyses for  this EA follow the process descr ibed in 
the ADC FEIS in Chapter  4 as outlined in Table 4-2 (USDA 1994).  Magnitude is defined in the 
FEIS as " . .  a measure of the number  of animals killed in relation to their  abundance."   
Magnitude may be determined either  quantitatively or  qualitatively.  Quantitative analysis is 
used wherever  possible as it is more r igorous and is based on allowable harvest levels, population 
estimates and harvest data.  Qualitative analysis is based on population trends and harvest data 
or  trends and modeling.  Allowable harvest levels were determined from research studies which 
are cited in the FEIS (USDA 1994, Table 4-2).  " Other  Harvest"  includes the known fur  harvest, 
spor t harvest, and other  information obtained from the ODFW.  " Total Harvest"  is the sum of  
the ADC kill and the " Other  Harvest."  

 
Estimating wildlife densities is not precise and often dynamic, and professional judgement is 
required to account for  unknowns and var iables, such as the ability of habitat to suppor t 
populations.  Therefore, assessments are based on conservative population estimates rather  than 
higher  population estimates to better  insure that no adverse wildlife population impacts occur .   

 
ISSUE FOR EACH TARGET SPECIES: Would the ADC kill, when added to " Other  Harvest" , 
exceed the allowable harvest of the population, resulting in a population decline? 

 
4.2.1.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict Program: (No Action). 

 
In FY 1995, coyotes were responsible for  about 84% of the ver ified losses to all protected 
livestock in the Distr ict. From repor ted losses collected in FY 1993, coyotes were 
responsible for  89 % of the repor ted Distr ict-wide dollar  losses to livestock.  ADC County 
Summary Repor ts (M IS 1993) indicate that the coyote is repor ted to be the pr imary 
predator  on sheep (66%), lambs (87%), cattle (72%), calves (89%), and poultry (25%).  
The total repor ted loss to coyotes in the Distr ict was valued at $595,215 (MIS 1993).  
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Coyote Population Information 

 
To discuss the impacts of var ious environmental constraints and external factors on coyote 
populations and density, it is essential to understand the basic mechanisms that play a role 
in the coyotes' response to constraints and actions.  The species unique resilience, its ability 
to adapt, and its perseverance under  adverse conditions is commonly recognized among 
biologists and rangeland managers. 

 
Determinations of absolute densities for  coyote populations are frequently limited to 
educated guesses (Knowlton 1972).  Coyotes are highly mobile animals with home ranges 
(ter r itory) that vary by sex and age of the animal and season of the year  (Pyrah 1984, 
Althoff 1978, Todd and Keith 1976).  The literature on coyote spatial organization is 
confusing (Windberg and Knowlton 1988, Messier  and Barrette 1982).  Coyote population 
densities will vary depending on the time of year , food abundance, and habitat.  Coyote 
densities have ranged from a low of 0.39/mi2 dur ing the time when populations are low 
(prewhelping) to a high of 3.55/mi2 when populations are high (postwhelping) (Pyrah 1984, 
Knowlton 1972).   

 
 Coyote home ranges may vary from 2.0 mi2 to 21.3 mi2 (Andelt and Gipson 1979, Gese et 
al.19882

 

).  Ozoga and Harger  (1966), Edwards (1975), and Danner  (1976) however , 
observed a wide over lap between coyote home range and did not consider  coyotes 
ter r itor ial.  The presence of unusual food concentrations and nonbreeding helpers at the 
den can influence coyote densities, and complicate any effor t to estimate abundance 
(Danner  and Smith 1980).  A positive relationship was established between coyotes 
densities in mid-late winter  and the availability of dead livestock (Roy and Dorrance 
1985). 

Each occupied coyote ter r itory may have several nonbreeding helpers at the den dur ing 
whelping (Allen, et al. 1987, Bekoff and Wells 1982).  Therefore, each defended coyote 
ter r itory may have more than just a pair  of coyotes.  Messier  and Barrette (1982) repor ted 
that dur ing November  through Apr il,  35% of the coyotes were in groups of three to five 
animals and Gese et al. (1988) repor ted that coyote groups of 2, 3, 4, and 5 compr ised 
40%, 37%, 10% and 6% of the resident population, respectively.   

 

                       
2 All literature citations repor ted in km2 have been conver ted to mi2 for  reader  convenience 

and to maintain consistency. 
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Many authors have estimated 
coyote populations throughout the 
west and elsewhere (Pyrah 1984, 
Camenzind 1978, Knowlton 1972, 
Clark 1972, USDI 1979, ODFW 
1980, Keister  ODFW pers. comm. 
1994).  The total coyote population 
in Oregon and in the Distr ict can 
be estimated by using scientific 
modeling.  ODFW (1980) estimated 
the statewide coyote population at 
147,000 and in 1994 at 160,000.  
These estimates are not precise 
enough for  year  to year  
compar isons, but do indicate that 
the coyote populations in Oregon 
are stable.   

 
In 1994, ODFW estimated that 
there is approximately 43,750 mi2 
of coyote habitat in the Distr ict..  
Recent work by Keister  (1994) and others suggest that an average density of  2.0  
coyotes/mi2 is an accurate estimate for  the Distr icts ideal coyote habitat, yielding an 
estimated population of 87,500 coyotes. 

 
Coyote Population Impact Analysis 

 
Data on ADC coyote kill is available for  1995, however , comparative spor t harvest and 
other  take data in Oregon are not available.  Therefore, 1994 data will be used to examine 
state and Distr ict wide potential impacts on coyote populations.   The 1994 statewide 
coyote population estimate, made by ODFW, and the 1994 Distr ict estimate will be used as 
a baseline.  I t should also be noted that the level of " Other  Take"  repor ted to ODFW may 
be low because the repor ting of coyotes killed is not required.  Table 4-2 displays the 
known information about coyote abundance and harvest in 1994. 

 
Connolly and Longhurst (1975) determined that, " I f 75% of the coyotes are killed each 
year , the population would be exterminated in slightly over  50 years."   The authors 
fur ther  say that their  " Model suggests that coyotes through compensatory reproduction 
can withstand an annual control level of 70%.  To fur ther  demonstrate the coyote's 
recruitment (reproduction and immigration) ability, if 75% control occurred for  20 years, 
coyote populations would regain precontrol densities by the end of the fifth year  after  
control was terminated.  Fur thermore, immigration, not considered in the 
Connolly/Longhurst model can result in rapid occupancy of vacant ter r itor ies (Windberg 
and Knowlton 1988).  While removing animals from small areas at the appropr iate time 
can protect vulnerable livestock, immigration of coyotes from the sur rounding area could 
quickly replace the animals removed (Stoddar t, et al. 1984).  Connolly (1978) noted, the 
coyote has survived and even thr ived in spite of ear ly century effor ts to exterminate it.  
Based on this information, ADC's impact on the coyote population, even with possible 
" Other  Harvest"  under  repor ting, will not affect the coyote population in Oregon or  the 
Distr ict because the " Total Take"  of coyotes in the Distr ict is about 7% (statewide is 
7.5%).  Evaluating the data using standards established in USDA (1994) to determine the 
magnitude to which total harvest impacts the species, less than 70% of the population of 
coyotes results in a determination of " low magnitude."   Distr ict ADC Specialists killed 
4,003 problem coyotes in FY 1995 which is a higher  take than 1994.  This will not change 
the determination of " low magnitude."  

 
 Table 4-2a 

 John Day ADC Distr ict 
 Coyote Reproduction Model 

 
 

 
 John Day 

 
 Oregon 

 
Est. Population 

 
 87,500 

 
 160,000 

 
ADC K ill 

 
 3,386 

 
 6,842 

 
Other  Take 

 
 2,737 

 
 5,144 

 
Total Take 

 
 6,123 

 
 11,986 

 
ADC K ill - % 
of Population 

 
 
 3.8% 

 
 
 4.3% 

 
Other  Take - % 
of Population 

 
 
 3.1% 

 
 
 3.2% 

 
Total Take - % 
of Population 

 
 
 7.0% 

 
 
 7.5% 
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Resident Population 

 
Year lings 

 
Adults 

 
Total 

 
 Population Age Structure 

 
35,000 

 
52,500 

 
87,500 

 
 No. Females 

 
17,500 

 
26,250 

 
43,750 

 
 % Breeding Females 

 
10 

 
70 

 
 

 
 No. Breeding Females 

 
1,750 

 
18,375 

 
20,125 

 
 Ave. Pups/L itter  

 
4 

 
6 

 
 

 
 Pups Born 

 
7,000 

 
110,250 

 
117,250 

 
 Maximum Annual Population 

 
8,750 

 
128,625 

 
137,375 

 
 

Computation of population figures for  Table 4-2a is based on The Effects of Control on 
Coyote Populations, 1975, University of California, Modeling the Utah Coyote Population-
-Notes, 1988. 

 
These figures indicate that only 25% of the annual recruitment is need for  mor tality 
replacement and dispersal. Consider ing the combined annual take of coyotes by ADC 
(3,386) and other  take (2,737), impacts to the Distr ict-wide coyote population are minimal. 
  

 
Black Bear  Population Information  

 
Black bears occur  throughout most of Oregon except in the southeastern por tion of the 
state.  Bears can present problems concerning livestock predation, proper ty damage, and 
threats to human safety and nuisance situations in the Distr ict. 

   
A survey of Distr ict-wide cooperators in 1993 indicated a repor ted loss to black bear  
predation included 14 adult sheep, 20 lambs, 3 adult cattle and 18 calves valued at           $ 
13,525 (MIS 1995). ADC personnel ver ified in 1993 that black bear  predation to livestock 
exceeded $8,000 (MIS 1993). FY 1994 and 1995 ver ified losses were valued at  
$ 8,270 and $ 2,300.  
 
The age structure of bear  populations is one indicator  of population health.  Because bears 
are relatively long-lived animals, bears in the older  age classes should be found in a 
healthy population.  I f a population is over  exploited, the older  aged bears will not be 
present or  will be in low propor tions (ODFW 1993a).  Black bears can live up to 25 years 
(USDA 1994) and in Oregon, bears 20 years old or  older  are not uncommon in the spor t 
harvest (ODFW 1993a).   

 
In Oregon, female black bears generally reach reproductive matur ity at 3.5 years of age.  
Following a 7-8 month gestation per iod (about 220 days), they produce from one to 6 cubs, 
with 2 young per  litter  being most common.  Juvenile black bear  annual mor tality ranges 
from 20% to 70%.  

 
Black bear  density var ies between 0.3 and 3.4 bear /mi2, depending on habitat. Densities 
range from 0.9 bears/mi2 in western Oregon to 0.3 bears/mi2 in the eastern por tion of the 
state.  Black bear  densities of at least 1.0/mi2 have been documented in the adjacent states 
of Washington, California and Idaho (ODFW 1993a).  The cur rent Oregon statewide 
population is estimated to be 25,000 animals occupying about 40,000  mi2 of habitat 
(ODFW 1993a).   The nor theastern section of the Distr ict contains some high 
concentrations of black bear , however , most of the Distr ict is considered as medium 
density black bear  habitat. The high deser t sagebrush habitat of southern Malheur  and 
Harney Counties is not suitable to suppor t a viable black bear  population. ODFW 
estimates that a minimum of 18,000 mi2 of black bear  habitat is found in the Distr ict, and 
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in 1994 this habitat suppor ted a population of 8,100 bear  ( ODFW 1996) or  approximately 
32% of the black bear  population in Oregon. 

 
Black Bear  Population Impact Analysis 

 
    Data on ADC black bear  kill is available for  1995, however , comparative spor t harvest and 

other  take data in Oregon are not available.  Therefore, 1994 data will be used to examine 
state and Distr ict wide potential impacts on black bear  populations.   Statewide, the 
estimated black bear  population has remained at about the same level repor ted by USDA 
(1994) and ODFW. 

 
The allowable harvest (kill) level 
for  black bear  descr ibed in USDA 
(1994, Table 4-2) is 20% of the 
population.  ODFW (1993a) uses 
sex ratios and age structure to 
evaluate harvest impacts to black 
bear  populations.  For  this 
analysis we will consider  both 
approaches to analyze impacts. 

 
ODFW (1993a) analyzed black 
bear  sex ratios and age structures, 
concluding that the cur rent 
harvest, whether  by hunting, 
ODFW or  ADC, or  unknown, is 
not causing a decline in bear  
populations.  The data indicate 
(Table 4-3) that, statewide, the 
total known kill is about 6.4% of 
the estimated population. This 
level is well below the parameters 
of " low magnitude"  of impact 
established in the USDA (1994).   

 
In 1994,  the Distr ict " Total 
Harvest"  was 4 bear  or  0.08 % of 
the estimated population.  This level of harvest is well below the allowable harvest level of 
20% (USDA 1994) and is judged that this is a " low magnitude"  of harvest.  I t should be 
noted that although ADC took a very small propor tion of the black bear  in relationship to 
the total population the effor t is considered quite impor tant by ADC and ODFW in 
resolving black bear  damage and protecting human safety and to meeting ODFW black 
bear  damage goals.  In FY 1993, the ADC Distr ict take was 8 bear  of which 2 were 
relocated.  In 1994, Distr ict ADC Specialists killed 4 black bear  and released another  3.  In 
FY 1995, 9 black bear  were killed and 2 released.  All were taken to protect livestock.  
ADC killed 56 black bear  statewide in 1994 and 98 in FY 1995.  No nontarget bear  were 
captured in 1994 or  1995.  State-wide, the total ADC kill decreased by 34 bear  in 1994 
over  1993 but increased by 42 from 94 to 95..  The stable population trend appears 
unchanged and the 1994 and 1995 ADC kill and " Other  Take"  would be a low magnitude 
of impact. 

 
Cougar  Population Information  

 
ADC cooperators repor ted that 129 adult sheep, 74 lambs, 6 adult cattle, 2 adult horses 
and 90 calves were killed by cougars in 1993. This repor ted losses was valued at $ 64,435 
(MIS, 1993). ODFW repor ts that complaints of cougar  predation on livestock increased 
580% between 1986 and 1991 (ODFW 1993b).   

 
Cougars have  an extensive distr ibution across Nor th Amer ica including Oregon.  I t is the 
largest member  of the cat family in Oregon, and is known by several names, including 

 
 

 
ADC FEIS 

1987 
(Oregon) 

 
 

John Day 
1994 

 
 

Oregon 
1994 

 
Est. 
Population 

 
 
 20,000 

 
 
         5,000  

 
 
 25,000 

 
ADC K ill 

 
 129 

 
                4 

 
 56 

 
Other  
Take 

 
 954 

 
 448 

 
 1,545 

 
Total Take 

 
 1,083 

 
 452 

 
 1,601 

 
ADC % of 
Population 

 
 
 0.6% 

 
 
 0.08% 

 
 
 0.2% 

 
Other  % 
of 
Population 

 
 
 4.8% 

 
 
 9% 

 
 
 6.1% 

 
Total % of 
Population 

 
 
 5.4% 

 
 
 9% 

 
 
 6.4% 
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panther , puma, catamount, and most commonly, mountain lion (ODFW 1993b).  Cougars 
inhabit many habitat types from deser t to alpine environments, indicating a wide range of 
adaptability.  They are very closely associated with deer  and elk because of their  
dependence upon these species for  food.  The best eastern Oregon habitat is thought to be 
the open mixed-conifer  type of the Blue Mountains, including the pine-bunch grass type 
and the canyon country of nor theastern Oregon. Both types of habitat also are productive 
habitats for  deer  and elk (ODFW 1993b).  Much of the Distr ict lies within the mixed-
conifer  and open canyon type habitat.  

 
Female cougars typically breed for  the first time between 22 and 29 months of age 
(Ashman et al. 1983) but initial breeding may be delayed until a ter r itory has been 
established (Hornocker  1970).  Cougars breed and give bir th year-round but most bir ths 
occur  dur ing late spr ing and summer following about a 90-day gestation per iod (Ashman 
et al. 1983, Seidernsticker  et al. 1973, Robinette et al. 1961).  One to six offspr ing per  litter  
is possible, with an average of two to three young per  litter ; average litter  sizes in Oregon 
are 2.6 kittens (ODFW 1993b). 

 
Cougar  density pr imar ily results from prey availability and the social tolerance for  other  
cougars.  Prey availability is directly related to prey habitat quality that directly 
influence's cougar  nutr itional health, and reproductive and mor tality rates.  Studies 
indicate that as available prey increases, so do cougar  populations, and since cougars are 
ter r itor ial animals, the rate of population increase tends to decrease as cougar  density 
increases.  As cougar  population density increases, mor tality rates from intra specific 
fighting and cannibalism also increase, and/or  cougars disperse into unoccupied or  less 
densely occupied habitat.  The relationship of the cougar  to its prey and to other  cougars is 
why their  densities do not reach levels observed in a number  of other  wildlife species 
(ODFW 1993b). 

 
Cougar  densities in other  states, based on a var iety of population estimating techniques, 
range from a low of about 1/100mi2 to a high of 24/100mi2 (Johnson and Str ickland 1992).  
An average density estimate for  the western states were 7.5/100mi2 (Johnson and 
Str ickland 1992).  ODFW (1993b) modeled cougar  populations in Oregon and based on 
that model and other  information, estimated that cougar  populations are increasing at  4-
5% per  year , with a cur rent statewide population of 3,100 cougars (Personal 
communication, Keister  1996) .  However , since cougars are highly ter r itor ial, and chase 
or  kill other  cougar  in their  ter r itory, populations tend to stabilize (ODFW 1993b). 

 
Cougar  populations can sustain relatively moderate to heavy losses of adults and still 
maintain viable populations.  Robinette et al.  (1977) repor ted an annual mor tality of 32% 
in Utah, while Ashman et al. (1983) noted a sustained annual mor tality of at least 30% in 
Nevada.  Ashman et al. (1983) believed that under  " Moderate to heavy exploitation (30%-
50% removal),"  cougar  populations on their  study area had the recruitment (reproduction 
and immigration) capability to rapidly replace annual losses. 

 
Cougar  Population Impact Analysis  

 
The allowable annual harvest level for  cougar , projected by the USDA (1994, Table 4-2) is 
30% of the population, however , the Oregon cougar  population model indicates that 
cougar  populations will remain stable with human caused mor tality of 13%. Ten percent 
of the allowable harvest is from spor t hunting and 3% from illegal and other  take. 
(Personal communication, Keister  1996).  Because it is more conservative and reflects 
Oregon studies, the 13% harvest level will be used for  our  analysis.  Comparable data for  
Oregon are not yet available for  1995 or  for  years before 1992, therefore 1994 data will be 
used to determine potential state and Distr ict wide impacts on cougar  populations.  Table 
4-7 displays the information about cougar  numbers and harvest dur ing 1994. 
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The ODFW (1993b) used population age structure and sex ratio to evaluate impacts on 
cougar  populations.  Both 
approaches are used to examine 
potential impacts.The available 
data indicate that the total harvest 
statewide for  1994 for  Oregon was 
254 animals.  ADC killed 15 
problem cougars statewide dur ing 
1994, down from 19 killed in 1992. 
No nontarget cougars were killed 
and one target cougar  was captured 
and released.  These figures are 
well within the parameters for  a 
determination of " low magnitude"  
of impact (USDA 1994). 

 
Cougar  habitat in the Distr ict can 
be identified by three habitat 
classifications : high, medium and 
low. Approximately 16,500 square 
miles in the Distr ict are considered 
low quality cougar  habitat. About 
12,700 square miles is considered to be medium and about 15,000 is estimated to be high 
quality cougar  habitat. Based on 1 cougar  per  100 square miles, an estimate of 165 cougars 
for  low quality habitat is achieved. For  medium quality habitat using approximately 3.5 
cougar  per  100 square miles,   445 cougar  are estimated. For  high quality habitat (7.5 
cougar /100 square miles) the population is estimated to be 1,125. The cougar  population in 
the Distr ict  is estimated to be 1,735 animals, or  56% of the state-wide population. 

 
 In 1994, ADC killed 9 problem cougars in the Distr ict or  0.5% of the estimated 
population.  The " Total Take"  was 30 animals, or  1.7% of the total estimated population.  
This is within the parameters of " low magnitude"  of  impact.  ODFW (1993b) analyzed 
cougar  age and sex ratios and concluded that the increasing propor tion of males in the 
harvest, coupled with the age distr ibution of the harvest suppor ted the population 
projections of their  model and of an increasing cougar  population.  This impact analysis 
indicates that the wildlife damage management program conducted state and Distr ict wide 
is not having an adverse impact on cougar  populations.  Keister  (1994) also concluded that 
at the cur rent level of human caused mor tality the cougar  population in Oregon could 
continue to grow. 

 
Bobcat Population Information 

 
Bobcat predation on livestock in the Distr ict is pr imar ily on  poultry, sheep and 
occasionally newborn calves.   In 1993, repor ted  bobcat predation accounted for  16 head 
of var ious livestock valued at $1,150. ADC ver ified losses in 1994 and 1995 were $ 350 and 
$ 60 respectively.  

 
Bobcats reach reproductive matur ity at approximately 9 to 12 months of age and may 
have one to six kittens following a two-month gestation per iod (Crows 1975; Koehler  
1987).  Bobcat density ranges between 0.1 and 7/mi2.  They may live up to 14 years, but 
annual mor tality is as high as 47% (Rolley 1985).  In 1980, ODFW estimated that there 
was 24,579 mi2 of bobcat habitat in Oregon suppor ting a population of about 45,000 
animals, an average density of about 1.8 bobcats/mi2.  Population estimates for  1994 
showed 76,000 animals state-wide.  A cur rent estimate of occupied  bobcat habitat in the 
Distr ict is not available. Therefore, no cur rent population  estimate can be calculated for  
the Distr ict. 

 
Bobcat Population Impact Analysis 

 

 
 

 
 John Day 

 
 Oregon 

 
Est. Population 

 
               1 ,735  

 
 3,100 

 
ADC K ill 

 
 9 

 
 15 

 
Other  Take 

 
 21 

 
                   239 

 
Total Take 

 
 30 

 
 254 

 
ADC K ill - % 
of Population 

 
 
 0.5% 

 
 
 0.5% 

 
Other  Take - % 
of Population 

 
 
 1.2% 

 
 
 7.7% 

 
Total Take - % 
of Population 

 
 
 1.7% 

 
 
 8.1% 
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Population data are not yet 
available for  1995, therefore no 
attempt will be made to 
estimate the Distr ict wide 
bobcat population.  The 1994 
statewide estimated population 
is 76,000.  The " Total Take"  of 
bobcats in the state was 2,108 
animals.  The " Other  Take"  
was 2,066 animals statewide 
and 575 in the Distr ict.  The 
ADC harvest of bobcats was 42 
animals statewide and 17 in the 
Distr ict. 

 
The allowable harvest for  
bobcats in the USDA (1994) 
was established at 20% of the 
total population.   The 
information available for  1994 
shows the ADC kill of problem 
bobcats to be less than 0.1% of 
the total estimated population, both state and Distr ict wide.  As these are substantially less 
than 20% of the allowable harvest, this magnitude of impact is low.  Neither  the ADC kill 
nor  " Other  Take"  is having a significant impact on bobcat populations state or  Distr ict 
wide. In 1994, ADC Specialists  released an additional 23 target and nontarget bobcats. In 
FY 1995, Distr ict personnel captured 9 target bobcats of which 8 were released and 1 was 
killed.  Eight nontarget bobcats were captured and 2 killed in the Distr ict dur ing 1995 
(MIS 1994 and 1995)).  Thus, the 1995 magnitude of impact is unchanged from 1994.   

 
Red Fox Population Information  

 
Red fox predation in the Distr ict is confined to poultry and occasionally new-born 
livestock .  Ver ified and repor ted damage in 1994 and 1995 amounted to about $ 1,500.  
 
Red foxes are the most common and well-known species in the genus Vulpes and are the 
most widely distr ibuted nonspecific predator  in the wor ld (Voigt 1987). ADC has note a  
steady increase in red fox populations into new and previously uninhabited areas of the 
Distr ict within the last ten years.  Foxes are regarded as nuisance predators in many 
regions, preying on wildlife and livestock, and have become notor ious in many areas of the 
wor ld as car r iers of diseases (Ables 1969, Andrews et al. 1973, Richards 1974, Tabel et al. 
1974, Tullar  et al. 1976, Pils and Mar tin 1978, Sargeant 1978, Voigt 1987, Allen and 
Sargeant 1993). Red fox are exotic to the State of Oregon having been introduced for  fur  
farm operations and for  coursing with hounds for  spor t. Because of its impor tance to 
humans, it has been the subject of much study dur ing the last 20 years.  Investigations 
have revealed that red foxes are extremely adaptive with much diversity in their  behavior  
and habitats.  Voigt and Ear le (1983) showed that red foxes avoided coyotes but coexisted 
in the same area and habitats where sufficient escape cover  and prey species are available 
to suppor t both. The major  controlling factor  of red fox expansion in eastern Oregon is the 
competition with coyotes.  

 
The density of red fox populations is difficult to determine because of the species secretive 
and elusive nature.  However , the red fox has a high reproductive rate and dispersal 
capacity similar  to coyotes, and is capable of withstanding high mor tality within the 
population (Allen and Sargeant 1993, Voigt 1987, Voigt and MacDonald 1984, Harr is 
1979, Pils and Mar tin 1978, Storm et al. 1976, Andrews et al. 1973, and Phillips and Mech 
1970).  Storm et al. (1976) stated that 95% of the females (43.6% were less than 1 year  old) 
bred successfully in a population in I llinois and Iowa.  Rowlands and Parkes (1935) and 
Creed (1960) repor ted that male red fox breed in their  first year .  L itter  sizes averaged 
about 4.7 for  13 research studies and litters with as many as 14 and 17 offspr ing have been 
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repor ted (Storm et al. 1976, Voigt 1987).  Ables (1969) and Sheldon (1950) repor ted that 
more than one female was observed at the den and suggest that red fox have " helpers"  at 
the den, a phenomena observed in coyotes and other  canids.  Repor ted red fox population 
densities have been as high as over  50/mi2. (Harr is 1977, MacDonald and Newdick 1982, 
Harr is and Rayner  1986) where food was abundant; Ontar io population densities are 
estimated at 2.6 animals/mi2. (Voigt 1987), and Sargeant (1972) repor ted 1 fox den/3 mi2. 

 
Red fox dispersal serves to replace and equalize fox densities over  large areas and over  a 
wide range of population densities.  Annual harvests in localized areas in one or  more 
years will likely have little impact on the overall population in subsequent years, but may 
reduce localized predation (Allen and Sargeant 1993).  Phillips (1970) says that fox 
populations are resilient and in order  for  fox control operations by trapping to be 
successful, pressure on the population must be almost continuous.  Phillips (1970) and 
Voigt (1987) fur ther  states that habitat destruction that reduces prey numbers, water  and 
cover  will impact fox populations to a greater  extent than a shor t-term over  harvest. 

 
Current population estimates for  Red Fox in Oregon and the distr ict are not available.  In 
1980 however , ODFW estimated that there was 10,716 mi2 of red fox habitat statewide 
with a population of about 20,300 animals, and an average density of 1.9 red fox/mi2 of 
habitat.  For  
 purposes of this analysis, we estimated red fox density at 1.0 per  square mile on 5% of the 
Distr ict. This estimate of 2,208 fox will be used to determine ADC's impact as there is no 
comparable data for  Oregon and the Distr ict, unlike the estimate conducted in 1980. 

   
Red Fox Population Impact Analysis 

 
Dur ing 1995, 32 target red fox 
were captured and nontarget 
released.  In FY 1994, 82 target 
red fox were killed.  The " Total 
Take"  of red fox in 1994 
statewide and in the Distr ict is 
shown in Table 4-9. The " Other  
Take"  of red fox was 336 
animals statewide and 64 in the 
Distr ict.  

 
USDA (1994) determined the 
allowable harvest level for  red 
fox to be 70% of the total 
population. The data for  1994 
showed the ADC state-wide kill 
to be less than 0.75% of the total 
estimated population and for  the 
distr ict 3.7% of the total 
population . As these harvest 
levels are less than 70% of the 
allowable harvest, the magnitude 
of impact is determined to be low.   
    
Raccoon Population Impact Analysis 

 
The 1994 data for  the Distr ict shows that 23 raccoons were killed and 1 released.  FY 1995 
raccoon take in the Distr ict was 38 killed and 2 released.  Because cur rent population 
levels have not been determined in the Distr ict, it is impossible to accurately assess the 
magnitude of ADC take. However , based on the low number  killed each year ,  we believe 
the magnitude of impact to be low. Even though a Distr ict-wide population estimate is 
available it is clear  from the information that the total take is low compared to other  
previous estimates in the state.     
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Str iped and Spotted Skunk Population Impact Analysis 
 

There are no ODFW population estimates for  str iped or  spotted skunks, therefore, the 
lowest repor ted density estimates from the literature will be used to estimate skunk 
populations.  Using this information, the estimated population in the Distr ict is about 
45,000 str iped and spotted skunks.  Dur ing 1994, Distr ict personnel killed 110 skunks and 
in 1995, 79 were killed.  This represents less than 0.2% of the population.  I t is recognized  
that " Other  Take"  of skunks occurs but no system exists for  recording this information.  I t 
is believed by professional wildlife biologists that " Total Take,"  although unknown, is not 
impacting the population compared to the total population and the magnitude of impact is 
low. 

 
Raven Population Information  
 
The common raven, common crow (C brachyrhynchos), and black billed magpie (Pica pica) 
are the most well know species in the family Corvidae.  The common raven is widely 
distr ibuted throughout the Holarctic Regions of the wor ld including Europe, Asia, Nor th 
Amer ica and extends well into Central Amer ica (Goodwin 1986).  Ravens generally are a 
resident species but some wander ing and local migration occurs with immature and non-
breeding birds (Goodwin 1986).  Immature birds, which have left their  parents, form 
flocks with non-breeding adults; these flocks tend to roam and are loose-knit and 
straggling (Goodwin 1986).  The raven is an omnivorous species known to feed on car r ion, 
crops, eggs and birds, small mammals, amphibians, reptiles, fish, and insects (Nelson 
1934).  Larsen and Dietr ich (1970) noted that it is generally acknowledged that ravens are 
responsible for  lamb mor tality on spr ing lambing ranges. Oregon ADC Annual Repor ts 
have ver ified raven predation on lambs, sheep and calves in 26 of the last 27 years.  
L ivestock producers in the Distr ict repor ted that ravens were a major  concern dur ing the 
spr ing migration when lambing and calving was occurr ing.  In FY 1995, ADC personnel 
ver ified 1 adult sheep, 6 calves and 10 lamb killed by  ravens. Occasionally, ravens are 
present in sufficient numbers to cause concern to livestock feeding operations. 

  
Between 1961 and 1989 (most recent years that data is available) Chr istmas Bird Counts 
(CBC) have been conducted by Audubon Society members and others.  The University of 
Maine, Augusta, has maintained a CBC data base, and sightings of  ravens were recorded 
(Jones Univ. Maine, pers. comm. 1994)  A 29-year  summary of this data for  Oregon 
showed that the number  of sightings of raven per  census line increased from 5 to 39.6 
(692.3%), and the number  seen per  hour  increased from 0.15 to 0.66 (377.9%).  Although 
this data does not provide densities it does show that the population trend for  ravens is 
increasing.  Data from the Breeding Bird Survey also showed an increasing population 
trend in breeding numbers between 1968 and 1991 (34.2%). 

 
The number  of ravens in Oregon and the Distr ict can only be estimated from other  
research and census studies.  Stiehl (1978) repor ted raven nesting densities in the Harney 
Basin of Oregon at one pair /16.2 mi2.  Stiehl marked 266 ravens dur ing this study and 
repor ted individuals as far  away as 173 miles from the study area, indicating considerable 
mobility in the population.  Stiehl also repor ted that raven numbers vary seasonally, 
peaking in the winter .  Knight and Call (1981) summar ized a number  of studies on 
common raven ter r itor ies and home ranges in the west.  Nesting ter r itor ies ranged in size 
from 3.62 mi2 to 15.7 mi2 in Wyoming and Oregon and home ranges var ied from 2.53 mi2 
to 3 - 6 mi2 in Utah and Oregon.  L inz et al. (1990) found nest densities of one/1.7 mi2 in 
their  Camp Pendleton, California study.  Raven home ranges over lap considerably and it 
is believed that a reasonable density estimate of breeding birds in the Distr ict is one 
raven/3 mi2, resulting in a population estimate of 14,723 birds. 

 
Raven Population Impact Analysis  

 
Dur ing FY 1994 and 1995, ADC personnel killed 790 and 630 ravens, respectively,  using 
DRC-1339.  This represents less than 5% of the estimated population.  Ravens are a 
protected species under  the M igratory Bird Treaty Act and can only be taken by permit 
from the USFWS.  ADC is not aware of any " Other  Take"  of ravens. 
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The data used for  this analysis indicate that the ADC wildlife damage management 
program conducted in the Distr ict would not have an adverse impact on raven 
populations. 

 
Blackbirds/European Star lings Population Information 

 
The predominant members of the blackbird group (Subfamily Icter inae) present in the 
Distr ict include red-winged, yellow-headed, and Brewer ’s blackbirds; common grackles, 
and brown-headed cowbirds are also common dur ing cer tain times of the year .   

 
The European star ling (Family Sturnidae) is common in the Distr ict dur ing the entire 
year .  Large concentrations of star lings and blackbirds occur  from October  through 
March near  cattle feeding operations, food processing facilities, harvested crop and other  
agr icultural areas.  Current blackbird and star ling population information is not available 
for  the Distr ict or  the State. Analyses by regions, rather  than States, are the most 
meaningful way to examine population trends of birds because the boundar ies of these 
geographical units are based on ecological differences (USDA, 1994).  

 
 According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) (USDI 
undated), population levels are relatively stable or  have slightly increased over  time.  In 
FY 1994, Distr ict personnel killed 25,215 star lings and blackbirds, while in FY 1995, the 
take decreased to 4,560.  Due to the low number  of birds killed and because the major ity of 
birds killed are star lings, it is determined that the Distr ict’s impact on star ling and 
blackbird populations is low.      

 
4.2.1.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Program Available on All Lands as 

requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 would author ize ADC wildlife damage management on all land classes. The 
actual area where ADC services would be requested is unknown and could vary from year  
to year , based on needs and levels of predation.  However ,  the actual area that will be 
worked in any one year  will be small, probably less than 10% of the total Distr ict.  

 
ADC estimates that wildlife damage management conducted  under  this alternative could 
increase the kill of coyotes, black bear  and cougar , but probably would not exceed 10% of 
the cur rent program.  A 10% increase, based on 1994 data, would mean the kill of an 
additional 340 coyotes, 1 black bear  and 1 cougar .  At the 10% increase kill level, the 
" Total Take"  of coyotes in the Distr ict would be 4.2% of estimated population and remain 
below the 70% harvest level for  a determination of " low magnitude"  of harvest. 

 
A 10% increase in black bear  killed in the Distr ict would not increase the total Distr ict-
wide harvest above the cur rent level.  The magnitude of impact would remain below the 
20% level for  a low magnitude of impact. 

 
A 10% increase in cougar  kill would  result in 1 additional animal being killed by ADC 
and therefore no change from the existing determination of low magnitude of impact. 

 
Even if the ADC kill of coyotes, black bear  and cougar  increased 10% or  20%, the impact 
to their  populations would remain at a low magnitude.  The ADC kill of these species is 
small in compar ison to the hunting and trapping take and therefore sizeable increases in 
the ADC kill would generally not result in meaningful increases in " Total Take"  of the 
local or  statewide populations.  No additional take of the other  predator  species is 
expected. 

 
Therefore,  Alternative 2 will have a low magnitude of impact on targeted wildlife 
populations. 

 
4.2.1.3  Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control Program 
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As noted throughout this document, most sheep and many cattle producers already 
practice some form of nonlethal control. ADC WDM under  Alternative 3 would be similar  
to those practiced under  the cur rent program. The impacts to target population of coyotes, 
black bear , cougar  and red fox would be identical to those descr ibed in 4.2.1.1 for  
Alternative 1.   

 
4.2.1.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance and Alternative 5. - No ADC Program. 

 
Both Alternative 4 and 5 would result in no ADC operational programs and the potential 
effects will be similar , therefore, they will be analyzed together .  Some type of wildlife 
damage management would most likely be conducted by livestock and poultry producers, 
by var ious state agencies, or  combinations thereof.  The impacts on wildlife populations 
may vary considerably from those descr ibed in Alternative 1, because of the potential for  
improper  or  inappropr iate selection and use of control methods, emphasis on lethal 
methods, duplication of effor t, and possible misuse of pesticides (McMullen, USFWS pers. 
comm. 1993). 

 
A thorough review of the potential impacts of these alternatives can be found in the USDA 
(1994) as it relates to the No Action Alternative.  The USDA (1994)  summar ized the 
biological impacts of the no ADC alternative as follows: 

 
" Biological impacts that would be expected under  the No Action Alternative  (No 
ADC Program Alternative in this EA) include all impacts that occur  under  the 
Current Program Alternative (No Action Alternative in this EA) plus impacts that 
relate to the reasons listed previously.  The level of taking of target species would be 
more var iable (i.e., lower  for  some species in some areas and higher  in other  areas).  
However , the amount of taking of nontarget species probably would be higher  and, 
for  some small populations, could become biologically significant.  This would be 
especially impor tant if the species was threatened or  endangered.  Species diversity 
could be significantly affected.  The indirect impacts on nontarget species affected 
through the food chain or  by uncontrolled releases of toxicants into the environment 
also could increase.  In some areas, many people could be using chemical methods.  
M isuse of chemicals could increase and thereby adversely impact cer tain wildlife 
populations and public health and safety."  

 
How  wildlife damage management would be handled in the absence of ADC can only be 
speculated, although several obvious effects can be identified.  State agencies and pr ivate 
individuals would not be subject to the same restr ictions placed on ADC such as the 
requirements of NEPA, and coordination and planning with BLM and Forest Service.   
We assume that a state agency such as ODFW or  ODA would administer  a program, but 
there would be an inter im per iod while funds were secured and an organization was 
established where livestock producers would have limited or  no assistance and would have 
to conduct needed control by whatever  means was available to them.  I t is also probable 
that any state assumption of wildlife damage management would dilute resources needed 
for  other  wildlife management and state functions. 

 
Alternative 4 and 5 would likely have greater  adverse impact on wildlife populations than 
the cur rent program although professional wildlife biologists do not believe that the level 
of harvest for  most predatory species would be above allowable harvest levels. 

  
4.2.1.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
Use of the LPC would be expected to reduce the potential for  taking nontarget species, if 
use of the LPC results in reduced reliance on traps and snares.  The LPC is expected to 
have low r isks to nontarget ter restr ial and aquatic wildlife.  A thorough review of the r isk 
assessment for  the  LPC found in Appendix P of USDA (1994) which concluded: 

 
" Pr imary Toxicity.  No probable r isk is expected from acute oral pr imary exposures to 
scavengers.  Possible acute and chronic effects for  the red fox if it ingests the entire 
contents of the collar , however , that is unlikely to occur .  Potential effects are possible for  
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chronic oral exposures to sensitive species, represented by the golden eagle, and listed 
species, including the bald eagle, ocelot, and jaguarundi.  The likelihood of chronic 
exposure is very low, based on the remote possibility of repeated ingestion of the collar  
toxicant."  

 
" Secondary Toxicity.  No probable r isk is expected, based on the low HQ (Hazard 
Quotient) values for  the red fox."  

 
" Aquatic.  No probable r isk is expected because of minimal off-site transpor t based on 
label directions."  

 
In addition, the Risk Assessment compared findings from the USFWS and the EPA and 
concluded: 

 
That use of the 1080 livestock protection collar  could possibly result in the mor tality 
of bald eagles (USFWS 1985). This conclusion is consistent with the r isk assessment 
conclusion.  The USFWS fur ther  concluded that use of the collar  is not likely to 
jeopardize the existence of the bald eagle, based on the low r isk, the number  of bald 
eagles found throughout the United States, eagle feeding patterns, and the low 
number  of coyote carcasses and/or  dead collared livestock to which the eagles are 
exposed (USFWS 1985).  The EPA concluded that the bald eagle would not be 
affected, because feeding habits reduce the possibilities of ingesting the toxicants 
and because the chances are remote that a listed species would contact a collard 
sheep or  goat (EPA 1991).  

 
Based on USDA (1994), USFWS (1985) and EPA (1991), if author ized for  use in Oregon, 
the use of the LPC would have a low magnitude of impact on wildlife populations. 

 
 

4.2.2 Potentials for  incidental take of threatened or  endangered (T& E) species, especially the Nor thern 
Bald Eagle  

 
4.2.2.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current Distr ict Program: (No Action). 

 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Section 7) requires that federal agencies consult with 
the USFWS and the National Mar ine Fisher ies Service (NMFS) as appropr iate.  This is to 
ensure that any action the agency author izes, funds, or  car r ies out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued survival of federally listed species, or  result in the adverse 
modification or  destruction of its cr itical habitat.  The ESA also requires, when a species 
proposed for  listing could be jeopardized by proposed federal actions, that a consultation 
be held with the USFWS.   

 
ADC has reviewed its activities nationwide and in the Distr ict and consulted with the 
USFWS and NMFS as they relate to all listed T& E species under  the provisions of  ESA. 
The USFWS, in cooperation with ADC, has developed reasonable and prudent alternatives 
where a determination of jeopardy has been made (USDI 1994).  Because of this review 
and consultation, ADC adopted the reasonable and prudent alternatives for  the Nor thern 
Bald Eagle and agreed to other  procedural conditions that will insure ongoing 
consideration of T& E species in relationship to program activities.  The reasonable and 
prudent alternatives for  the Nor thern Bald Eagle are: 

 
1) ADC personnel will contact either  the local ODFW office or  the appropr iate 

regional or  field office of the USFWS to determine nest and roost locations for  
Nor thern Bald Eagles. 

 
2) The appropr iate USFWS office shall be notified within five days of the finding of 

any dead or  injured bald eagle.  Cause of death, injury, or  illness, if known, should 
be provided to those offices. 
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3) Leghold traps (except those used to trap mountain lions) shall be placed a minimum 
of 30 feet from above ground bait sets. 

 
In addition, ADC will work with the ODFW, Forest Service and BLM dur ing the ADC 
Annual Work Planning process to address concerns or  potential affects related to sensitive 
species lists.  The National ADC " May Affect"  determinations for  federally listed T& E 
species, USFWS Biological Opinion can be found in Appendix F of USDA (1994) or  is 
available for  review at ADC's Por tland State Office or  at the John Day ADC Distr ict 
Office. 

 
After  reviewing the methods used in the Distr ict in relationship to the T& E species, ADC 
determined that no species other  than the Nor thern Bald Eagle would potentially be 
affected.  With the inclusion of the reasonable and prudent measures and procedural 
changes found in the Biological Opinion and Section 7 consultation, it has been determined 
that ADC wildlife damage management will have no effect on Nor thern Bald Eagles.  

 
4.2.2.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 expands the program to include wildlife damage management on all land 
classes within the Distr ict.  Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS considered species that 
could be found within the Distr ict.  Other  than the Nor thern Bald Eagle, no additional 
species were found on public or  pr ivate lands that could be affected by the ADC program. 
 ADC will work with the ODFW, Forest Service and BLM personnel dur ing annual work 
planning to avoid T& E and " Sensitive"  species. 

 
I t is judged that Alternative 2 would not affect T& E species in the Distr ict. 

 
4.2.2.3    Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control Program 

 
As previously noted, Alternative 3 is near ly identical to the cur rent program, as most 
producers cur rently employ nonlethal methods. The impacts to T/E species would be 
identical to that descr ibed in Alternative 1. 

 
4.2.2.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance and Alternative 5. - No ADC Program. 
 

Since Alternatives 4 and 5 results in no ADC operational programs, the potential effects 
will be similar  and analyzed together .  Some type of wildlife damage management would 
most likely  be conducted by livestock and poultry producers, by var ious state agencies, or  
combinations thereof.  The impacts on T& E species may vary considerably from that of 
those descr ibed in Alternative 1 because of the potential for  improper  or  inappropr iate 
selection and use of control methods, emphasis on lethal methods, duplication of effor t, 
and possible misuse of pesticides. 

 
The analysis cover ing Environmental Consequences in the USDA (1994) concluded that 
under  the no program alternative there was a potential for  cumulative adverse impacts on 
T& E species.  I t also concluded that T& E species populations could exper ience losses if 
inappropr iate control measures and techniques are applied at the local level, and that 
losses could result in locally significant, cumulative impacts to T& E species.  In the Distr ict 
there would be a potential impact on the Nor thern Bald Eagle and possibly other  T& E or  
candidate species. 

 
I t is judged that Alternative 4 and 5 could result in impacts on T& E species within the 
Distr ict. 

 
4.2.2.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
The LPC was specifically designed to protect sheep and goats from predators that attack 
the throat.  The LPC would not affect any T& E species cur rently found in the Distr ict.  I f 
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the Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) is reintroduced in the Distr ict or  Oregon, or  if wolves 
naturally reestablish populations, ADC will initiate a wolf consultation with the USFWS. 

 
I t is judged that use of the LPC under  existing conditions will not affect T& E species in the 
Distr ict. 

 
4.2.3 Level of take of nontarget species incidental to ADC's Wildlife Damage Management 

 
4.2.3.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the cur rent Distr ict Program: (No Action). 

 
Nontarget species are animals that are inadver tently captured, killed or  injured dur ing 
wildlife damage management.  Some target species already discussed may also  be taken as 
nontarget species in var ious situations. This inadver tent taking of nontarget species 
generally occurs because the animals  are similar  in size, inhabit the same area, or  have 
similar  behavior  making them susceptible to the same capture methods, or  nontarget 
species may be attracted to lures placed for  other  species.  For  example, red fox may be 
attracted to the lure placed for  coyotes or  other  canids. 

 
The take of nontarget animals (including captured/released and captured/killed) in the 
Distr ict was 39 animals in 1994 out of 4,523 target animals taken (0.9% of the total 
number  of animals taken were nontarget animals).  Of the 39 nontarget animals captured, 
12 were released and 27 killed. 

 
I t is judged that Alternative 1 would have a low impact on nontarget species populations in 
the Distr ict. 

 
4.2.3.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

Alternative 2 would allow for  WDM on all land classes. Expanded wildlife damage 
management could slightly increase the take, but probably not the propor tion, of animals 
taken. The cur rent ADC kill of nontarget species is well below the 5% level set as a Distr ict 
objective.  The increase in nontarget take propor tionate to increased target animal take 
would not be so large as to cause adverse impacts on nontarget species populations. 

 
I t is judged that Alternative 2 would have a low impact on nontarget species in the 
Distr ict. 

 
4.2.3.3    Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control Program. 

 
As noted throughout this document, Alternative 3 is near ly identical to the cur rent 
program as most producers cur rently employ nonlethal methods. The impacts to nontarget 
wildlife, including T/E species would be identical to that descr ibed under  Alternative 1.  

 
4.2.3.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance and Alternative 5. - No ADC Program. 

 
Since both Alternatives 4 and 5 would result in no ADC operational programs, the 
potential effects would be similar  and will be analyzed together .  Some type of wildlife 
damage management would most likely be conducted by livestock and poultry producers, 
by var ious state agencies, or  combinations thereof.  The impacts on wildlife populations 
may vary considerably from that of those descr ibed in Alternative 1 because of the 
potential for  improper  or  inappropr iate selection and use of control methods, emphasis on 
lethal methods, duplication of effor t, and possible misuse of pesticides. 

 
The levels of nontarget take under  Alternative 4 and 5 is unknown but may exceed the 5% 
level because of lower  skill levels, emphasis on lethal methods, improper  use of equipment 
and the potential misuse of chemicals.  I t is judged that Alternative 4 and 5 would have 
greater  impacts on nontarget species populations than the cur rent program. 

    
4.2.3.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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The use of the LPC would be expected to reduce the potential for  taking nontarget species 
because of its high selectivity for  only individual predators responsible for  
attacking/killing sheep and lambs. 

 
The LPC would not be available for  use under  Alternatives 4 and 5 since it will be a 
restr icted use pesticide for  use only by ADC personnel.  The lack of availability of the LPC 
potentially could increase nontarget take. 

 
4.2.7 Summary of ADC's Impacts 

 
Table 4-7 below is a compar ison of the alternatives and environmental consequences (impacts). 
The levels of impacts are based on the above analysis and are rated Low, Low/Moderate, 
Moderate, Moderate/High, and High. 

 
 Table 4-7   
 Alternative/Issues/Impacts Compar ison 
 

 
Issues/ADC 
Impacts 

 
 Alternative 
        1 

 
 Alternative 
 2 
 

 
 Alternative  
 3 

 
 Alterative 
 4 

 
 Alternative 
 5 

 
 LPC 

 
Coyotes 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Black Bear  

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Cougar 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Bobcat 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Red Fox 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Raccoon 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Skunks 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Raven 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
T/E Species 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Nontarget 
Species 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
WSAs/WAs 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
Low/Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Humaneness 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Moderate 

 
 Low 

 
Chemicals 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
Cult. Res..  

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 

 
 Low 
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4.3 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
 

4.3.1 Economic Impacts of wildlife damage management on L ivestock and Poultry 
 

The economic impacts of the alternatives are discussed in relation to resolving wildlife damage 
problems by the Distr ict ADC program.  Economic impacts are monetary benefits or  liabilities 
that the alternatives would have on livestock, poultry and wildlife losses, and on dangerous 
human encounters.   As in the Objective and Environmental Consequences analysis, Economic 
Impacts of the Alternatives will be compared against Alternative 1.  Costs and benefits associated 
with implementing IWDM will be considered but may be a secondary concern of overr iding legal 
and environmental considerations.   A complete review of the ADC Program's Economic Impact 
Assessment may be found in the USDA (1994, Chapter  4).  

 
4.3.1.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current John Day ADC Distr ict Program: (No 

Action). 
 

Costs of the cur rent program in the Distr ict for  1995 include salary and benefits for  field, 
supervisory and administrative staff, supplies, equipment, vehicles and transpor tation, 
aer ial hunting, and all other  related program expenditures.  Dur ing 1995, about  
$ 534,000 was expended for  total Distr ict operations.  Of this total, $ 321,000 was 
expended  for  the protection of livestock and poultry,  and about $3,200 for  responding to 
requests for  management of dangerous bears and cougars.  The remaining $ 209,800 was 
expend on proper ty protection, urban and crop related programs which will be analyzed 
in other  NEPA documents. 

  
Benefits to sheep and cattle producers from ADC can be measured by compar ing the 
number  of livestock protected, the number  of livestock killed by predators, and  
livestock projected to have been saved, to the amount of funds expended for  this protection 
(MIS 1995).  The Distr ict protected approximately 315,318 head of adult sheep, lambs and 
calves 1993.  Dur ing that same time, livestock  producers repor ted that 3,079 head were 
killed by predators.  These losses occurred despite cur rent wildlife damage management 
effor ts. 

 
Examples of benefits of the cur rent program can be demonstrated by examining predation 
rates to lambs, sheep, and calves.  Tables in Appendix C show repor ted predator  losses for  
lambs, sheep and calves.  Repor ted lamb, sheep, and calf losses from predators in the 
Distr ict in 1993 averaged 1.0%, 0.8%, and 1.0%,  respectively.  These  predation rates are 
lower  than the predation rates of  4% and 8% for  lambs and 1% and 2.5% for  adult sheep 
as repor ted in the literature (USDI, 1978).  Predation losses of calves are well below the 
Oregon level of 8.2% as determined by NASS  (1992).   
 
No data exist for  the Distr ict that demonstrate the level of predation to livestock or  wildlife 
without wildlife damage management.  However , hypothetical losses to sheep and lambs 
can be estimated by compar ing the cur rent predation rates from studies of sheep without 
predator  control from other  areas.  Table 4-8 summar izes sheep loss studies in areas 
without wildlife damage management. 

 
Using the average rate of loss to predators from these studies, a hypothetical loss with no 
wildlife damage management can be estimated when applied to the total number  of sheep 
and lambs protected.  These estimates serve as a basis for  determining benefits from the 
cur rent program.   
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TABLE 4-8 
SUMMARY OF FIELD STUDIES OF SHEEP LOSSES WITHOUT COYOTE CONTROL 
ANNUAL LOSSES (%) 
 

 
Source 

 
 Location 

 
Year  

 
 Sheep 

 
 Lambs 

 
Henne (1977) 

 
Montana 

 
1974 

 
                        7.5% 

 
                      28.8% 

 
Munoz (1977) 

 
Montana 

 
1975 

 
                        8.1% 

 
                      24.2% 

 
McAdoo and 
K lebenow (1978) 

 
California 

 
1976 

 
                        1.4% 

 
                        6.2% 

 
Delorenzo and 
Howard (1976) 

 
New Mexico 

 
1974 

 
Were 0% lost or  

not repor ted 

 
                      12.1% 

 
Delorenzo and  
Howard (1976) 

 
New Mexico 

 
1975 

 
Were 0% lost or  

not repor ted 

 
                      12.1% 

 
Because no published data exist to show predator  losses to calves in areas without wildlife damage 
management, it is impossible to estimate the number  of calves that would be lost to predation.  The 
NASS (1992) survey repor ted average Oregon calf loss levels of 8.2%; this will be used as a possible 
calf loss rate for  the Distr ict. Appendix C summar izes lamb, sheep and calf predation with and without 
control.  The difference between the predation rate with wildlife damage management and the  
predation rate without wildlife damage management results in projected livestock saved by the Distr ict 
ADC program.  The resultant hypothetical livestock saved amounts to 21,701 lambs, 2,209 sheep, and 
8,604 calves.  When compar ing the value of losses without wildlife damage management to that 
repor ted for  areas with wildlife damage management, the annual savings could be $1,302,060 lambs, 
$108,241 for  sheep, and $4,302,000 for  calves totaling $5,712,30.  

 Table 4-9  
 L ivestock Hypothetically Saved Annually  
 By The ADC Program in the Distr ict 
 
 County 

 
 Lambs 
 (No.) 

 
 Sheep 
 (No.) 

 
 Calves 
 (No.) 

 
 Lambs ($) 
 @$60 ea.3

 

 
 Sheep ($) 
 @ $49 ea. 

 
 Calves ($) 
 @ $500 ea. 

 
Gilliam 

 
 1,126 

 
 178 

 
 529 

 
 $67,560 

 
 $8,722 

 
 $264,500 

 
Grant 

 
 348 

 
 38 

 
 560 

 
 $20,880 

 
 $1,862 

 
 $280,000 

 
Harney 

 
 619 

 
 177 

 
 593 

 
 $37,140 

 
 $8,673 

 
 $296,500 

 
Malheur 

 
 1,620 

 
 309 

 
 3,235 

 
 $97,200 

 
 $15,141 

 
 $1,617,500 

 
Morrow 

 
 1,988 

 
 367 

 
 1,061 

 
 $119,280 

 
 $17,983 

 
 $530,500 

 
Umatilla 

 
 14,524 

 
 908 

 
 698 

 
 $871,440 

 
 $44,492 

 
 $349,000 

 
Wallowa 

 
 1,476 

 
 232 

 
 1,928 

 
 $88,560 

 
 $11,368 

 
 $964,000 

 
Total 

 
 21,701 

 
 2,209 

 
 8,604 

 
 $1,302,060 

 
 $108,241 

 
 $4,302,000 

 
Grand Total 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 $5,712,301 

 
 

Using cur rent program cost data of $ 321,000 for  livestock protection and the hypothetical 
prevented loss estimate of $5,712,301, a cost:benefit ratio of 1: 17 is obtained.  I t is judged 
that the Distr ict program provides benefits to the livestock industry  by protecting 
livestock. 

                       
3 JJJJJJJ, 1994 J JJJJJ J JJJJJ JJ J JJJJJ. 
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4.3.1.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Available on All Land 

Classes as requested: (Proposed Action). 
 

This alternative is the cur rent program, as descr ibed in Alterative 1, and author ization to 
conduct wildlife damage management on all lands as requested.  Program expenditures 
would increase to protect livestock and wildlife on these lands.  Responding to additional 
requests for  assistance from pr ivate land owners, ODFW and public grazing permittees 
would require additional labor  and other  resources dur ing the months when livestock are 
grazed on Forest Service and BLM allotments and may be more vulnerable to predation. 

 
Predation would decrease on these public lands and pr ivate lands in the Distr ict with the 
implementation of Alternative 2.  Howard and Shaw (1978) found that ranchers who had 
at least one boundary fence that faced land not used for  livestock production repor ted a 
significantly higher  rate of predation than did ranchers sur rounded by other  producers 
implementing wildlife damage management. 

 
The amounts of program cost increases and economic benefits to livestock producers, and 
those costs and benefits associated with the " wildlife exper ience"  are undetermined.  
However , the literature suppor ts a conclusion that a favorable cost:benefit could be 
expected. 

 
4.3.1.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program. 

 
Program costs to implement this alternative would be more than alternatives 1 and 2.  
ADC personnel would be required to recommend or  use nonlethal pr ior  to lethal control. 
Wildlife damage could continue while nonlethal methods were being attempted.  
Recommending nonlethal methods requires a large Technical Assistance effor t. These 
activities would increase those costs associated with personnel and IWDM.  Additional 
ADC Specialists positions in the Distr ict would be needed in order  to expend sufficient 
time and effor t to demonstrate and/or  use nonlethal techniques. ADC personnel would be 
required to monitor  the effectiveness of each nonlethal method and determine when lethal 
methods could be applied.  L ivestock producers would absorb the cost of implementing 
most nonlethal methods.  ADC assistance provided to ODFW for  the protection of wildlife 
or  human safety would be more costly because most effective nonlethal methods are 
applicable for  livestock protection only.  The ODFW would have to absorb the cost of 
fencing, bar r iers, or  other  nonlethal devices that they deemed practical for  each damage 
situation.. We project that program costs would increase approximately 25%. 

 
4.3.1.4 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance  

 
Program costs to implement this alternative would be considerable less than Alternatives 
1, 2 and 3. Technical assistance activities would reduce costs associated with personnel and 
IWDM. ADC Specialist positions in the Distr ict would decrease to only those needed to 
provide technical assistance and make recommendations to producers and permittees 
wishing to conduct their  own control programs.  L ivestock producers would absorb the 
cost of hir ing pr ivate control agents or  doing the work themselves.  No ADC assistance 
would be provided to ODFW for  the protection of wildlife resources or  human safety.  The 
ODFW would have to contract control activities to pr ivate individuals or  conduct control 
activities itself.  I t is believed that livestock and poultry predation could, at a minimum, 
double or  increase to levels found in the studies where no control was conducted unless a 
non-federal wildlife damage management program was initiated.  We project that 
program costs would decrease by two-thirds.  

 
 

4.3.1.4 Alternative 4. - No ADC Program. 
 

Based on the above discussion, monies spent to maintain the cur rent program would be 
saved, but direct and indirect costs to the producer  would increase.  Compared to cur rent 
program economic benefits, the No Control alternative offers requesters the least amount 
of protection.  Impacts to ODFW would be the same as descr ibed in the Technical 
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Assistance alternative.  I t is believed that livestock and poultry losses would, at a 
minimum, double or  increase to maximum levels found in the studies where no control was 
conducted unless a non-federal wildlife damage management program was initiated. 

 
4.3.1.5 Use of the L ivestock Protection Collar  (LPC), Option for  Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 
Initial costs associated with the implementation of LPC's are expected to be higher  for  
producers and ADC than for  traditional methods.  However , once LPC's are included in 
the IWDM process, costs are expected to equal those of the other  labor-intensive methods. 
 The proposal for  ADC to use the LPC would require each par ticipating livestock 
producer  to pay for  each collar  punctured and to provide the necessary labor  and other  
resources to successfully use LPC's.   Several cases have been documented where LPCs 
were successful when other  conventional methods failed to resolve predation problems 
(Texas ADC 1992). 

 
4.3.2 Economic Impacts of Wildlife Damage Management on Hunting and Wildlife Related Recreation 

  
 

Neff et al. (1985) and Smith et al. (1986) conducted a cost:benefit analysis and concluded, that 
the favorable benefit:cost ratios at the end of the 10-year  control cycle appears to reflect the fact 
that as the pronghorn antelope population increases, because of coyote control, the total number  
of antelope fawns produced increases and we get an increasing payoff for  the fixed annual cost of 
the control operation.  In conclusion, they said that coyote population control is a practical and 
economically sound management tool for  cer tain wildlife management objectives.   

 
A hypothetical cost:benefit analysis by Beasom (1974b) showed that coyote predation 
management would be economically feasible to bolster  deer  populations if the animals were 
harvested by hunters.  He fur ther  said that each year  that management occurs, cost would 
decline as equipment expenses would be spread out over  a number  of years and personnel would 
become more exper ienced with the area.  His analysis was based on the additional recruitment 
(reproduction and immigration) of deer  with an estimated value of  $150/male deer  and 
$50/female deer .  Costs to hunters dur ing his study were actually 100% more than what was 
calculated for  his analysis.   

 
Guthery and Beasom's (1977) data suggest that increased herd size because of wildlife damage 
management results in little or  no adverse impact on range forage.  They cautioned however , 
that the increased productivity and populations of deer  should be managed accordingly to avoid 
the overuse of range forage.  Neff et al. (1985) state that the decrease in coyote population on 
Anderson Mesa did not exhibit an increase in the rodent or  rabbit population. 

 
Based on the above research of coyote predation on deer  and antelope, it seems feasible to 
provide economic benefit to rural locales by managing coyote predation to increase wildlife  
populations to huntable levels (Smith et al. 1986).  By increasing the populations of wildlife, more 
oppor tunities exist for  Recreationalists that want a " wildlife exper ience."   This increased level of 
recreational activity could generate additional sources of income to rural economies.  
Recreationalists purchase food, fuels, lodging, and other  items and services in pursuit of their  
diversions.  

 
In the long term, predator  management would not impact coyote populations because of 
recruitment (immigration) from adjacent areas and increased survival of coyote pups (Windberg 
and Knowlton 1988, Stoddar t 1984).  I f objectives for  fawn:doe ratios are to be maintained,  
research indicates that monitor ing and per iodic wildlife damage management may be needed to 
achieve objectives.  Alternatives 1 and 2 would generate favorable cost:benefits.  Alternative 3  
would be less favorable since agency implementation of nonlethal methods would increase costs 
Alternatives 4 and 5 could promote unfavorable cost:benefits because ADC would not be 
available to provide operational suppor t to ODFW. 
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 Table 4-10 
 Economic Impacts 
 Cost:Benefit Compar ison 
 

 
 

 
Alternative 
1 

 
Alternative 
2 

 
Alternative 
3 

 
Alternative 
4 

 
Alternative 
5 

 
LPC 

 
L ivestock 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Wildlife 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Favorable 

 
Unfavorable 

 
Unfavorable 

 
No Effect 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 5−1 

5.0 CHAPTER 5 : LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
 

List Of Preparers 
 
 
 INTERAGENCY TEAM 
 

Alan Armistead  Team Leader and APHIS-ADC District Biologist,           
Jeffrey Brent  APHIS-ADC Staff Wildlife Biologist, Portland, OR 
Shannon Starratt APHIS-ADC Environmental Coordinator 

       Portland, OR  
Tim Schommer  Wildlife Biologist, Wallowa-Whitman National             
Jana Leinbach  Range Conservationist, Umatilla National Forest 

Walla-Walla Ranger District, Walla-Walla, WA 
Fred Taylor  Wildlife Biologist, Burns BLM District, Hines, OR 
Jon Sadowski  Wildlife Biologist, Vale BLM District, Vale, OR 
Rodger Huffman Admin,. Livestock Health & Identification Branch,              
Craig Ely   Asst. Regional Supervisor, Oregon Dept. Of Fish &             
Jim Lemos  District Wildlife Biologist, Oregon Dept. Of Fish &           
 

Persons and Agencies Consulted 
 

Richard C. Hines, Ph.D. BLM Archaeologist and Regional Tribal Affairs             
Elizabeth E. Budy, Ph.D. Archaeologist, US Forest Service, Winema National            
George Keister   District Wildlife Biologist, Oregon Dept. Of Fish & 

Wildlife, Baker City, OR 
Darrel Juve   APHIS-ADC Regional Environmental Coordinator,          
Rick Wadleigh   APHIS-ADC National Environmental Coordinator, 

Riverdale, MD 
Russell Peterson  State Supervisor, US Fish & Wildlife Service,              
David McMullen  Asst. Regional Director, US Fish & Wildlife              
Devon Knutson   Oregon State University Cooperative Extension 

 Service, Malheur County, OR  
Edward Knittle   Wildlife Research Biologist, APHIS-ADC Denver 

Wildlife Research Center, Ft. Collins, CO 
Larry Cooper   Furbearer Biologist, Oregon Dept. of Fish & 

Wildlife, Portland, OR 



 
 Α−1 

 
APPENDIX A 

 
LITERATURE CITED 

 
 

 
ADC Directive 2.105 The ADC Integrated Wildlife Damage Management Program 
 
ADC Directive 2.430 Euthanizing and Immobilizing Agents 
 
ADC Act 1931 
 
ADC, 1989 Damage Control Requests (Form R1-44)  
 
Ables, E. D.  1969.  Activity studies of red foxes in southern Wisconsin.  J. Wildl. Manage. 33:145-153. 
 
Allen, S. H., J. O. Hastings, and S. C. Kohn.  1987.  Composition and stability of coyote families and terr itor ies in North 

Dakota.  Prair ie Nat. 19:107-114. 
 
_____________, and A. B. Sargeant.  1993.  Dispersal patterns of red foxes relative to population density.  J. Wildl. 

Manage 57:526-533. 
 
Althoff, D. P. 1978.  Social and spatial relationships of coyote families and neighbor ing coyotes.  M.S. Thesis, Univ. 

Nebraska, L incoln. 80pp. 
 
Andelt, W. F. and P. S. Gipson.  1979.  Home range, activity, and daily movements of coyotes.  J. Wildl. Manage. 43:944-

951. 
 
Andrews, R. D., G. L . Storm, R. L . Phillips, and R. A. Bishop.   1973.  Survival and movement of transplanted and 

adopted red fox pups.  J. Wildl. Manage. 37:69-72. 
 
Anglin, Ron.  Personal communication. ODFW, Portland, Oregon. 
 
Arr ington, O. N., and A. E. Edwards.  1951.  Predator  control as a factor  in antelope management.  Trans. N. Am. Wildl. 

Conf. 16:179-193.    
 
Ashman, D., G.C. Chr istensen, M.L. Hess, G.K. Tsukamoto and M.S. Wickersham.  1983.  The mountain lion in Nevada. 

Nevada Dept. of Wildlife, Reno. 75pp. 
 
Atzer t, S. P.  1971.  A review of sodium monofluoroacetate (Compound 1080) its proper ties, toxicology, and use in 

predator  and rodent control.  USDI, FWS, Spec. Sci. Rpt.--Wildl. No. 146.  34pp. 
 
AVMA, 1987. Journal of the Amer ican Veter inary Medical Association. Panel Report on the Colloquim on Recognition 
and  Alleviation of Animal Pain an Distress. Vol.191,No.12.pp 1186-1189. 
 
Barrett. M . W.  1978.  Pronghorn fawn mortality in Alber ta.  Proc. Pronghorn Antelope Workshop 8:429-444. 
 
Bar tush, W. S. 1978.  Mortality of white-tailed deer  fawns in the Wichita Mountains, Comanche County, Oklahoma, Par t 

I I . M .S. Thesis. Oklahoma State Univ., Stillwater , OK. 161pp. 
 
Beale, D.M., and A.D. Smith. 1973. Mortality of pronghorn antelope fawns in western Utah. J. Wildl. Manage. 37:343-

352. 
 
__________. 1978.  Bir th rate and fawn mortality among pronghorn antelope in western Utah.  Proc. Pronghorn Antelope 

Workshop 8:445-448. 
 
Beasom, S. L .  1974a.  Relationships between predator  removal and white-tailed deer  net productivity.  J. Wildl. Manage. 

38:854-859. 
 
____________.  1974b. Intensive shor t-term predator  removal as a game management tool. Trans. N. Am. Wildl. Conf. 

39:230-240. 
 
Beier , P.  1992.  Cougar Attacks On Humans: An Update and Some Further  Reflections. Proc. Ver teb. Pest Conf. 15: 365-

367.   
 



 
 Α−2 

Bekoff, M ., and M. C. Wells.  1982.  Behavioral ecology of coyotes: social organization, rear ing patterns, space use, and 
resource defense.  Z. Tierpsychol. 60:281-305. 

 
Besser , J.F., W.C. Royal, Jr ., and J.W. DeGrazio. 1967.  Baiting Star lings with DRC-1339 at a cattle feedlot. J. Wildl. 

Manage. 31(1):48-51. 
 
Besser , J.F., J.W. DeGrazio, and J.L . Guar ino. 1968.  Costs of winter ing star lings and Red-winged Blackbirds at feedlots.  

J. Wildl. Manage.  32(1):179-180. 
  
Bjorge, R. R., J.R. Gunson, and W.M. Samuel. 1981.  Population character istics and movements of str iped skunks 

(Mephitis mephitis) in central Alber ta.  Can Field. Nat. 95:149-155. 
 
Blakesley, C. S., and J. C. McGrew.  1984.  Differential vulnerability of lambs to coyote predation.  Appl. Animal Behav. 

Sci. 12:349-361. 
 
BLM (Bureau of Land Management).  1981.  Wilderness Management Policy.  USDI, BLM.  36 pp. 
 
____________________________.  1987.  Inter im Management Policy and Guidelines for  Lands Under Wilderness 

Review.  Update Document H-8550-1.  USDI, BLM.  56 pp. 
 
____________________________.  1993. Animal Damage Control, Burns Distr ict EA# OR-020-92-73. BLM, Burns, OR 

16 pp.  
 
____________________________. 1993a. Animal Damage Control, Vale Distr ict EA # OR-030-92-14. BLM, Vale, OR 
36pp. 
 
____________________________.  1992.  State of Oregon Wilderness Status Map 
 
Bodie, W. L .  1978.  Pronghorn fawn mortality in the upper Pahsimeroi River  drainage of central Idaho.  Proc. Pronghorn 

Antelope Workshop 8:417-428. 
 
Burns, R. J.  1980.  Evaluation of conditioned predation aversion for  controlling coyote predation.  J. Wildl. Manage. 

44:938-942. 
 
____________, and G.E. Connolly. 1980. L ithium chlor ide aversion did not influence prey killing in coyotes. Proc. 

Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 9:200-204.  
 
____________,  1983.  Coyote predation aversion with lithium chlor ide: management implications and comments.  Wildl. 

Soc. Bull. 11:128-133. 
 
_____________ and _____________.  1985.  A comment on " Coyote control and taste aversion" .  Appetite 6:276-281. 
 
 
_____________ , _____________, and P. J. Savar ie.  1988.  Large livestock protection collars effective against coyotes.  

Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 13:215-219. 
 
CDFG, 1991. California Department of Fish and Game. Final Environmental Document - Bear Hunting. Sections 265,  365, 366, 367, 367.5                   
 
Camenzind, F. J.  1978.  Behavioral ecology of coyotes on the National Elk Refuge, Jackson, Wyoming.  Pp 267-294 in M. 

Bekoff, ed. Coyotes: Biology, behavior  and management.  Academic Press, New York. 
 
CEQ, 1981. For ty most asked questions concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act regulations. (40 CFR 1500-

1508) Fed. Reg. 46(55): 18026-18038. 
 
Chitty, D.  1967.  The natural selection of self-regulatory behaviour  in animal populations. Proc. Ecol. Soc. Australia. 

2:51-78  
 
Civil No. 92-C-0052A.  January 1993.  United States Distr ict Court of Utah, Civil No. 92-C-0052A, 1993. 
 
Clark, F. W.  1972.  Influence of jackrabbit density on coyote population change.  J. Wildl. Manage. 36:343-356. 
 
Connolly, G. E., and W. M. Longhurst.  1975.  The effects of control on coyote populations.   Div. of Agr ic. Sci., Univ. of 

California Davis. Bull. 1872. 37pp. 
 
_____________.  1978. Predators and Predator  Control pp 369-394  in Schmidt J.L . and D.L. Gilber t, eds.  Big Game of 

North Amer ica: Ecology and Management.  Wildlife Management Institute. 



 
 Α−3 

_____________., R. E. Gr iffiths, Jr ., and P. J. Savar ie.  1978.  Toxic collar  for  control of sheep-killing coyotes: A progress 
repor t.  Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 8:197-205. 

 
______________.  1988.  M-44 sodium cyanide ejectors in the Animal Damage Control Program, 1976-1986.  Proc. 

Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 13:220-225. 
 
______________., and R. J. Burns.  1990.  Efficacy of Compound 1080 livestock protection collars for  killing coyotes that 

attack sheep.  Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 14:269-276. 
 
_____________.  1992. Coyote damage to livestock and other  resources.  pp. 161-169 in: A.H. Boer, ed. Ecology and 

Management of the Eastern Coyote.  Univ. of New Brunswick, Freder icton, N.B., Canada.  
 
Conover, M. R., J. G. Francik, and D. E. M iller .  1977.  An exper imental evaluation of aversive conditioning for  

controlling coyote predation.  J. Wildl. Manage. 41:775-779. 
 
_____________, 1982. Evaluation of behavioral techniques to reduce wildlife damage. Proc. Wildl.-L ivestock Relation 

Sym. 10: 332-344. 
 
Cook, R. S., M. White, D. O. Trainer , and W. C. Glazener.  1971.  Mortality of young white-tailed deer  fawns in south 

Texas.  J. Wildl. Manage. 35:47-56. 
 
Coolahan, C .  1990.  The use of dogs and calls to take coyotes around dens and resting areas.  Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 

14:260-262. 
 
Crabb, W. B.  1948.  The ecology and management of the prair ie spotted skunk in Iowa.  Ecol. Monogr. 18:201-232. 
 
Creed, R. F. S.  1960.  Gonad changes in the wild red fox (Vulpes vulpes crucigera). J. Physiol. (London) 151:19-20. 
 
Crowe, D.M., 1975. A model for  exploited bobcat populations in Wyoming. J. Wildl. Manage. 39:408-415. 
 
Cunningham, D. J., E. W. Schafer , Jr ., and L. K . McConnell.  1979. DRC-1339 and DRC 2698 residues in star lings: 

Preliminary evaluation of their  effects on the secondary hazard potential.  Proc. Bird Control Seminar , Bowling 
Green, OH. 8:31-37. 

 
Danner, D. A.  1976.  Coyote home range, social organization, and scent post visitation.  M.S. Thesis, University of 

Ar izona, Tucson. 86 pp. 
 
___________, and N. S. Smith.  1980.  Coyote home range, movements, and relative abundance near cattle feedyard.  J. 

Wildl. Manage. 44:484-487. 
 
DeCalesta, D. 1987. Documentation of livestock losses to predation in Oregon.  Oregon State Univ. Ext. Serv. Spec. Rpt. 

No. 501. Oregon State Univ., Corvallis. 20 pp. 
 
DeCino, T. J., D. J. Cunningham, and E. W. Schafer , Jr .  1966.  Toxicity of DRC-1339 to star lings.  J. Wildl. Manage 

30:249-253. 
 
Edwards, L . L .  1975.  Home range of coyotes in southern Idaho.  M.S. Thesis, Idaho State Univ., Moscow. 36 pp. 
 
Ely, Craig. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. LaGrande, OR. Pers. Comm. Apr il 3, 1996 
 
EPA Label - Gas Cartr idge (EPA. Reg. No. 56228-21) 
 
EPA Label - M-44 (EPA. Reg. No. 56228-15) 
 
EPA Sec. 24c - DRC-1339 (OR780014) 98% concentrate Ravens. 
 
EPA Label - L ivestock Protection Collar  (EPA. Reg. No. 56228-22) 
 
EPA 1991 - Formal Section 7 Consultation Request for  the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Pesticides and Toxic 

Substances, Washington, DC. 
 
Feldstein, M. and N. C. K lendshoj .  1954.  The determination of cyanide in biological fluids by microdiffusion analysis.  J. 

Lab. Clin. Med. 44:166-170. 
 
Ferr is, D. H. and R. D. Andrews.  1967.  Parameters of a natural focus of Leptospira pomona in skunks and opossums.  

Bull. Wildl. Dis. Assoc. 3:2-10. 
 



 
 Α−4 

Ford, Homer S. 1967.  Winter  star ling control in Idaho, Nevada and Oregon. Proc. Ver t. Pest Conf. 3: 104-110. 
 
Fowler , C.S. and Sven L iljeblad.  1986. Northern Paiute. Smithsonian Institution, Handbook of North Amer ican Indians: 
Great  Basin, pp. 435-465. Washington, DC. 
 
Fuller , W.A. 1969. Changes in numbers of three species of small rodent near  Great Slave Lake N.W.T. Canada, 1964-1967 

and their  significance for  general population theory. Ann. Zool. Fennici. 6:113-144 
 
Garner , G. W.  1976.  Mortality of white-tailed deer  fawns in the Wichita Mountains, Comanche County, Oklahoma.  

PhD. Thesis.  Oklahoma State Univ., Stillwater . 113 pp. 
 
   ___________., J. A. Morr ison, and J. C. Lewis.  1976.  Mortality of white-tailed deer  fawns in the Wichita Mountains, 

Oklahoma.  Proc. Annu. Conf. Southeast. Assoc. Fish and Wildl. Agen. 13:493-506.   
 
Gee, C.K., R.S. Magleby, W. R. Bailey, R.L. Gum, and L.M. Ar thur .  1977.  Sheep and lamb losses top predators and 

other  causes in the western United States. USDA, Economic res. Serv. Agr icultural Economic Report No. 369. 
41pp. 

 
Gese, E. M., O. J. Rongstad, and W. R. Mytton.  1988.  Home range and habitat use of coyotes in southeastern Colorado.  

J. Wildl. Manage. 52:640-646. 
 
Goodwin, D. 1986. Crows of the Wor ld. Raven., Br itish Museum of Natural History. Cornell University Press, I thaca, NY. 

pp. 138-145. 
 
Green, J. S.  1989.  Donkeys for  predation control.  Proc. East. Wildl. Damage Cont. Conf. 4:83-86. 
 
Guthery, F. S., and S. L . Beasom.  1977.  Responses of game and nongame wildlife to predator  control in south Texas.  J. 

Range Manage. 30:404-409. 
 
Hailey, T. L .  1979.  A handbook for  pronghorn management in Texas.  Fed. Aid. in Wildl. Resto. Rept. Ser . No. 20.  Texas 

Parks and Wildl. Dep., Austin, TX. 59pp. 
 
Hamlin, K . L ., S. J. Riley, D. Pyrah, A. R. Dood, and R. J. Mackie.  1984.  Relationships among mule deer  fawn mortality, 

coyotes, and alternate prey species dur ing summer.  J. Wildl Manage. 48:489-499. 
 
Harr is, S. 1977.  Distr ibution, habitat utilization and age structure of a suburban fox (Vulpes vulpes) population.  Mammal 

Rev. 7:25-39. 
 
_________.  1979.  Age-related fer tility and productivity in red fox, Vulpes vulpes, in suburban London.  J. Zool. 187:195-

199. 
 
_________. and J. M. V. Rayner.  1986.  Urban fox (Vulpes vulpes) population estimates and habitat requirements in 

several Br itish cities. J. Anim. Ecol. 55:575-591. 
 
Henne, D. R.  1977.  Domestic sheep mortality on a western Montana ranch. pp. 133-149 in  R. L . Phillips and C. Jonkel 

eds.  Proc. 1975 Predator  Sym.  Montana For . Conserv. Exp. Stn., School For ., Univ. Mont. M issoula. 
 
 
Hoffmann, C.O. and J.L . Gottschang. 1977.  Numbers, distr ibution, and movements of a raccoon population in a suburban 

residential community. J. Mammal.. 58:623-636 
 
Holle, D. G.  1977.  Diet and general availability of prey of the coyote (Canis latrans) at the Wichita Mountains National 

Wildlife Refuge, Oklahoma.  M.S. Thesis. Oklahoma State Univ., Stillwater . 59pp. 
 
Horn, S. W.  1983.  An evaluation of predatory suppression in coyotes using lithium chlor ide-induced illness.  J. Wildl. 

Manage. 47:999-1009. 
 
Hornocker , M.G.  1970. An analysis of mountain lion predation upon mule deer  and elk in the Idaho pr imitive area. Wildl. 

Monogr. 21. 39pp. 
 
Houseknecht, C. R.  1971.  Movements, activity patterns and denning habits of str iped skunks (Mephitis mephitis) and 

exposure potential for  disease.  PhD. Thesis, Univ. M innesota, M inneapolis. 46pp. 
 
Howard, V. W. Jr ., and R. E. Shaw.  1978.  Preliminary assessment of predator   damage to the sheep industry in 

southeastern New Mexico.  Agr ic. Exp. Stn., New Mexico State Univ., Las Cruces, Res. Rpt. 356. 
 



 
 Α−5 

   _______________., and T. W. Booth.  1981.  Domestic sheep mortality in southeastern New Mexico.  Agr ic. Exp. Stn., 
New Mexico State Univ., Las Cruces. Bull 683. 

 
Jahnke, L .J., C. Phillips, S.H. Anderson, and L.L. McDonald. 1987.  A methodology for  identifying sources of indirect 

costs of predation control: A study of Wyoming sheep producers. Ver tebr . Pest. Cont. Manage. Mat. 5, ASTM STP 
974. pp 159-169. 

 
Johnson, E. L .  1984.  Applications to use sodium fluoroacetate (Compound 1080) to control predators; final decision.  

Fed. Reg. 49(27):4830-4836. 
 
Johnson, G.D. and M.D. Str ickland. 1992. Mountain lion compendium and  an evaluation of mountain lion management in 

Wyoming. Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. 1406 S. Greeley Hwy., Cheyenne, WY 82007. 41pp. 
 
Jones, H. W., Jr .  1939.  Winter  studies of skunks in Pennsylvania.  J. Mammal. 20: 254-256. 
 
Jones, P. V. Jr ., 1949.  Antelope management. Coyote predation on antelope fawns: main factor  in limiting increase of 

pronghorns in the upper and lower plains areas in Texas. Texas Game and Fish. 7:4-5, 18-20. 
 
Jones.  Pers. Comm. Univ. Maine, Dept. of Wildl., Orono, Maine 04469-5755. Apr il 20, 1994. 
 
Keisling, P.  1993. Oregon Blue Book. Phil Keisling, Secretary of State.  Attn: Blue Book, State Capitol, Salem, OR  97310.  
 
Keith, L .B. 1974. Some features of population dynamics in mammals. Int. Cong. Game Biol. 11:17-59. 
 
Keister , P.G. Jr . Oregon Dept. Fish and Wildl., Hines, OR. 97738. Pers. Comm. July 11, 1994. 
 
_____________________________________., Baker  City, OR . Pers. Comm. Apr il 3, 1996. 
 
Keller t, S.R. , and J.K . Berry. 1980.  Knowledge, affection and basic attitudes toward animals in Amer ican society. U.S. 
Fish and  Wildlife Service and US Dept. of  Commerce, Spr ingfield, VA. 
 
Knight, R.L. and M.W. Call. 1981. The common raven. USDI, Bureau of Land Management. Technical Note. No. 344. 

62pp. 
 
Knittle, C. E., E. W. Schafer , Jr ., and K. A. Fagerstone.  1990.  Status of compound DRC-1339 registrations.  Proc. 

Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 14:311-313. 
 
Knowlton, F. F.  1964.  Aspects of coyote predation in south Texas with special reference to white-tailed deer .  PhD. 

Thesis, Purdue Univ. Lafayette. 147pp. 
 
_____________.  1972.  Preliminary interpretation of coyote population mechanics with some management implications.  

J. Wildl. Manage. 36:369-382. 
 
_____________., and L.C. Stoddart.  1992. Some observations from two coyote-prey studies. pp 101-121 in A.H. Boer, ed., 

Ecology and Management of the Eastern Coyote. Univer . of New Brunswick, Freder icton, New Brunswick, 
Canada. 

 
Knudson, T.  1990.  Birds fall prey to a K ing M idas technology.  High Country News. June 4, pp. 7. 
 
Koehler , G. 1987.  The Bobcat. in Silvestro, R.L. ed.  Audubon Wildlife Report, The National Audubon Society, New 

York, N.Y. pp.399-409. 
 
Larsen, K . H., and J. H. Dietr ich.  1970.  Reduction of a raven population on lambing grounds with DRC-1339.  J. Wildl. 

Manage. 34:200-204. 
 
LeCount, A.  1977.  Causes of fawn mortality.  Final Rept., Fed. Aid. for  Wildl. Restor . Proj . W-78-R, WP-2, J-11.  

Ar izona Game and Fish Dept. Phoenix, AZ. 19pp. 
 
L inz, G.M., C.E. Knittle, and R.E. Johnson. 1990. Ecology of Corvids in the vicinity of the Aliso Creek California Least 

Tern colony, Camp Pendleton, California. USDA, APHIS, Denver Wildlife Research Center , Bird Section Res. Rpt. 
No. 450. 29pp 

 
L itvaitis, J. A.  1978.  Movements and habitat use of coyotes on the Wichita Mountains National Wildlife Refuge.  M.S. 

Thesis. Oklahoma State Univ., Stillwater .  70pp. 
______________., and J. H. Shaw.  1980.  Coyote movements, habitat use, and food habits in southwestern Oklahoma.  J. 

Wildl. Manage. 44:62-68. 
 



 
 Α−6 

Lord, R.D, Jr .,  1961. A population study of the gray fox. Amer. M id. Nat. 66: 87-109. 
 
Lynch, G. M.  1972.  Effect of strychnine control on nest predators of dabbling ducks.  J. Wildl. Manage. 36:436-440. 
 
MacDonald, D. W., and M. T. Newdick.  1982.  The distr ibution and ecology of foxes. Vulpes vulpes (L .) in urban areas.  in 

R. Bornkamm, J. A. Lee, and M. R. D. Seaward eds.  Urban Ecology. Blackwell Sci. Publ., Oxford, UK. pp.123-
135. 

 
Mackie, C.J., K .L. Hamlin, C.J. Knowles, and J.G. Mundinger . 1976. Observations of Coyote Predation on Mule and 

White-tailed deer  in the M issour i River  Breaks. 1975-76. Montana Deer Studies, Montana Dept. of Fish and Game, 
Federal Aid Project 120-R-7. pp 117-138. 

 
McMullen, D. Pers. Comm.  USFWS, Div. of Law Enforcement, 911 S.E. 11th, Por tland, Or 97232. December 17, 1993 

 
Messier , F. and C. Barrette.  1982.  The social system of the coyote (Canis latrans) in a forested habitat.  Can. J. Zool. 

60:1743-1753. 
 
MIS (Management Information System) County Summary Reports for  Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Malheur , Morrow, 

Umatilla, Wallowa,  1994.   ADC State Office, 2600 S.E. 98th, Suite 110, Por tland, OR 97226 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1995. ADC State Office, 2600 SE 98th Ave.  Suite 110, Por tland, OR 97266. 
 
__________________________________. 1993. John Day ADC Distr ict Supplement Reports.  Reported Losses for  1993.  John Day ADC Dis      
 
Munoz, J.R. 1977. Cause of Sheep Mortality at the Cook Ranch, Florence, Montana. 1975-1976.  M.S. Thesis. University 

of  Montana, M issoula. 55pp. 
 
Myers, J. and C.J. Krebs.   1983. Genetic, behavioral, and reproductive attr ibutes of dispersing field voles Microtus  pennsylvanicus and       
 
Nass, R.D. 1977. Mortality associated with range sheep operations in Idaho. J. Range Manage. 30: 253-258  
 
_________. 1980. Efficacy of  predator  damage control programs.  Proc. Ver tebrate Pest Conf. 9:205-208.  
 
NASS (National Agr icultural Statistics Service).  1991. Sheep and goat predation loss. USDA, NASS, Washington, DC. 

12pp. 
 
______________________________________.  1992. Cattle and calves death loss., USDA, NASS, Washington, DC. 23pp.  
 
______________________________________ . 1995. Sheep and goat predator  loss. USDA, NASS, Washington, D.C. 36pp. 
 
National Park Service.  1993.  K lamath Wild and Scenic River  Eligibility Report and environmental assessment draft.  
Pacific  Nor thwest Region, NPS.  Seattle, WA.  105 pp.  
 
Neff, D. J., and N. G. Woolsey.  1979.  Effect of predation by coyotes on antelope fawn survival on Anderson Mesa. 

Ar izona Game and Fish Dept. Spec. Rept. No. 8.  Phoenix.  36pp. 
 
_________, and ___________.  1980.  Coyote predation on neonatal fawns on Anderson Mesa, Ar izona.  Proc. Biennial 

Pronghorn Antelope Workshop. 9:80-97. 
 
_________, R.H. Smith, and N.G. Woolsey.  1985.  Pronghorn antelope mortality study. Ar izona Game and Fish 

Department, Res. Branch Final Rpt. Fed. Aid Wildl. Restor . Proj . W-78-R. 22pp. 
 
Nelson, A.L.  1934. Some ear ly summer food preferences of the Amer ican Raven in southeastern Oregon. Condor 36:10-

15. 
 
Nowak, R.W. and J.L . Paradiso.  1983. Gray foxes. in Walker 's Mammals of the Wor ld. 4th Edition. John Hopkins Univ. 

Press, Baltimore. pp. 939-940. 
 
O'Gara, B. W., K . C. Brawley, J. R. Munoz, and D. R. Henne.  1983.  Predation on domestic sheep on a western Montana 

ranch.  Wildl. Soc. Bull. 11:253-264. 
 
ODFW (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife).  1980. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2501 SW First Ave. 

PO Box 59, Por tland, OR 97201. Population Estimates. 8pp. 
 



 
 Α−7 

_____________________________________________.  1990. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Mule Deer 
Management Plan, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2501 SW First Ave. PO Box 59, Por tland, OR  97201. 
49pp. 

 
_____________________________________________. 1993a.  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Black Bear 

Management Plan 1993-1998. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2501 SW First Ave. PO Box 59, Por tland, 
OR  97201. 35pp. 

 
_____________________________________________.  1993b.  Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Cougar 

Management Plan 1993-1998. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2501 SW First Ave. PO Box 59, Por tland, 
OR  97201. 28pp. 

 
_____________________________________________. 1996. Personal Comm. Craig Ely, LaGrande, OR Apr il 3, 1996.  
OAFS (Oregon Agr icultural and Fisher ies Statistics).  1994-1995. USDA, Oregon Agr icultural Statistics Service, 1735 
Federal Bldg., 1220 SW Third Ave., Por tland, OR 97204. 
 
Orr , R. T.  1943.  Altitudinal record for  the spotted skunk in California.  J. Mammal. 24:270. 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 496.012 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 496.118 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 498.012 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.105 
  
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.002 
  
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.003 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.005 
  
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.010 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.015 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.020 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.025 
     
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.030 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.032 
 
ORS (Oregon Revised Statutes), State of Oregon. 610.035 
    
OSU (Oregon State University) Oregon County and State Agr icultural Estimates, Special Report No.790. Revised 

January, 1993. Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 
 
OSU (Oregon State University) Cooperativae Extension Service, Malheur  Co. 1996. Personnal Communication.   
 
Ozaga, J. J., and E. M. Harger .  1966.  Winter  activities and feeding habits of nor thern M ichigan coyotes.  J. Wildl. 

Manage. 30:809-818. 
 
Palmer, Thomas K. 1976. Pest Bird Damage Control in Cattle Feedlots: Integrated Systems Approach. Proc. Ver t. Pest 
Conf. 3:17-21. 
 
Palmore, W. P.  1978.  Diagnosis of toxic acute renal failures in cats.  Flor ida Vet. J. 14:14-15, 36-37. 
 
Pfeifer , W. K ., and M. W. Goos.  1982.  Guard dogs and gas exploders as coyote depredation control tools in North 

Dakota.  Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf.  10:55-61. 
Phillips, R. L . 1970.  Age ratio of Iowa foxes. J. Wildl. Manage. 34:52-56. 
 
______________., and L. D. Mech.  1970.  Homing behavior  of a red fox.  J. Mammal. 51:621. 
 
Pils, C. M. and M. A. Martin.  1978.  Population dynamics, predator -prey relationships and management of the red fox in 

Wisconsin.  Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour., Tech. Bull. 105. 56 pp. 



 
 Α−8 

 
Pimlott, D. H.  1970.  Predation and productivity of game populations in North Amer ica. Trans. Int. Congr. Game Biol. 

9:63-73 
 
Pitelka, F.A.  1957. Some character istics of microtine cycles in the Arctic. Oregon State College, Biol. Colloquium Proc. 

18:73-88. 
 
Pyrah, D.  1984.  Social distr ibution and population estimates of coyotes in nor th-central Montana.  J. Wildl. Manage. 

48:679-690. 
 
Richards, S. H.  1974.  Canine distemper in wild carnivores.  Nor th Dakota Outdoors 36:10-11. 
 
Riter , W. E.  1941.  Predator  control and wildlife management.  Trans. N. Am. Wildl. Conf. 6:294-299. 
 
Rivest, P. and J.M. Bergeron. 1981. Density, food habits, and economic importance of raccoons (Procyon lotor) in Quebec 

agrosystems. Can. J. Zool. 59:1755-1762. 
 
Robinette, W.L., J.S. Gashwiler , and O.W. Morr is.  1961. Notes on cougar productivity and life history. J. Mammal. 

42:204-217. 
 
______________. N.V. Hancock, and D.A. Jones.  1977. The Oak Creek mule deer  herd in Utah. Utah Div. Wildl. Resour. 

Publ. 77-15. 148pp. 
 
Rogers, 1986.  Effects of translocation distance on frequency of return by adult black bear .  Wildl. Soc. Bull. 14:76-80. 
 
Rolley, R.E.  1985. Dynamics of a harvested bobcat population in Oklahoma. J. Wildl. Manage.49:283-292. 
 
Rosatte, R. C. and J. R. Gunson.  1984.  Dispersal and home range of str iped skunks, Mephitis mephitis, in an area of 

population reduction in southern Alber ta.  Can. Field Nat. 98:315-319. 
 
____________.  1987.  Str iped, spotted, hooded and hog-nosed skunks.  pp. 599-613 in M. Novak, J. A. Baker , M. E. 

Obbard and B. Malloch (eds.) Wild Furbearer  Management and Conservation in North Amer ica. M inistry of 
Natural Resources, Ontar io, Canada. 1150pp. 

 
Rowlands, I . W., and A. S. Parkes.  1935.  The reproductive processes of cer tain mammals VI I I .  Reproduction in foxes 

(Vulpes spp.).  Proc. Zool. Soc. London:823-841. 
 
Rowley, G. J. and D. Rowley.  1987.  Decoying coyotes with dogs.  Proc. Great Plains Wildl. Damage Cont. Work. 8:179-

181. 
 
Roy, L . D., and M. J. Dorrance. 1985.  Coyote movements, habitat use, and vulnerability in central Alber ta.  J. Wildl. 

Manage. 49:307-313. 
 
Royal, W.C. Jr ., T.J. DeCino and J.F. Besser . 1967. Reduction of a star ling population at a turkey farm. 

 Poul. Sci. 46(6):1494-1495. 
 
Rural Development, Agr iculture, and Related Agencies appropr iations Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-202, Dec.22, 1987. 

Stat. 1329-1331 (7 U.S.C. 426c)). 
 
Sanderson, G.C. 1987. Raccoon. Pp 486-499 in M. Novak, J.A. Baker , M.E. Obbard, B. Mallock. Wild Furbearer  

management and Conservation in North Amer ica. M inistry of Natural Resources, Ontar io, Canada. 1150pp.] 
 
Sargeant, A. B.  1972.  Red fox spatial character istics in relation to water fowl predation.  J. Wildl. Manage. 36:225-236. 
 
_____________.  1978.  Red fox prey demands and implications to prair ie duck production.  J. Wildl. Manage. 42:520-527. 
 
Schafer , E. W., Jr .,  1981.  Bird control chemicals-nature, mode of action, and toxicity.  Pp 129-139 in CRC Handbook of 

Pest Management in Agr iculture, Volume I I I , CRC Press. 
 
_________________. 1984. Potential pr imary and secondary hazards of avicides. Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 11:217-222. 
 
Schmidt, Robert H. 1989. “ Ver tebrate Pest Control and Animal Welfare” , in Ver tebrate Pest Control and Management  Mater ials:6th Volu                       
 
Schobert, E.  1987.  Telazol use in wild and exotic animals.  Vet. Med. Oct.:1080-1088. 
 
Scr ivner , J. H., and D. A. Wade.  1986.  The 1080 livestock protection collar  for  predator  control.  Rangelands 8:103-106. 
 



 
 Α−9 

Seidernsticker , J.C., IV, M.G. Hornocker , W.V. Wiles, and J.P. Messick,  1973.  Mountain lion social organization in the 
Idaho Pr imitive Area.  Wildlife Monograph, Vol. 35. pp60. 

 
Seton, E.T.  1929. The gray fox. L ives of Game Animals, Vol. 1 Par t 2, Doubleday, Doran &  Co., Garden City, New York. 

pp. 577-592. 
 
Sheldon, W. G.  1950.  Denning habits and home range of red foxes in New York state.  J. Wildl. Manage. 14:33-42. 
 
Slate, D.A., R. Owens, G. Connolly, and G. Simmons.  1992.  Decision making for  wildlife damage management.  Trans. N. 

A. Wildl. Nat. Res. Conf 57:51-62. 
 
Smith, A.D. and D.M. Beale. 1980. Pronghorn antelope in Utah: some research and observations. Utah Div. Wildl. 

Resources. Publ. No. 80-13.  88pp. 
 
Smith, R. H., and A. LeCount.  1976.  Factors affecting survival of mule deer  fawns.  Final Rept., Fed. Aid Proj . in 

Wildlife Restro. W-78-R, WP-2. J-4. Ar izona Game and Fish Dept.  Phoenix, AZ.   
 
___________., D. J. Neff, and N. G. Woolsey.  1986.  Pronghorn response to coyote control - A benefit:cost analysis.  Wildl. 

Soc. Bull. 14:226-231. 
  
Sonenshine, D.E. and E. L . Winslow. 1972. Contrasts in distr ibution of raccoons in two Virginia localities.  J. Wildl. 

Manage. 36:838-847. 
 
Southwick, R. 1993.  The 1991 Economic Benefits of Hunting in the United States.  Inter . Assoc. of Fish Wildl. Agen., Fur  

Res. Comm., Southwick and Associates, Ar lington, VA. 20 pp. 
 
Steele, J. L . Jr .,  1969.  An investigation of the Comanche County deer  herd.  Okla. Dept. Wildl. Conserv. Fed. Aid in Fish 

and Wildl. Restoration Proj . W-87-R. 20pp. 
 
Sterner , R. T. and S. A. Shumake.  1978.  Bait-induced prey aversion in predators: some methodological issues.  Behav. 

Bio.  22:565-566. 
 
Stiehl, R.B.  1978. Aspects of the ecology of the common raven in Harney Basin, Oregon. PhD Thesis, Por tland State 

University, Por tland, OR. 177pp. 
 
Stoddart, L .C.  1984. Relationships between prey base fluctuations and coyote depredation on sheep on the Idaho National 

Engineer ing Laboratroy (INEL), 1979-1982.  Unpublished Research Work Unit Report. Denver Wildl. Res. Cent. 
16pp. 

 
Storm, G. L .  1972.  Daytime retreats and movements of skunks on farmlands in I llinois.  J. Wildl. Manage. 36:31-45.  
 
__________., R. D. Andrews, R. L . Phillips, R. A. Bishop, D. B. Siniff, and J. R. Tester .  1976.  Morphology, reproduction, 

dispersal, and mortality of midwestern red fox populations. Wildl. Monogr. 49.  82pp. 
 
__________., and M. W. Tzilkowski.  1982.  Furbearer  population dynamics: a local and regional management 

perspective. Pp. 69-90 in G. C. Anderson, ed. M idwest Furbearer  Management.  Proc. Sym. 43rd M idwest Fish and 
Wildl. Conf., Wichita, KS. 

 
Stout, G. G.  1982.  Effects of coyote reduction on white-tailed deer  productivity on For t Sill, Oklahoma.  Wildl. Soc. Bull. 

10:329-332. 
 
Tabel, H., A. H. Corner , W. A. Webster , and C. A. Casey.  1974.  History and epizootology of rabies in Canada.  Can. Vet. 

J. 15:271-281. 
 
Teer , J.G., D. L . Drawe, T. L . Blankenship, W. F. Andelt, R. S. Cook, J. K ie, F. F. Knowlton, and M. White.  1991.  Deer 

and coyotes: The Welder  Exper iments. Trans. N.A. Wildl. Nat. Res. Conf. 56:550-560. 
 
Texas ADC.  1992.  L ivestock Protection Collars (LPC) Memorandum from G. Nunley, State Director , ADC, Texas to D. 

Hawthorne, Director , Western Region. June 11, 1992. 
 
Thomas, L . 1986. Statement of fact and proposed findings and conclusions on behalf of the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service before the USEPA Administrator . FIFRA Docket No. 559. pp4-5. 
 
Tigner , J. R., and G. E. Larson.  1977.  Sheep losses on selected ranches in southern Wyoming.  J. Range Manage. 30:244-

252. 
 



 
 Α−10 

Till, J. A., and F. F. Knowlton.  1983.  Efficacy of denning in alleviating coyote depredations upon domestic sheep.  J. 
Wildl. Manage. 47:1018-1025. 

 
_________.,  1992.  Behavioral effects of removal of coyote pups from dens.  Proc. Ver tebr . Pest Conf. 15:396-399. 
 
Todd, A. W., and L. B. Keith. 1976.  Responses of coyotes to winter  reductions in agr icultural carr ion.  Alber ta 

Recreation, Parks Wildl., Wildl. Tech. Bull. 5. 32 pp. 
 
Trainer , C. E., J. C. Lemos, T. P. K ister , W. C. L ightfoot, and D. E. Toweill.  1981.  Mortality of mule deer  fawns in 

southeastern Oregon. 1968-1979. Oregon Dept. Fish Wildl. Res. Dev. Sect. Wildl. Res. Rpt. 10: 113 pp. 
 
___________, M.J. Willis, G. P. Keister , Jr ., and D.P. Sheehy.  1983. Fawn mortality and habitat use among pronghorn 

dur ing spr ing and summer in southeastern Oregon, 1981-82. Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildl. Wildl. Res. Rpt. No. 
12. 117pp. 

 
Trapp, G.R.  1978. Comparative behavior  ecology of the r ingtail and gray fox in southwestern Utah. Carnivore, Vol. 1, 

No.2, pp. 3-32. 
 
Tucker , R. D., and G. W. Garner .  1980.  Mortality of pronghorn antelope fawns in Brewster  County, Texas.  Proc. West. 

Conf. Game and Fish Comm. 60:620-631. 
 
Tullar , B. F. Jr ., L . T. Berchielli, Jr ., and E. P. Saggese.  1976.  Some implications of communal denning and pup adoption 

among red foxes in New York.  N.Y. Fish and Game J. 23:93-95. 
 
Twichell, A.R and H.H. Dill. 1949. One hundred raccoons from one hundred and two acres.  J. Mammal.  30:130-133. 
 
Udy, J. R.  1953.  Effects of predator  control on antelope populations. Utah Dept. Fish and Game.  Salt Lake City, UT. 

Publ. No. 5, 48pp. 
 
Urban, D. 1970. Raccoon populations, movement patterns, and predation on a managed water fowl marsh. J. Wildl. 

Manage. 34:372-382. 
 
USDA (U.S. Department of Agr iculture). USDI Annual Reports, ADC, Portland, OR 1919-1993. USDA, APHIS, ADC 

State Office, 2600 SE 98th Ave Suite 110, Por tland, OR 97266. 
 
__________________________________.  1925.  Annual Report.  ADC State Office, 2600 SE 98th Ave., Suite 110, 

Por tland, OR 97266. 
 
_____________________________________, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Animal Damage 

Control (ADC) Strategic Plan.  1989. USDA, APHIS, ADC Operational Support Staff, 6505 Belcrest RD, Room 820 
Federal Bldg, Hyattsville, MD  20782.  

 
______________________________.  1992.  A producers guide to preventing predation to livestock. USDA/APHIS/ADC, 

Washington, D.C.  Agr .  Inform. Bull. No. 650. 14pp. 
 
______________________________, __________________________________________, _____________________. 1994. 

Final Environmental Impact Statement. USDA, APHIS, ADC Operational Support Staff, 6505 Belcrest RD, Room 
820 Federal Bldg, Hyattsville, MD  20782.  

 
USDI (U.S. Department of the Inter ior).  1978.  Predator  damage in the West: a study of coyote management alternatives.  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv. (FWS), Washington, D.C. 168pp. 
 
_______________________________, Fish and Wildlife Service. 1979. Mammalian predator  damage management for  

livestock protection in the Western United States. Final Environmental Impact Statement. Washington, D.C. 789 
pp.  

 
USDI, USFWS 1985. Letter  to M. Slimak responding to consultation request for  labeling for  endangered species for  the 

1080 livestock protection collar . 
 
Ver ts, B. J.  1967. The biology of the str iped skunk. Univ. I llinois Press, Urbana. 218 pp. 
 
Voigt, D. R. and B. D. Ear le.  1983.  Avoidance of coyotes by red fox families.  J. Wildl. Manage. 47:852-857. 
 
__________., and D. W. Mac Donald. 1984.  Var iation in the spatial and social behavior  of the red fox, Vulpes vulpes.  

Acta. Zool. Fenn. 171:261-265. 
 



 
 Α−11 

__________.  1987.  " Red Fox" .  pp. 378-392 in: Novak, M.; Baker , J. A.; Obbard, M. E. and Mallock, B. (Eds.) Wild 
Furbearer  Management and Conservation in North Amer ica.  Ontar io M inistry of Natural Resources, Toronto, 
Ontar io, Canada.  1150 p. 

 
Von Gunten,  B. L .  1978.  Pronghorn fawns mortality on the National Bison Range.  Proc. Pronghorn Antelope 

Workshop. 8:394-416. 
 
Wagner, F.H. and L.C. Stoddart.   1972. Influence of coyote predation on black-tailed jackrabbit populations in Utah. J. 

Wildl. Manage. 36:329-342. 
 
West, R.R. 1968.  Reduction of a winter  star ling population by baiting its preroosting areas.  J. Wildl. Manage. 32(3):637-
640. 
 
White, M.  1967.  Population ecology of some white-tailed deer  in south Texas.  PhD. Thesis. Purdue University, Lafayette. 

pp72-86.  215 pp. 
 
Windberg, L . A. and F. F. Knowlton.  1988.  Management implications of coyote spacing patterns in southern Texas.  J. 

Wildl. Manage. 52:632-640. 
 
Willis, M . J., J.H. Nayes, and G.P. Keister , Jr ., 1993. Coyote home range and impacts of coyote removal on pronghorn 

fawn survival. Oregon Dept. Fish and Wildl. Wildl. Res. Rpt. No. 19. 
 
Yeager, L .E. and R.G. Rennels. 1943. Fur  yield and autumn foods of the raccoon in I llinois r iver  bottom lands. J. Wildl. 

Manage. 7:45-60. 
 



 
 Β−1 

 
 APPENDIX  B 
  
 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 
 JOHN DAY ADC DISTRICT 
 
Table 1 
Special Management Areas within the John Day District 
 

 
Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
BLM Vale District 

 
Castle Rock 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
6,200 

 
 

 
Beaver Dam Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
19,580 

 
 

 
Camp Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
19,200 

 
 

 
Cottonwood Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
8,700 

 
 

 
Gold Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
13,600 

 
 

 
Sperry Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
5,360 

 
 

 
Cedar Mountains 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
33,600 

 
 

 
Dry Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
23,500 

 
 

 
Dry Creek Buttes 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
51,800 

 
 

 
Owyhee Breaks 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
13,380 

 
 

 
Blue Canyon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
12,700 

 
 

 
Slocum Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
7,600 

 
 

 
Honeycombs 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
39,000 

 
 

 
Honeycombs 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
11,930 

 
 

 
Wild Horse Basin 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
12,680 

 
 

 
Lower Owyhee Canyon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
75,635 

 
 

 
Saddle Butte 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
86,300 

 
 

 
Saddle Butte Lava Tubes 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
7,040 

 
 

 
Palomino Hills 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
54,600 

 
 

 
Bowden Hills 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
59,900 

 
 

 
Clarks Butte 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
31,490 

 
 

 
Jordan Craters 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
27,900 

 
 

 
Jordan Craters 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
30,945 

 
 

 
Willow Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
30,565 

 
 

 
Disaster Peak 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
18,840 

 
 

 
Fifteen Mile Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
51,290 
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 Oregon Canyon   X      No 42,900 

 
Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
 

 
Twelve Mile Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
28,600 

 
 

 
Owyhee 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 62,500 

 
 

 
Lookout Butte 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
65,200 

 
 

 
Owyhee River  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
30,400 

 
 

 
Owyhee River Canyon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 190,700 

 
 

 
Leslie Gulch 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
9,300 

 
 

 
Upper Leslie Gulch 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
3,000 

 
 

 
Homestead 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
7,001 

 
 

 
Sheep Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
7,040 

 
 

 
Stockade Mountain 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
640 

 
 

 
Whitehorse Basin 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
1,290 

 
 

 
Mahogany Ridge 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
320 

 
 

 
McGraw Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
497 

 
Totals 

 
 

 
 0 

 
 33 

 
 4 

 
 8 

 
 1 

 
 0 

 
 10 

 
1,202,723 

 
 
BLM Burns 
District 

 
Malheur River/Bluebucket 
Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 5,560 

 
 

 
Stonehouse 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 Yes 

 
 21,325 

 
 

 
Lower Stonehouse 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 Yes 

 
 8,090 

 
 

 
Sheepshead Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 54,390 

 
 

 
Wildcat Canyon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 34,830 

 
 

 
Heath Lake 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
 20,520 

 
 

 
Table Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 40,592 

 
 

 
East Alvord 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 22,240 

 
 

 
Winter Range 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 15,440 

 
 

 
Alvord Desert 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 251,060 

 
 

 
Alvord Desert 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 16,700 

 
 

 
Mahogany Ridge 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 27,940 

 
 

 
Red Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 16,215 

 
 

 
Pueblo Mountains 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 72,090 
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 Pueblo Foothills    X  X    No  1,925 

 
 

 
Rincon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 103,965 

 
Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
 

 
Alvord Peak 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 16,825 

 
 

 
Alvord Peak 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 14,700 

 
 

 
Basque Hills 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 141,410 

 
 

 
High Steens 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 69,740 

 
 

 
Steens 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 14,000 

 
 

 
 Donner Und Blitzen R. 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 37,555 

 
 

 
Little Blitzen 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,200 

 
 

 
Blitzen River 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 55,880 

 
 

 
Little Blitzen Gorge 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 9,400 

 
 

 
Home Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 26,590 

 
 

 
Bridge Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 14,545 

 
 

 
Aldrich Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 9,395 

 
 

 
Borax Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 520 

 
 

 
Pickett Rim 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 4,000 

 
 

 
Little Wildhorse 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 45 

 
 

 
South Fork Willow Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 200 

 
 

 
Rooster Comb 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 490 

 
 

 
Mickey Basin 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 300 

 
 

 
Tum Tum Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,170 

 
 

 
Long Draw 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 210 

 
 

 
Silver Creek 

 
 

 
  

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 640 

 
 

 
South Narrows 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 160 

 
 

 
Silver Creek  

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,280 

 
 

 
Foster Flat 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,690 

 
 

 
Dry Mountain 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,084 

 
 

 
Kiger Mustang 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 64,639 

 
 

 
Biscuitroot Cultural 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,500 

 
Totals 

 
 

 
 0 

 
 22 

 
 12 

 
 20 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 3 

 
 1,235,641 
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Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
BLM Prineville 
District 

 
Thirtymile 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 7,538 

 
 

 
Lower John Day 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 19,587 

 
 

 
North Pole Ridge 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,369 

 
 

 
Spring Basin 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 5,982 

 
 

 
Badlands 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 32,221 

 
 

 
North Fork 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 11,225 

 
 

 
South Fork 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 19,361 

 
 

 
Sand Hollow 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 8,791 

 
 

 
Gerry Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 20,700 

 
 

 
Hampton Butte 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 10,600 

 
 

 
Cougar Well 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 18,435 

 
 

 
Strawberry Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,149 

 
 

 
Aldrich Mountain 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 9,395 

 
 

 
Pine Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 200 

 
 

 
Sheep Gulch 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 741 

 
 

 
Indian Creek 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 208 

 
 

 
Deschutes Canyon 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 

 
 

 
Steelhead Falls 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 3,240 

 
 

 
Benjamin 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 640 

 
 

 
Forest Creeks 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 405 

 
 

 
Horn Butte Curleu 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,000 

 
 

 
North Fork Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,737 

 
 

 
South Fork Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 3,140 

 
 

 
Spanish Gulch 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 335 

 
 

 
Winter Roost 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 320 

 
 

 
Badlands 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 16,860 



 
 Β−5 

 
 

 
Horse Ridge 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 600 

 
 

 
Lower Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,830 

 
 

 
Peck’s Milkvetch 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 3,902 

 
 

 
Powell Butte 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 520 

 
Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
 

 
Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 960 

 
 

 
Deschutes River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 7,616 

 
 

 
John Day River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 9,408 

 
 

 
North Fork Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 832 
 

 
 

 
South Fork Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 3,008 

 
 

 
The Island 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 152 

 
 

 
Wagon Road 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 160 

 
Total 

 
 

 
 0 

 
 17 

 
 5 

 
 14 

 
 5 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 241,239 

 
 
Malheur National 
Forest 

 
Strawberry Mountain 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 68,700 

 
 

 
Monument Rock 

 
 X 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 12,620 

 
 

 
Canyon Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 700 

 
 

 
Dixie Butte 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
105 

 
 

 
Baldy Mt. 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,850 

 
 

 
Dugout Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 270 

 
 

 
Shake Table 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 375 

 
 

 
Malheur River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 3,758 

 
 

 
Byram Gulch Watershed  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 300 

 
 

 
Long Creek Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 224 

 
 

 
North Fork Malheur  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 7,034 

 
Totals 

 
 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 5 

 
 0 

 
 2 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 96,936 

  
 
Wallowa/Whitma
n National Forest 

 
Indian Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 990 

 
 

 
Lightning Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,100 
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 Pleasant Valley    X     No  1,400 
 
 

 
Bill’s Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 40 

 
 

 
Alum Beds 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 600 

 
 

 
Little Granite 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,000 

 
 

 
Boner Flat 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,700 

 
 

 
Craig Mountain Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 170 

 
Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
 

 
West Razz Pond & West 
Half of Razz Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 50 

 
 

 
Mount Joseph 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 700 

 
 

 
Duck Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 500 

 
 

 
Vance Knoll 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 500 

 
 

 
Government Draw 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 200 

 
 

 
Glacier Lake 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 100 

 
 

 
Lake Fork 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 500 

 
 

 
Horse Pasture Ridge 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 250 

 
 

 
Haystack Rock 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 400 

 
 

 
Point Prominence 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 700 

 
 

 
Cougar Meadow 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 50 

 
 

 
Bob Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 100 

 
 

 
Basin Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 400 

 
 

 
Baker City Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 8,740 

 
 

 
La Grande Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 15,631 

 
 

 
Eagle Cap Wilderness 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 346,000 

 
 

 
Hells Canyon Wilderness 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 214,000 

 
 

 
North Fork John Day 
Wilderness 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 30,722 

 
 

 
Monument Rock 
Wilderness 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 7,300 

 
 

 
Eagle Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 1,728 

 
 

 
Grande Ronde 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 1,050 

 
 

 
Imnaha 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 4,352 

 
 

 
South Fork Imnaha 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 576 
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 Joseph Creek      X    No  550 
 
 

 
Lostine 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,024 

 
 

 
Minam 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,496 

 
 

 
North Fork John Day 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 736 

 
 

 
North Powder 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 384 

 
 

 
Snake 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 4,320 

 
Totals 

 
 

 
 4 

 
 0 

 
 21 

 
 0 

 
 10 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 657,059 

 
 
 

 
 Agency 

 
Management Area Name 

 
Designated 
Wilderness/

Primitive 
Area 

 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

 
Research 
Natural 

Area 

 
Area of 
Critical 
Environ 
Concern 

 
Wild 
and 

Scenic 
River 

 
Other 

 
WDM 

Proposed 

 
Total Acreage 

 
Umatilla National 
Forest 

 
Grande Ronde River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 5,710 

 
 

 
North Fork John Day 
River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 No 

 
 11,303 

 
 

 
Wenaha River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 5,642 

 
 

 
Wenaha Tucannon 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
 57,000 

 
 

 
North Fork Umatilla 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
 20,144 

 
 

 
North Fork John Day 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Yes 

 
 91,278 

 
 

 
Birch Creek Cove 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 410 

 
 

 
Elk Flats Meadow 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 75 

 
 

 
Elk Flats-Wenaha Breaks 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,665 

 
 

 
Mill Creek Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 6,800 

 
 

 
Kelly Creek Butte 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 80 

 
 

 
Vinegar Hill 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 410 

 
 

 
Mill Creek Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 7,800 

 
 

 
High Ridge Evaluation 
Area 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 560 

 
 

 
Walla Walla River 
Watershed 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 No 

 
 34,500 

 
Totals 

 
 

 
 3 

 
 0 

 
 6 

 
 0 

 
 3 

 
3 

 
 3 

 
 243,377 

 
 
Ochoco National 
Forest 

 
Black Canyon 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 13,400 

 
 

 
Mill Creek 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 17,400 

 
 

 
Bridge Creek 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 5,400 



 
 Β−8 

 
 

 
N. Fork Crooked River 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 4,888 

 
 

 
Mid Deschutes 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 2,535 

 
 

 
Ochoco Divide 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,000 

 
 

 
Haystack Butte 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 146 

 
 

 
The Island 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 199 

 
 

 
Silver Creek 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 844 

 
 

 
Dry Mountain 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 No 

 
 1,187 

 
Total 

 
 

 
 3 

 
 0 

 
 5 

 
 0 

 
 2 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
 46,999 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 APPENDIX C 
 

 
 Χ − 1 

  
 1993 Repor ted Sheep and Lambs Lost 
 To All Causes and to Predators 
 

 
 Lambs 

 
 Sheep 

 
 County 

 
Number  of Lambs 
Lost to All Causes 

 
Number  of Lambs 
Lost to Predators 

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Number  of Sheep 
Lost to All Causes 

 
Number  of Sheep 
Lost to Predators 

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Gilliam 

 
 387 

 
 22 

 
 5.7% 

 
 96 

 
 9 

 
 9.3% 

 
Grant 

 
 232 

 
 21 

 
 9.0% 

 
 166 

 
 27 

 
 16.3% 

 
Harney 

 
 495 

 
 107 

 
 21.6% 

 
 152 

 
 23 

 
 15.1% 

 
Malheur  

 
 918 

 
 495 

 
 54% 

 
 323 

 
 30 

 
 9.3% 

 
Morrow 

 
 1,014 

 
 183 

 
 18% 

 
 493 

 
 61 

 
 12.4% 

 
Umatilla 

 
 6,290 

 
 215 

 
 3.4% 

 
 766 

 
 158 

 
 21% 

 
Wallowa 

 
 622 

 
 339 

 
 55% 

 
 410 

 
 172 

 
 42% 

 
Total 

 
 9,958 

 
 1,382 

 
 13.9% 

 
 2,406 

 
 480 

 
 20% 

 
 
  
 1993 Repor ted Calf and Adult Cattle Lost 
 To All Causes and to Predators 
 

 
 Calves 

 
 Adult Cattle 

 
County 

 
Number  of Calves 
Lost to All Causes 

 
Number  of Calves 
Lost to Predators 

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Number  of Adult 
Cattle Lost to All 

Causes 

 
Number  of Adult 

Cattle Lost to 
Predators 

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Gilliam 

 
 379 

 
 54 

 
 14.2% 

 
 182 

 
 0 

 
 0 

 
Grant 

 
 1,010 

 
 382 

 
38% 

 
 980 

 
 5 

 
 0.5% 

 
Harney 

 
 896 

 
 115 

 
 13% 

 
 133 

 
 10 

 
 7.5% 

 
Malheur  

 
 2,598 

 
 452 

 
 17% 

 
 1,041 

 
 27 

 
 2.6% 

 
Morrow 

 
 284 

 
 1 

 
 0% 

 
 306 

 
 0 

 
 0% 

 
Umatilla 

 
 180 

 
 26 

 
 14% 

 
 155 

 
 3 

 
 2% 

 
Wallowa 

 
 772 

 
 187 

 
 24% 

 
 258 

 
 8 

 
 3.1% 

 
Total 

 
 6,283 

 
 1,217 

 
 19.3% 

 
 3,085 

 
 53 

 
 1.7% 

 
 

 
   

 
 
  



 APPENDIX C 
 

 
 Χ − 2 

 1993 Repor ted Lamb and Sheep Losses and Compar ison of Losses 
 With and Without Predator  Control, John Day ADC Distr ict 
 

 
 County 

 
Number Lambs 

Protected 

 
Number Lost to 

Predator  

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Losses with 

Control 1

 

 
Losses without 

Control 2

 

 
Differences Between Losses 
with and without Control 

 
Gilliam 

 
 6,755 

 
 22 

 
 0.3% 

 
 22 

 
 1,148 

 
 1,126 

 
Grant 

 
 2,170 

 
 21 

 
 1.0% 

 
 21 

 
 369 

 
 348 

 
Harney 

 
 4,271 

 
 107 

 
 2.5% 

 
 107 

 
 726 

 
 619 

 
Malheur 

 
 12,441 

 
 495 

 
 4.0% 

 
 495 

 
 2,115 

 
 1,620 

 
Morrow 

 
 12,771 

 
 183 

 
 1.4% 

 
 183 

 
 2,171 

 
 1,988 

 
Umatilla 

 
 86,699 

 
 215 

 
 2.5% 

 
 215 

 
 14,739 

 
 14,524 

 
Wallowa 

 
 10,680 

 
 339 

 
 3.1% 

 
 339 

 
 1,815 

 
 1,476 

 
Totals 

 
 135,787 

 
 1,382 

 
 1.0% 

 
 1,382 

 
 23,083 

 
 21,701 

 
Market Value 

 
 $8,147,220 

 
 $82,920 

 
 

 
$82,920 

 
$1,384,980 

 
$1,302,060 

 
 County 

 
Number Sheep 

Protected 

 
Number Lost to 

Predator  

 
% Lost to 
Predators 

 
Losses with 

Control 

 
Losses without 

Control 

 
Differences Between Losses 
with and without Control 

 
Gilliam 

 
 4,155 

 
 9 

 
 0.2% 

 
 9 

 
 187 

 
 178 

 
Grant  

 
 1,450 

 
 27 

 
 1.9% 

 
 27 

 
 65 

 
 38 

 
Harney 

 
 4,449 

 
 23 

 
 0.5% 

 
 23 

 
 200 

 
 177 

 
Malheur 

 
 7,527 

 
 30 

 
 0.4% 

 
 30 

 
 339 

 
 309 

 
Morrow 

 
 9,513 

 
 61 

 
 0.6% 

 
 61 

 
 428 

 
 367 

 
Umatilla 

 
 23,696 

 
 158 

 
 0.7% 

 
 158 

 
 1,066 

 
 908 

 
Wallowa 

 
 8,967 

 
 172 

 
 2.0% 

 
 172 

 
 404 

 
 232 

 
Totals 

 
 59,757 

 
 480 

 
 0.8% 

 
 480 

 
 2,689 

 
 2,209 

 
Market Value 

 
 $2,928,093 

 
 $23,520 

 
  

 
 $23,520 

 
 $131,761 

 
 $108,241 

 
                   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                       
1
 Losses with control from ADC MIS, 1993 
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 APPENDIX C 
 

 
 Χ − 3 

 1993 Repor ted Calf Losses and Compar ison of Losses 
 With and Without Predator  Control, John Day ADC Distr ict 

 
 County 

 
Number Calves 

Protected 

 
Number Lost to 

Predators 

 
%Lost to 
Predators 

 
Losses with 

Control 3

 

 
Losses without 

Control 4

 

 
Difference Between Losses 
with and without Control 

 
Gilliam 

 
 7,104 

 
 54 

 
 0.8% 

 
 54 

 
 583 

 
 529 

 
Grant 

 
 11,488 

 
 382 

 
 3.3% 

 
 382 

 
 942 

 
 560 

 
Harney 

 
 8,639 

 
 115 

 
 1.3% 

 
 115 

 
 708 

 
 593 

 
Malheur  

 
 44,975 

 
 452 

 
 1.0% 

 
 452 

 
 3,687 

 
 3,235 

 
Morrow 

 
 12,946 

 
 1 

 
 0 

 
 1 

 
 1,062 

 
 1,061 

 
Umatilla 

 
 8,832 

 
 26 

 
 0.3% 

 
 26 

 
 724 

 
 698 

 
Wallowa 

 
 25,790 

 
 187 

 
 0.7% 

 
 187 

 
 2,115 

 
 1,928 

 
Totals 

 
 119,774 

 
 1,217 

 
 1.0% 

 
 1,217 

 
 9,821 

 
 8,604 

 
Market Value 

 
 $59,887,000 

 
 $608,500 

 
 

 
 $608,500 

 
 $4,910,500 

 
 $4,302,000 

 
  
 L ivestock Hypothetically Saved Annually  
 By The ADC Program in the Distr ict 
 

 
 County 

 
 Lambs 
 (No.) 

 
 Sheep 
 (No.) 

 
 Calves 
 (No.) 

 
 Lambs ($) 
 @$60 ea. 

 
 Sheep ($) 
 @ $49 ea. 

 
 Calves ($) 
 @ $500 ea. 

 
Gilliam 

 
 1,126 

 
 178 

 
 529 

 
 $67,560 

 
 $8,722 

 
 $264,500 

 
Grant 

 
 348 

 
 38 

 
 560 

 
 $20,880 

 
 $1,862 

 
 $280,000 

 
Harney 

 
 619 

 
 177 

 
 593 

 
 $37,140 

 
 $8,673 

 
 $296,500 

 
Malheur 

 
 1,620 

 
 309 

 
 3,235 

 
 $97,200 

 
 $15,141 

 
 $1,617,500 

 
Morrow 

 
 1,988 

 
 367 

 
 1,061 

 
 $119,280 

 
 $17,983 

 
 $530,500 

 
Umatilla 

 
 14,524 

 
 908 

 
 698 

 
 $871,440 

 
 $44,492 

 
 $349,000 

 
Wallowa 

 
 1,476 

 
 232 

 
 1,928 

 
 $88,560 

 
 $11,368 

 
 $964,000 

 
Total 

 
 21,701 

 
 2,209 

 
 8,604 

 
 $1,302,060 

 
 $108,241 

 
 $4,302,000 

 
Grand Total 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 $5,712,301 

 
 

                       
3 Losses with control from ADC MIS, 1993 
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