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1.0 CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

INTRODUCTION

Acrossthe United States, wildlife habitat has been substantially changed as human populations expand and
land isused 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 strivefor protection for all wildlife; this protection can
create localized conflicts between human and wildlife activities. The ADC Final Environmental | mpact
Statement (FEIS) summarizestherelationship in American culture of wildlife values and wildlife damagein
thisway (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
bendfits . .., and the mere knowledge that wildlife exists is a positive benefit fo many people.
However, . .. the activities of some wildlife may result in economic losses to agriculture and
damage to properly . . . Sensitivity to varying perspectives and values is required to manage the
balance between human and wildlife needs |n addressing confiicts 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 carried out within the John Day ADC Didrict (District) located in eastern Oregon.

ADC isa cooperatively funded and service oriented program. Before any wildlife damage management is
conducted, Agreements for Control or ADC Annual Work Plansmust be signed by ADC and the land
owner/administrator. ADC cooperateswith land and wildlife management agencies, asrequested, to
effectively and efficiently resolve wildlife damage problemsin compliance with all applicable federal, state
and local laws.

ADC Program

ADC'smission, developed through its strategic planning process, istwofold. Itsmission isto: 1) provide
leader ship in wildlife damage management in the protection of America'sagricultural, industrial and natural
resources, and 2) safeguard public health and safety. Thisisaccomplished through:

A) training of wildlife damage management professionals;

B) development and improvement of strategiesto reduce economic losses and threatsto humans from
wildlife;

C) collection, evaluation, and dissemination of management infor mation;

D) cooperative wildlife damage management programs;

E) informingand educating the public on how to reduce wildlife damage and;

F) providing data and a sourcefor limited-use management materials and equipment, including pesticides.

Purpose
Normally, according to APHI S procedur es implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

individual predator control actionsare categorically 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 asit pertainsto dangerous bear and cougar, and the protection of livestock and
poultry feeding operations from wildlife on specified private and public landsin the District. The area
encompassed by the Didtrict isover 28 million acres (Keiding 1994); ADC has agreementsto conduct wildlife
damage management on about 9 million acreswithin the District, or 32% of thearea (M1S1995). The
District includes federal lands under thejurisdiction 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 private lands.

Within the District, cattle and sheep are permitted to graze on federal landsunder thejurisdiction of the
Forest Service and BLM (primarily in Harney, Grant, Crook, Baker, Union, Malheur, Umatilla, and
Wallowa counties) in spring, late summer and fall and some winter grazing is permitted on BLM lands. In
addition, 478 private livestock ownersin Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla, and Wallowa
counties participatein the cooperative ADC program.

Serious agricultural problems caused by starlings and blackbirdsin the United States have developed at
livestock feedlots. Damage has been severein regions of the semi-arid West whereit is common practiceto
keep rationsin open troughs continuously available to beef animals. Here, preferred starling and blackbird
food, such asinsects and soft fruits, are largely unavailable for several months during winter, forcing birdsto
subsist primarily upon livestock rations. In the John Day ADC District there are 55 cattle, sheep and poultry
feeding operations. The ADC program in FY 1994 and 1995 assisted 12 feeding operationsin 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 District have an EA for wildlife damage management. Technical
assistanceis provided to permittees on theforestsby ADC asrequested. In the padt, operational ADC control
has been provided to permittees on the Ochoco and Umatilla National Forests. This EA constitutesthe
required National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document for Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management landsin the District, or replaces existing USFS or BLM EAsin place.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) has requested ADC to conduct wildlife damage
management for the protection of wildlife resour ces and human safety. ADC does conduct wildlife damage
management on two BLM Districts (Burnsand Vale); these activities are evaluated in an existing BLM EA
(BLM 1993 - 1993a). The District also encompasses four non-cooperating counties (Baker, Crook, Union, and
Whedler) in which wildlife damage problems are managed through county-administered and funded
programsand/or private sdf-help programs or by individual cooper ative agreementswith ADC.

11 Neeb FORACTION
1.1.1 Summary of Proposed Action

The proposed action isto implement livestock and wildlife protection in the District that would expand
beyond that presently conducted. Currently, wildlife damage management occurs on federal lands
administered by the BLM and Forest Service. ADC proposesto conduct activities, asrequested, on Forest
Serviceand BLM landsin the District where livestock per mittees have documented wildlife damage. An
Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement (IWDM) appr oach would be implemented which would allow use
of all legal techniques and methods, used singly or in combination, to meet requestor needs. Livestock
producer swould 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,
aerial hunting, trapping and snaring, M-44s, denning, dogs, DRC-1339, chemical repellents (Avitral), and the
Livestock Protection Collar (LPC) if approved for usein Oregon. Wildlife damage management would be
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allowed in the District, when requested, on Forest Service lands, BLM lands, state and county landswhere
thereare Annual Work Plans, and private lands wherethere are signed Agreaments for Contral. No wildlife
damage management would be conducted in areasreceiving heavy human use, or those with legal or policy
restrictions. All management would comply with appropriatefederal, state and local laws. An ADC Annual
Work Plan would be developed cooper atively with ODA, ODFW, each National Forest within the District as
appropriate, and BLM Districts. Interested American Indian Tribeswill beincluded in the annual work plan
process. These work planswould bereviewed annually. See Chapter 3 for a more detailed description of the
current program and the proposed action.

1.1.2 Need for Wildlife Damage M anagement for Protection of Livestock and Poultry
Contribution of Livestock to the Economy

Agriculture makes up morethan 28% of Oregon's economy, gener ating $3.4 billion in farm, ranch and
fishery production and salesannually. Livestock production, primarily cattle, sheep, poultry and hogsisone
of the primary agricultural industries and accounts for about 22% or about $748 million of the total farm
and ranch economy (OAFS 1994-95).

Livestock production in the District contributes significantly to the economy and historically hasbeen an
important segment of local economies. About 21% of all sheep and lambs and 51% of all cattle and calves
produced in Oregon areraised in the eleven cooperating countiesin the District (OAFS 1994-1995).
Livestock inventories from the eleven countiesincluded 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 reported an increase
in the value of all livestock and poultry sold at market, with livestock production representing over 31% of
thegrossfarm product salesin the District. Table 1 displayslivestock and gross farm salesfor each

cooper ating county (OSU 1993).

Economically, feedlot operations are a vital link between the producer and consumer. Feedlots providethe
industry necessary facilities to get livestock to marketable weights and qualities. Cow/calf producer s depend
heavily on feedlotsto take their animalsand continue the necessary growth that can't be achieved
economically on the open range.

Table1-1
Livestock Product Sales
and
Total Gross Farm Sales (Numbersin Millions)
John Day ADC District 1994
(Source: Oregon County & State Agriculture Estimates)

County Livestock 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%




Wallowa $15,782 $33,241 47%
Baker $28,967 $45,959 63%
Crook $16,774 $30,932 54%
Union $9,506 $50,786 19%
Whedler $5,046 $12,044 4%
TOTAL $238,363 $757,488 31%

Scope of Livestock L osses

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'Garaet al. 1983, ODFW 19933, 1993b). Thiskilling of livestock causes economic hardshipsto livestock
owners. In addition, cattle, sheep and poultry feeding operations ar e extremely vulnerable to attracting large
concentrations of starlings and blackbir ds. Feedlot operator s sustain consider able 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/atrans inflict high predation rateson livestock. Coyotes
accounted for 93% of all predator-killed lambs and ewes on nine sheep bands in shed lambing operationsin
southern Idaho and did not feed on 25% of the kills (Nass 1977). Coyoteswer e also the predominant
predator on sheep throughout a Wyoming study and essentially the only predator in winter (Tigner and
Larson 1977). Other predatorsthat cause measurable predation on cattle, calves, sheep and lambsin the
District are black bear (Euarctos americanus), cougar (Félis 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 1S 1994-95). The ODFW (1993a, 1993b) reported that most bear and
cougar damage management efforts are concentrated in the northeastern and southwestern part of the State,
although the problem scemsto be increasing statewide. Oregon livestock producersreported 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 consider able predation on livestock and wildlife. The National Agricultural Statistical Service
(NASS) (1994) reported that 750 adult sheep and 1,250 lambswer e killed by dogsin Oregon.

Connoally (1992) determined that only a fraction of the total predation attributable to coyotesisreported to or
confirmed by ADC. Healso stated that based on scientific studiesand recent livestock loss surveys from the
NASS, ADC only confirmsabout 19% of the total adult sheep and 23% of the lambs actually killed by
predators. In the District, 17% of the sheep and lambs and 6% of the calvesreported killed wer e confirmed
by ADC Specialists (M1S1994-95). ADC Specialistsdo not attempt to locate every head of livestock reported
by ranchersto bekilled by predators, but rather to verify sufficient lossesto determine that a problem exists
that requires management action.

Although it isimpossible to accurately determine the amount of livestock saved from predation by ADC, it
can be estimated. Scientific studiesreveal that in areaswithout someleve of wildlife damage management,
losses of adult sheep and lambs to predators can be ashigh as8.4% and 29.3%, respectively (Henne 1977,
Munoz 1977, O'Gara et al. 1983). Conversdly, other studiesindicate that sheep and lamb losses are much

1-4



lower wher e wildlife damage management is applied (Nass 1977, Tigner and Larson 1977, Howard and Shaw
1978; Howard and Booth 1981). An Oregon State University study suggeststhat about 2% of adult sheep,
4.7% of thelambs 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
distributed among producer s but are concentrated on ranges where individual predatorsor local populations
learn to deviate from their natural prey base and learn to recognize domestic livestock as an alter native food
source.

Prior t0 1960, starling and blackbird populationsremained relatively constant. However, the expanding livestock
feeding industry began experiencing great economic losses to these birds eating livestock feed and fouling
additional feed and water (Ford, 1967). Currently, population estimatesfor starlingsand blackbirdsin the John
Day Didtrict areunknown. However, amajority of feedlotsin the District contain lar ge concentrations of birds
during the winter months (ADC, 1996).

Therearethreemajor livestock feeding areaswithin the District; 1) the Hermiston-Pendleton area, 2) theVale-
Ontario area and 3) the Burns - South Malheur area from Nyssa to Jordan Valley. These areasrepresent a
feeding capacity of about 200,000 head of livestock and contribute the majority of cattle feedlot operationsin
Oregon (OSU Cooperative Extension Service, 1996).

Lossof Livestock and Poultry

NASS (1992) reported that predators killed 4,275 adult sheep valued at $290,700, 15,500 lambs valued at
$1,054,000 and 4,500 calvesvalued at $1,350,000in Oregon. Substantial livestock lassesfrom predatorshavealso
been documented in the District since 1919 (USDA 1919 to 1993). A typical statement from early reportsreads:

" Coyotes continue, asin the past by virtue of their numbers, to be the most serious menace to livestock,
poultry and game of all the predatory animalsin the District" (USDA, 1925 Annual Report).

IntheDistrict, verified lossesto all classes of livestock from coyote predation arehigher than thelosses caused by
cougar and black bear and other predatorscombined. Coyotepredation accounted for about 83% of theverified

total value of all livestock and poultry lost to predatorsin the District 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 (Lyrx rufud 1.4%, raccoon (Procyon lotar) 1.4%., black bear 2.6%, dogs 1.1%, red fox (Wu/pes
wipes 1.4%, skunks (Mephitis mephitisand Spilogale putorius 1.1%, raven (Corvuscorax) 0.2%, and other 2.6%

(M1S1994). Table 1-2 isa summary of reported livestock killed by predatorsin 1993 for the District. These
lossesr epresent 4.3% of theadult sheep, 7.5% of thelambs, 5.2% of the calves, and 1.9% of adult cattleprotected

by ADC in the District in 1994.

InFY 1993 and 94, ADC personnel verified that predatorskilled 40 adult cattle, 409 calves, 411 adult sheep, 2,542
lambs, and many other types of livestock and poultry in the 7 cooper ating countiesin the Digtrict. The value of
theselosseswere$ 307,000 (M1S1994). In FY 1995, ADC verified predatorskilled 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 verified livestock killed by predatorsin FY 1995, by County (MIS, 1995).

Table1-2 showsthat livestock producersreported predator skilled 480 adult sheep, 1,382 lambs, 1,217 calves, 53
adult cattle, and several hundred head of poultry and other livestock in theDidrict valued at morethan $683,000.
These losses occurred in spite of current control effortsby ADC program personnd and producers, who often
entail substantial indirect costs(Jahnkeet al. 1987). Table 1-4 showsthetypesand number sof livestock protected
in the District during 1993 (M IS 1993).
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Number of Reported Livestock & Poultry Killed by Predators

Table1-2

John Day ADC District

1993
Value
County Lambs Sheep Cattle Calves %
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 Verified Livestock & Poultry Lossesto Predation
John Day ADC District
1995
Poultry
& Value
County Lambs Sheep Cattle Calves Others ®
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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Table1-4
Number of Livestock Protected & Value
John Day ADC District

1993
Value
County Lambs Sheep Cattle Calves %

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 | $8147,220 | $2,928,093 | $48,209,700 | $59,887,000 | $119,172,010

Livestock L osseson BLM L ands

The primary need to conduct wildlife damage management isin Malheur, Harney and Crook countieswhere
themajority of BLM grazing occurs. Emphasisisfor livestock protection on private landsand on grazing
allotments administered by the BLM. Because of the mobility of and lar ge home ranges of coyotes, it is often
necessary to conduct WDM on private lands, adjacent public landsand BLM grazing allotmentsin order to
provide adequate livestock protection. The habitat type predominant throughout much of the BLM-managed
landsin southeastern Oregon supportsthe highest population densities of coyotesfound in Oregon. The
primary livestock grazing use of these landsisfor cow-calf production and production of range bands of
sheep. Most of thelivestock grazing occursin spring and early summer.

Most calving and all lambing is done on adjoining private property and the livestock are turned out to utilize
public grazing allotments. Livestock are most vulnerable to predation during and immediately after calving
and lambing. Problemswith predation can occur first in areas where sheep and lambs ar e grazed and
secondly in pastureswhere calving takes place. These areas comprise most of the planned control areaswhich
areidentified during the annual work planning process. In Harney County, the majority of livestock loss
occur on private lands adjacent to BLM lands. With the exception of a few bottom-land farms, most ranches
arebordered by BLM lands. ADC is currently authorized to conduct activities on 343,000 acresin the Burns
BLM Didtrict. Livestock lossesin Harney County in FY 95 reported by producerswho adjoin BLM lands
totaled 2 adult sheep, 79 lambs, and 18 calves. Table 1-4 showsthe types, numbersand value of livestock
protected in Harney County.

In Malhuer County, the BLM administersabout 6,551 square miles. ADC iscurrently authorized to
conduct activitieson 24 allotmentsto protect permitted livestock. In FY 1995 on BLM lands, ADC Specialists
confirmed that coyoteskilled 1 adult sheep, 1 calf and, 235 lambs valued at $ 21,500. During FY 95, 10
permittees reported an additional 28 calves and 7 lambskilled by coyotes. Approximately 25% of these lamb
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losses occurred on allotmentsin the Cottonwood Creek/Tims Peak Wilder ness Study Area (WSA). One
permittee lost 60 lambs during a 30 day period in the North Harper allotment. Thisloss occurred despite the
use of livestock guarding dogs, herdersand pyrotechnicsto discourage predation.

In Crook County, there are fewer sheep operations and calving is predominantly on private lands. In
addition, thereiscurrently no ADC program available so accurate documentation of lossesis not available. In
past years producershave used a private helicopter company to conduct coyote control in areasof livestock
predation.

Livestock L osses on Forest Service Lands

In 1993, producersreported 59 calves, 128 adult sheep and 249 lambs valued at $ 53,210 wereKkilled by
predatorson 7 livestock grazing allotments on the Wallowa-Whitman NF (M1S 1993). In 1994 and 1995, ADC
personnel did not collect reported lossinformation from per mittees, but verified that predation did occur. In
FY 1995, ADC personnd verified that predatorskilled 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 District since 1985. Thislevel of predation ismostly the result of the Umatilla having
large number s of range bands of sheep and the steep rugged terrain that provides excellent habitat for large
predators. Coyote population densities on most National Forests are below most high desert sagebrush
densities. Cougar and bear populations are stable to increasing in these same ar eas, causing additional
predation potential. Wildlife damage management for livestock protection has not been authorized on the
Umatilla NF since 1992. Prior to 1992, ADC protected sheep and cattle on the Forest and on private lands
adjacent to Forest Servicelands. I1n 1991, the last year ADC worked on the Umatilla NF, 3 permittees
reported 64 adult sheep and lambskilled by coyotes. In addition, cougar killed 44 sheep and bearskilled 16.
In 1992, the first grazing season with no ADC activities, permitteesreported 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 existsfor wildlife damage to occur on per mitted livestock on all forestswithin the District. 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 per mitted by cattle that are not vulnerableto
predation. On the Umatilla, Ochoco and Wallowa-Whitman NF, consider able grazing by sheep range bands
is permitted on some allotments during early summer through fall. Sheep are vulnerableto predation and
producers frequently report damage and request assistance from ADC.

Losses at Livestock Feeding Operations

The pest-bird specieswhich are most frequently involved with depredations at livestock feedlotsin the
District are the starling (Surnus vulgaris), Brewer’ s blackbird (Euphagqus cyanocephalus), red-wing blackbird
(Ageaius phoeniceus), brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), and the
domestic pigeon (Calumbia liva). At varioustimesof theyear other bird species, such asgulls, crows, ravens
and some waterfowl find their way into feedlots depending upon wherethelot islocated in the District.

Assessing the true economic loss that occurs from bird depredations and contamination at feedlotsisa
difficult task. In the District, the size of feedlotsvary consider ably, with some encompassing lessthat one acre
to others covering several hundred acres. Bird populations and species composition can also vary from year
to year. Other factorssuch asfeed ration variability, natural food availability and weather play an important
part in damage appraisal. Feedlotsare primelocationsfor the concentration of birds species, especially in the
fall and winter months from October to the middle of March. Severe cold and snow can contributeto large
concentrations of starlings and blackbirds at feedlots. Besser, et al. (1968) estimated that starlings at cattle
feedlots take about half their dietsfrom feed troughs. Under severewinter conditions, starlingswill obtain
food from feedlot troughs exclusively.

Magnitude of lossisdirectly proportional to the number of birdsand length of time spent at the lot. Starlings
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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
Guarino, 1968). Besser's method of measuring direct economic losses at feedlots incor porated the current cost
of livestock feed or ration with an estimated daily number of birdsfeeding at thelot. Thedirect loss
attributed to bird depredation at a typical 2000 animal feedlot in Malheur County with a 6-month wintering
population of 100,000 starling could be calculated as follows using Besser’ s for mula:

Feedlot: - Average 2,000 cattle per day.
Bird population: - Pre-control estimates October to March 31, mid-day average of 25,000 starlings.
Cost of feeding birds: - $80.00 (Based on current (1996) costs of livestock feed)

Daily consumption rate of feed: -Starling= 28.3 g or 1 ounce
-16 Starlings= 1 Ib consumption/day
-25,000 = 1,563Ibs/day (25,000/16)

Cost: -$ 80/ton x .78( 1,563 1bs/2,000) = $ 62.40
-per 1000 Starlings = $62.40/day
-per 25,000 Starlings = $ 1,560.00/day

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

The above calculations use conservative feed costs and do not consider labor expensesinvolved with removing
contaminated feed from the troughs.

1.1.3 Need for Wildlife Damage M anagement to Protect Designated Wildlife Species

Revenue derived from recreation, especially recreation related to wildlife and the outdoors, is increasingly
important to the economy of eastern Oregon. Southwick (1993) estimated the total economic impact from
deer hunting in the United Statesin 1991 to be $16.6 billion. 1n Oregon, local economies also benefit from
theserecreational activities. Asaresult, the maintenance of big game populationsisimportant to the ODFW
which hasthe 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 (Odbcoileus hemionus),
pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra american&) and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadenss) populations, especially on
winter rangesfor deer and spring rangesfor antelope.

Under certain conditions, predators, primarily coyotes, have been documented as having a significant adverse
impact on deer and pronghorn antelope populations and this predation is not necessarily limited to sick or
inferior animals (Pimlott 1970, Bartush 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 (Oviscanadenss. Mackie et al. (1976) documented
high winter losses of mule deer due to coyote predation in north-central M ontana and stated that coyotes
wer e the cause of most overwinter deer mortalities. Teer et al. (1991) documented that coyote diets contain
nearly 90% deer during May and June. They concluded from work conducted at the Welder Wildlife
Refuge, Texasthat coyotestake a large portion of the fawns each year during the first few weeks of life.

Fawn remainswer e also common in coyote scats (feces) during thefirst 4 to 8 weeks of lifein studiesfrom
Stedle (1969), Cook et al. (1971), Holle (1977), Litvaitis (1978), Litvaitis and Shaw (1980). Mule deer fawn
survival was significantly increased and mor e consistent inside a predator -free enclosurein Arizona
(LeCount 1977, Smith and LeCount 1976). Hamlin et al. (1984) observed that a minimum of 90% summer
mortality of fawnswasaresult of coyate predation. Trainer et al. (1981) reported that heavy mortality of
mule deer fawnsduring early summer and late fall and winter was limiting the ability of the population to
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maintain or increaseitself (recruitment). Their study concluded that predation, primarily by coyotes, wasthe
major cause for low fawn crops on Steens Mountain in Oregon. Other authors observed that coyoteswere
responsible for the majority of fawn mortality during the fir st few weeks of life (Knowlton 1964, White 1967).

Guthery and Beasom (1977) demonstrated that after coyote control, deer fawn production was 70% greater
after thefirst year, and 43% greater after the second year on their southern Texas study area. Another
Texas study (Beasom 1974a) found that predatorswere responsible for 74% and 61% of the fawn mortality
for two consecutive years. Stout (1982) increased deer production on three areasin Oklahoma by 262%,
92% and 167% the first summer following coyote damage management, an aver age increase of 154% for the
threeareas. Garner (1976), Garner et al. (1976), and Bartush (1978) found annual losses of deer fawnsin
Oklahoma to be about 88%, with coyotesresponsible for about 88% to 97% of the mortality. Knowlton and
Stoddart (1992) reviewed deer productivity data from the Welder Wildlife Refuge following coyote reduction.
Deer densitiestripled compared to those outside the enclosure, but without harvest management, ultimately
returned to original densities due primarily to malnutrition and parasitism. Clearly, predator damage
management can be an important tool in maintaining big game productive and management obj ectives.

Neff et al. (1985) concluded from radio tracking studiesthat the majority of coyoteswho hunted pronghorn
antelope fawns on Anderson Mesa, Arizonawereresident. This meansthat most of the depredating coyotes
were present on the fawning grounds during fawning times. Jones (1949) believed that coyate predation was
the main limiting factor of pronghorn antelopein Texas. A six-year radio telemetry study of pronghorn
antelopein western Utah showed that 83% of all fawn mortality was attributed to predators (Beale and
Smith 1973). In Arizona, Arrington and Edwards (1951) showed that intensive coyote damage management
was followed by an increase in pronghorn antelope to the point wher e antelope wer e once again huntable,
wher eas on ar eas without coyote damage management thisincrease was not noted. Similar observations of
improved pronghorn antelope fawn survival and population increase following damage management have
been reported by Riter (1941) and Udy (1953). Major losses of pronghorn antelope fawnsto predators have
been reported from morerecent 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 M esa, Arizona increased the herd from 115 animalsto 350 in three years, and peaking at 481
animalsin 1971. After coyote damage management was discontinued, the pronghorn fawn survival dropped
toonly 14 and 7 fawns per 100 doesin 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 M esa, during 1983, indicated a
population of 1,008 antelope, exceeding 1,000 animalsfor thefirst time since 1960. Fawn production
increased from alow of 7 fawns per 100 doesin 1979 to 69 and 67 fawns per 100 doesin 1982 and 1983,
respectively (Neff et al. 1985). After a 5-year study, Neff and Woolsey (1979, 1980) deter mined that coyote
predation on pronghorn antelope fawnswasthe primary factor causing fawn mortality and low pronghorn
densitieson Anderson Mesa, Arizona. Coyote reduction was found to be necessary and cost effectivein
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 mortalitiesthat
occurred during a 1981-82 study in southeastern Oregon (Trainer et al. 1983). Trainer et al. (1983) also
noted that most pronghor n antelope fawnswer e killed by coyotes and that known praobable coyote kills
comprised 60% of fawn mortality. 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 spring coyote population in
the study area resulted in an increase in antelope fawns from 4 fawns/100 doesin 1984 to 34, 71, and 84
fawns/100 does in 1985, 1986, and 1987, respectively (Williset al. 1993).

All mule deer winter rangeswithin the District 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 incorpor ate these requests from ODFW on an annual basis during
the Annual Work Plan processwith the BLM and Forest Service.

Factors such aspredator densities, alternate prey densities, weather conditions, deer and antelope numbers

1-10



densitiesand vulnerability can influence survival and maintenance of young into a population. Based on
resear ch and experience, ODFW hasfound that coyote damage management can increase deer and
pronghorn antelope fawn survival where predation is affecting the ability of these populationsto maintain or
increase their densities (recruitment). |f ODFW's management objectivesfor these speciesareto be met,
monitoring and periodic 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 deter mines
predation isdetrimental to management objectives. Only after ODFW has made such a deter mination 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 Palicy, whichever applies. The factors used by ODFW to deter mine when to request predator
damage management to protect mule deer, pronghorn antelopeand bighorn sheep are outlined below:

Mule Deer

. Spring recruitment of lessthan 30 fawns per 100 adults.

. Populations below ODFW population management aobj ectives.

Pronghorn Antelope

. Antelope populationsfall below the ODFW benchmark levelswith a declining trend.

. Lessthan 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 measuresmay beimplemented when ODFW deter mines significant cougar depredation on bighorn

sheep isoccurring. Hornocker (1970) reported mountain lion predation to bighorn sheep in | daho, 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 effort has re-established bighornsin many areas of their nativeranges. All current
herd ranges plusthose established in the future will be considered for conducting predator control when
determined by ODFW. These areaswill be described during the Annual Work Plan processwith the BLM
and Forest Service.

1.1.4 Need for Wildlife Damage M anagement for Black Bearsand Cougar Determined to be Danger ous (For
Public Safety)

ODFW isresponsiblefor responding to dangerous black bear and cougar complaints relating to human safety
and has entered into and MOU and Cogperative Agreementwith ADC to assist them wherever and whenever
necessary. Within the District, human interactions with bears and cougars could occur wher ever habitat or
food sour ces overlap with human activities. For black bear, a speciesthat is difficult to census, ODFW
estimatesthat current harvest rates, whether by hunting, damage management, or unknown causes, are not
causing adeclinein the bear population statewide. Black bear damage complaints, primarily regarding
damage to conifersand livestock, continueto increase at a steady rate, which may partly indicate an
increasing black bear population. Human encroachment into black bear habitat also increases the possibility
of human-bear interactions (ODFW 1993a). Cougar populations ar e 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 thelast 10 yearsindicate the statewide cougar population hasincreased substantially since
1980.

When bearsor cougars damage property or threaten human health and safety, immediate action is taken.
Normally, ODFW respondsto nuisance bear and cougar complaints by providing technical assistance and
adviceto individuals or property owners. When technical assistance does not resolve the bear problem,
ODFW attemptsto live-trap and relocate the offending animal or requests ADC to do so. Other ODFW
management alter natives may also beimplemented, such asthe lengthening of the hunting season and
increasing the number of hunting permitsin areas experiencing bear and cougar problems.

Relocation of problem animalsisthe preferred management strategy, however, successis often dependent on
the age and sex of the offending animal. Relocated bearsmay return to their original location (Rogers 1986)
or createsimilar problemsin their new location. ODFW policies addr essing the relocation of black bear and
cougar are:

If abear or cougar isa confirmed livestock killer it isnot to berelocated. If theanimal isdetermined to bea
threat to human safety it isnot to berelocated. Any nuisance bear or cougar that isto berelocated isto be at
thevery least ear tagged. It isrecommended that the animal be radio collared and monitored regularly to
determine the fate of therelocation attempt. If a marked animal causes damage a second time, it isto be
destroyed (ODFW 1993a, 1993b).

Nuisance or dangerous bear interactionswith humans do occur in the Didtrict. Bears may become danger ous
when they habituateto urban or residential locations, recreation areas such as campgrounds and picnic
areas, or garbage dumpsor refuse siteswherefood iseasily obtained. These bears may become an attraction
for local residents and tourists, posing potential threatsto human safety. In 1995, ADC responded to 8
requestsfor assistance from ODFW and OSP regarding human safety threat by bear. Although rare, cougar
attacks on humansin thewestern United States and Canada have increased markedly in the last two decades,
primarily dueto increased cougar populations and human use of cougar habitats (Beier, 1992). Cougar are
also now colonizing marginal habitats currently utilized by humans. Recently, numer ous incidents have been
reported to ODFW and ADC. Recently, increasing incidents or cougar/human interactions have been
reported 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 Californiain 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 District helped ADC and ODFW define the management
objectivesfor the District. The following objectives were developed by ADC, ODFW and the I nter-Agency
(I1A) Team, during the preparation of this EA.

A. Livestock Protection: For active Cooperative Agreementsand Agreementsfor Control, ADC's
objectivesareto:

A-1 Respond to 100% of therequestsfor livestock protection with the appropriate action, using the ADC Decision M odd (
A-2 Hold lamb losses dueto predation to lessthan 5%/year in areaswith cooper ative agreements.

A-3 Hold adult sheep losses due to predation to lessthan 3%/year in areaswith cooperative agreements.

A-4 Hold calf lossdueto predation to lessthan 1%/year in areaswith cooper ative agreements.

A-5 Provide 100% of cooperatorsand cooperating Federal, state and local agencieswith information on nonlethal manag
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) Within 3 weeks of signing new cooper ative agreements.
o Within 90 days of new information becoming available.

A-6 Maintain thelethal take of nontarget animals by ADC per sonnel during damage management to less
than
5% of the total animalstaken.

A-7 Monitor theimplementation of producer implemented (nonlethal) techniques.

B. Protection of Mule Deer, Pronghorn Antelopeand Bighorn Sheep:
B-1 Respond to 100% of ODFW requests to manage wildlife damage from predatorsfor selected species.
C. Human Protection From Danger ous Bears and Cougars:

C-1 Respond to 100% of black bear and cougar human safety requests.

1.2 RELATIONSHIP OF THISENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT TO OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

121 ADC Programmatic EIS. ADC hasissued a Final EISon the national APHIS/ADC program (USDA,
1994).Pertinent and current information available in the FEI'S has been incor porated by reference

into thisEA. When the Record of Decision (ROD) for the FEIS is published, this EA will be evaluated for
consistency with the ROD. If inconsistencies arefound, the EA will be supplemented pursuant to NEPA.

1.2.2 National Forest Land and Resource M anagement Plans (LAMPS). The National Forest
M anagement Act(A) requiresthat each National Forest preparea Land and Resour ce M anagement
Plan (LRMP) for guiding long-range management and direction. A careful review of the LAMPSfor the
National Forestsin the District found that wildlife damage management was discussed only in the LRMP
for the Wallowa-Whitman NF.

1.2.3 National Forest EAsfor Wildlife Damage M anagement. The Wallowa-Whitman National Forest hasa
current EA for wildlife damage management related to the protection of livestock or wildlife. The
District isnot 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 portions of these EAs asreferences. Any future wildlife damage management effortswould be
conducted according to the decisions made from this EA.

124 BLM Resource Management Plans/Environmental Impact Statements (RMP/EISs). TheBLM
currently uses RMP/El Ss to guide management on landsthey administer. RMP/ElISsgenerally replace
older land use plans known as management framework plans. Three eastern Oregon BLM Disdtricts
(Burns, Prineville and Vale lie within the John Day ADC District and either have or are currently in the
process of preparing final RM P/EI Ss.

1.25 BLM EAsfor Wildlife Damage Management. TheValeand BurnsBLM District have EAsfor
wildlife damage management (BLM 1993). These EAs address agency responsibilities, guidance and
restrictionsfor various management objectives and land classes. Wildlife damage management will
continue on these Districtsin accor dance with the 1993 EAsand the ADC Annual Work Plan until
officially superseded by the final decision from thisEA. Additional NEPA documentation would be
required to conduct wildlife damage management that is outside the scope of this EA within the Prineville
BLM District, should the need arisein the future.
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13

14

DEcISION To BE MADE

Based on agency relationships and legidative mandates, ADC isthe lead agency for thisEA, and
therefore responsible for the scope, content and decisions made. As cooper ating agencies the Forest
Serviceand BLM will provide input and make recommendationsto ADC on when and wher e wildlife
damage management will be conducted on National Forest System and BLM lands and ensur e proposed
activities are consistent with Forest Plans (LRMP), BLM Resour ce M anagement Plans (RMP) and Forest
Service and BLM policy. Annual operating planswill bereviewed by the Forest Supervisor and District
Manager to ensure activities arein compliance with LAM PS and RM Ps and terms of the MOUs. Forest
Supervisors and District Managerswill provide input and cooperation with ADC in conducting wildlife
damage management activities.

Based on the scope of thisEA, the decisionsto be made are:

. Should an integrated wildlife damage management program be implemented as proposed ? (the
"no action" alternative)?

. If not, how should ADC fulfill their legislative mandate and responsibilitiesin the District.
. Might the proposal have significant impacts needing an EIS.
ScoPE OF THISENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS

141 ActionsAnalyzed. ThisEA evaluateswildlife damage management to protect livestock and
poultry, mule deer, pronghorn antelope and bighorn sheep predation caused by coyotes, black
bears, cougar s, bobcat, red fox, raccoon, striped skunk, and common ravenswithin the District.
This EA will also analyze danger ous human encounterswith black bearsand cougars. Protection
of other agricultural resourcesand commodities and other program activitieswill be addressed in
other NEPA documents. Cultural and archeological concernswill be considered and addressed in
this document asthey relate to the proposed action.

1.4.2 CountiesNot Part of the Operational ADC Wildlife Damage M anagement Program. Baker,
Crook, Union and Wheeler Counties do not have Cooperative Agreementswith ADC. Wildlife
damage management does occur through private self-help programs or by individual cooper ative
agreementswith ADC. The proposed action analysis accountsfor the possibility of new agreements
with cooper ators. 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 American Indian Landsand Tribes. Presently, only the Umatilla Indian Tribe hasa Cooper ative
Agreement with ADC for wildlife damage management. If other tribesenter into a Cooperative
Agreement, this EA will be supplemented by ADC pursuant to NEPA.

1.4.4 Period for Which thisEA isValid. ThisEA will remain valid until ADC and other appropriate
agencies determine that new needsfor action or new alternatives having different environmental
affectsmust be analyzed. At that time, thisanalysisand 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 cooper ating agency to ensure that the EA is complete and appropriate.

145 Site Specificity. ThisEA addressesall landsunder Cooperative Agreement, Agreement For
Control or ADC Annual Work Plansin the District. Theselandsare under thejurisdiction of the
Forest Service, BLM, state, county, and private ownership. The EA emphasizes significant issues
asthey relate to specific areaswhenever possible; however, many issues apply wherever wildlife
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damage and resulting management occur, and aretreated assuch. The standard ADC Decision
Modd (Slateet al. 1992) and ADC Directive 2.105 will be the site-specific procedure for NEPA
compliance for individual actions conducted by ADC in the Digtrict (See Chapter 3 p 3-5 for the
ADC Decision Model and its application).

1.4.6 Summary of Public Involvement Efforts

Issuesrelated to the proposed action were identified during the public involvement process
conducted with member s of the livestock industry, environmental interest groups, the general
public, American Indians, BLM and Forest Service resource specialists, and stateand 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 District program. Thisletter was mailed
on Octaober 20, 1995 to 178 individuals, or ganizations and agencies, and legal noticeswere
published in 9 daily newspaper sthroughout the District.

Public responses wer e documented from 20 letter sand telephone calls. The responsesrepresented
awiderange of opinions, both supporting and opposing the proposal. Key interest groupswerethe
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
administrativefile.

A team of resour ce specialists with expertise in range management, wildlife biology, wildlife
damage management, cultural resources and environmental coordination evaluated the issues
identified in the public involvement process. |ssues deter mined to be significant and relative to the
analysis arediscussed in Chapter 2 and evaluated in Chapter 4. Concernsthat were not significant
were not analyzed in detail.

Other Agency Involvement

To assurethat the concerns of other federal and state agencies have been addressed, the Forest
Service, BLM, ODFW and ODA were asked to participate on the | A team, and ar e cooperating
agenciesin the development of the EA. In addition, the Draft EA was circulated to each National
Forest in the District, the Forest Service Regional Office, BLM's State and District Offices and
other federal agencieswithin the area of coverage. American Indian Tribeswere provided a copy
of the Draft EA and asked to review and comment.

15 AUTHORITY AND COMPLIANCE
15.1 Authority of Federal and State Agenciesin Wildlife Damage M anagement in Oregon
ADC Legidative Mandate

The primary statutory authority for the ADC program isthe Animal Damage Control Act of 1931,
which providesthat:

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed fo conduct such investigations
experiments, and tests as he may deern necessary in order to determine, demondrate, 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 squirre's,
Jjackrabbits, brown tree snakes and other animals injurious to agriculture horticulture forestry,
animal husbanary, 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 contral of such animals

Provided that in carrying out the provisions of this Section, the Secrelary of Agriculture may
cogperate with Qates, individuals, and public and private agencies organizations, and
Ingtitutions.”

Since 1931, with the changesin societal values, ADC policies and its programs place greater
emphasison the part of the Act discussing " bringing (damage) under control," rather than
"eradication" and " suppression" of wildlife populations. 1n 1988, Congress strengthened the
legidative mandate of ADC with the Rural Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies
AppropriationsAct. ThisAct states, in part:

" That hereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, except for urban rodent
contral, to conauct activities and to enter into agreements with States, local jurisdictions,
individuals, and public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions in the
contral 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 MOUswith the Forest Serviceand BLM, APHIS-ADC has the |ead-agency
responsibilitiesfor preparation of the wildlife damage management plans and any associated
NEPA documents and decision records. ADC isresponsible for determining the appropriate
methods and techniques, including toxicants, for population management on all landsin
accordance with applicable State and Federal laws and regulations.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

The ODFW hastheresponsbility 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 arefound (Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) 496.012, 496.118). ODFW isalso authorized to
cooperatewith ADC and the ODA for controlling predatory animals (ORS 610.020). Oregon
Statelaw allows a landowner or lawful occupant to take any black bear, cougar, red fox or bobcat
that is causing damage without first obtaining a per mit from ODFW (ORS 610.105). The law,
however, does requirethe landowner to notify ODFW of the methods used, and speciesand
number of animalstaken.

In Oregon, black bear and cougar management istheresponsibility of the ODFW. However, the
current M emorandum Of Under standing (M OU) and Caooper ative Agreement between the ODFW
and ADC authorizes ADC to independently respond to livestock damage caused by black bear and
cougar. The ODFW isthen notified within 24 hours of any action taken to resolve the problem.
Generally, either the ODFW or ADC receivesrequeststo handlewildlife damageto livestock. The
ODFW may choose to ask ADC to respond to therequest or may respond itself. Under existing
agreements, ADC isauthorized to respond independently to livestock damage caused by black
bearsand cougar.

1-16



15.2

Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA)

Coyotesare not protected in Oregon and are classified as predatory animals under ORS 610,
administered by the ODA. The ODA isalso authorized to enter into Cooperative Agreementswith
ADC and local entitiesfor controlling coyote damage (ORS 610.010, .015, .020, .025, .030, .032).
The ODA isresponsible for the issuance of permitsfor aerial hunting per the Fish and Wildlife
Act of 1956, as amended, and for administering a program to reduce damage caused by predatory
animals (ORS 610.002, .003, .005, .035). The ODA currently hasa M OU, Cooperative Agreement,
and Annual Work Plan with ADC. These documents establish a cooper ative relationship between
ADC and ODA, outlinesresponsibilities, and setsforth annual objectives and goals of each agency
for resolving wildlife damage management conflictsin Oregon.

Oregon Statutes- Animal Control Laws

Under Oregon state law (ORS 609.150 (Animal Control L aws)), any dog found in the act of killing
or injuring livestock may bekilled immediately by any person. In Oregon, dog control is generally
the responsibility of local governmental agencies. Local animal control officialsor County Sheriffs
areresponsible for dealing with dogsthat threaten, damage, or kill livestock. ADC policy provides
for ADC to assist at the request of local authorities upon approval of the ADC State Director.

U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land M anagement

The Forest Service and BLM havethe responsibility to manage federal lands for multiple uses
including livestock grazing, timber production, recreation and wildlife habitat, while recognizing
the state'sand APHIS-ADC's authority to manage wildlife populations. Both the Forest Service
and BLM recognize theimportance of managing wildlife damage on lands and resour ces under
their jurisdiction, asintegrated with their multiple use responsibilities. For these reasons, both
agencies have entered into MOUswith ADC to facilitate a cooper ative relationship. Copies of
these M OUs ar e available by contacting the ADC State Director's Office in Portland, Oregon.

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL LAWS. Several federal lawsregulate ADC wildlife damage

management. ADC complieswith these laws, and consults and cooperateswith other agencies as
appropriate.
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20 CHAPTER2: ISSUESAND AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the issues, including issues that will receive detailed environmental impacts
analysisin Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences), issuesthat wer e used to devel op mitigation measuresand
standar d operating procedures, and issuesthat will not be considered in detail, with rationale. Pertinent portions
of the affected environment will beincluded in thischapter in the discussion of issuesused to develop mitigation
measures. Additional affected environmentswill beincor porated into thediscussion of the environmental impacts
in Chapter 4 and the description of the current program (the " no action" alternative) in Chapter 3.

The John Day ADC Didtrict in eastern Oregon is primarily a rural based agricultural economy located in a
sparsely populated portion of thestate. Eleven countiesin thedistrict encompass44,169 squar e miles(45% of the
stateland mass) with 6% of the state'spopulation at 176,150. By comparison, urban M ultnomah County where
Portland islocated has 605,000, or 20% of the statewide population. For the most part, the district comprises
small communities, and a mixture of both small and large ranches. Major industriesin the district include
tourism, forest products, and agriculture (Keisling, 1994).

2.1 ISSUESANALYZED IN DETAIL IN CHAPTER 4

Thelnteragency Team, consisting of representativesfrom thelead and cooper ating agencies, and the public
determined theissuesto be:

The potential for the ADC take of target animalsto causetheir populationsto decline, when added
to other mortality.

Potential for the incidental take of T& E species, especially the northern bald eagle (Ha/iaegius
leu halus).

Level of kill of nontarget speciesincidental to ADC wildlife damage management.
. Economic impacts of ADC activities on livestock production and wildliferelated activities.
22 ISSUESUSED TO DEVELOP MITIGATION
221 Wildlife Damage Management in Special M anagement Areason Federal Lands

A number of different typesof areasexist on federal landswithin theDistrict which currently havea
special designation and/or require special management consideration. These include wilderness
(WASs) or primitivear eas (PAs), Wilder ness Study Areas (WSA's), resear ch natural areas(RNA'Ss),
areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC's), and wild and scenicrivers. Table2-1 liststhose
areascurrently designated within the District. Thespecial management required for thesedifferent
areas varies consderably by designation, land administrator, and are gover ned by different legal
mandates.

ADC has conducted some wildlife damage management in special management areas in the past.
Recreationalists and othersinterested in special management areas (particularly wilder ness) may
consider these activitiesto be an invasion of solitude and that it may adver sely affect the aesthetic
quality of the wilderness experiences.

ADC wildlife damage management is conducted (and is proposed to continue in the future) only in
very limited instances, when and wher e a specific need isidentified, only when allowed under the
provisions of the specific wilder ness designation, and within those restrictions as identified by the
land managing agency . ADC activitiesin special management ar eas have historically been, and
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are expected to continueto be aminor part of the overall ADC program in the District. Asoutlined
in Table2-1, WDM isproposed in 16 of 214 Special M anagement Areas. Restrictionson WDM
activitiesin wilderness and wilderness study areasarelisted in Chapter 3 under Mitigation.

Special Management Areas (Table 2-1)

There are dozens of types of special management designations assigned by the variousfederal land
management agenciesto areasidentified as special use. For the purpose of wildlife damage
management only the following types of special management ar eas have designations that need to
be identified separately from multipleuselands. Theseareasareidentified in Table 2-1 by
National Forest or BLM District.

WAs- Wilderness or primitive areas are areas that have been designated by Congressto be
managed for the preservation of wildernessvalues. These areasare currently located on lands
managed by the U.S. Forest Service, and National Park Service.

WSAs- Wilderness Study Areas are areasthat are currently under consideration as candidate for
designation into the wilderness system. These areas must be approved and designated by Congr ess
to beincluded in the National Wilder ness Preservation System. Until such timethat Congress may
act upon any particular WSA, the area isto be managed so as not to degredate any component that
would contributeto the areaswilderness designation. These areprimarily BLM lands and
managed in accordance with the BLM's WSA Handbook H-8550-1 in a manner that does not
diminish their wildernessvalues (BLM, 1987). However, thisinterim management does allow for
continuation of most prior (non-land disturbing) activities and does not preclude wildlife damage
management.

RNAs - Research Natural Areasare areasthat have been identified as containing important or
unique ecosystems, habitats and organisms. RNA’saretracts of land managed to allow natural
processes to dominate and where natural features are preserved for research and education.
RNA'sarea 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 Critical Environmental Concern are areasthat have been identified as containing
some unique geological formation, ecosystem or habitat component or speciesthat is considered
critical tothat particular area. ACEC'saremost 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 FLPM A and is consider ably differ ent than either
RNA or wildernessdesignations. FLPMA definesan ACEC asan area " within the public lands
wher e special management attention isrequired (when such areas are developed or used or where
no development isrequired) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic,
cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resour ces, or other natural systemsor processes, or to
protect life and safety from natural hazards." ACEC'scan beand are designated for awide
variety of special management situations ranging from maintaining near pristine scenic quality to
the management of a hazardouswaste 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 prescriptions developed and presented within a given ACEC management
plan determinewhat is allowable.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

None of the ar eas designated aswild and scenic rivershave a history of requests for assistance
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involving wildlife damage. However, with the recent increasein cougar encountersit ishighly
possible that a human health and safety problem could develop in one of these areasin the near
future. Theserocky river corridorsare prime cougar habitat and it isonly reasonable to expect a
conflict in these areas asthe cougar population continuesto increase.

OTHER - In addition to these basic categoriesthere are a few special management areasthat are
classified other than by these designations but which are significant to include as other special
management areas. Theseareasincludethe Congressionally designated " Hells Canyon National
Recreational Area" and highly sensitive water shed areasthat are managed specifically to protect
municipal water supplies such asthe " Mill Creek Watershed". Most of these areas ar e associated
with the U.S. Forest Service managed lands.

Several areasor partsof areasidentified may have multiple designations under different
categories. For example an RNA may belocated within a WSA or an ACEC may be located
within an RNA. Thisduplication of acreage should be noted when trying to identify total averages
managed as special management areasfor any particular area or agency. Livestock grazingis
permitted in all WSAsthat had per mitted grazing at the time the Wilder ness Act was passed.
Other SMAsmay or may not have permitted grazing, dependent upon the specific management
plan for each particular area.

Control methods necessary for resolving a particular wildlife damage conflict may vary greatly
depending upon the speciesinvolved, the terrain and the time of theyear. Techniquesrequired to
resolve a cougar complaint in a high mountain sheep pasture may involve the use of dogswherethe
most appropriate techniqueto resolve a coyote depredation complaint on young calvesin the high
desert may involve aerial hunting.

Impacts of conducting wildlife damage activities on any particular special management area vary
greatly between the various agenciesinvolved. The designation and management criteria of the
areain question must be considered. Mitigations are necessary to insure that any actionstaken
have no degrading effect upon the components that compromise the uniqueness of any particular
special management area. Finally, a system is necessary to monitor the impacts of any particular
action to insure minimum interference.

Special Management Areaswhere ADC would be Authorized

Wildlife damage management is proposed only in limited instances, when and wher e a specific need
isidentified, 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 areaswill follow all restrictionsidentified in each Interim

M anagement Policy (IMP) for that management area. Copies of these | M Ps are available at each
BLM District Office. The standard ADC Decision M odel, ADC Directive 2.105 and this EA will be
the site-specific procedure for NEPA compliance for individual actions conducted under this
analysis. ADC activitieshave historically been, and should continueto be seldom required and
limited to the minimum evasive actions necessary.

Therearecurrently 214 SMAs comprising 3,580,039 acresin the Didrict ( Table2-1 and
Appendix B). Calving takes place on 21 SM As and sheep are grazed on 12 SMAs. Of these 33
SMAs, livestock damage has been confirmed and/or reported on 16 SMAs and requests for
assistance received from those permittees. Appendix D identifies those WSAs on all public landsin
the Digtrict where ADC proposesto conduct restricted livestock protection activities. All WDM
would be completed in most caseswithin a 30 day period and only in those specific areas within the
SMA wherelivestock damage has occurred.



BLM Special M anagement Areas

Several WSAs are managed by the Vale BLM District as parts of traditional sheep grazing
allotments. Many of these areas annually experience sever e depredation by coyotes. The
permittees utilizing these area incor por ate herders, livestock guarding dogs, propane cannons,
electronic strobe-siren devices and shooting to discour age predator s with varying success. These
permittees have consistently documented the most sever e depredation levelsin thedistrict

regar dless of actionstaken by them or their herdersto discourage predators. Some WSAs, such as
the Saddle Butte WSA managed by the Vale BLM District have traditionally been areaswhere
depredation by coyotesto newborn and young calves have been documented. Calvesareborn on
adjoining private lands and are turned out on public grazing allotments wher e they can experience
damage by resident coyotes. These same coyotes frequently travel from nearby public land and kill
calves on private lands wher e calving takes place.

The Aldrich Mountain WSA is managed by the Prineville BLM District and is adjoining the
Murders Creek Wildlife Management Area, operated by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
ascritical big gamewinter range. Inthepast O.D.F.& W. hasrequested wildlife damage assisgance
to control coyote depredation for the protection of wintering mule deer populations utilizing the
area. Thisarea hasbeen identified by O.D.F.& W. ascritical deer winter range and has been
occasionally worked in the past to reduce predation by coyotes during severewinter months.

Appendix B presentsthetotal number of special management areas administered by the Vale,
Burnsand Prineville BLM Districts. In these WSAs, wildlife damage management is never needed
on the entire area but only in theimmediate area of documented damage and for a specific period
of time. Detailed maps will be developed during the Annual Work Planning process that identifies
these control areas outlining those restrictions under the agency’s I nterim M anagement Policy. In
many cases corrective control actions are needed for only thirty daysor less. Other than

emer gency wildlife damage management for the protection of human health and safety in response
to a highly unusual wildlifelhuman incident, these are the only special management areaswherea
wildlife damage request for assistance has been recently documented.

No Wildlife Damage requests have been received recently from any of the RNA's, ACEC'sor Wild
and Scenic Areason any BLM District or National Forest with the exception of overlapping
boundaries of some deer winter range or antelope fawning grounds asidentified by O.D.F.& W.
Wildlife damage management in these areaswould be carried out in accordance with the guidelines
and restrictionsimposed by BLM Handbook H-855-1 (BLM 1987).

The Burns, Vale and Prineville BLM Districts currently have 21 designated and proposed RNA's
under interim management (Table 2-1). BLM policy does not automatically exclude wildlife
damage management within these ar eas, though none hasroutinely occurred in any of these areas
in therecent past.

TheVale, Burnsand Prineville BLM Districts currently have designated 44 ACEC's (Table 2-1).
Historically, wildlife damage management has not been allowed within these areas because they are
being managed to allow natural processesto occur.

No ADC activities have been conducted in these areas because of their special management
designation. Limited access, userestrictionsand the inability to conduct WDM in these areas since
their special use designation has seriously impacted ADC’ s ability to document recent livestock
losses from these areas.



USForest Service Lands

The North Fork Umatilla Wilderness managed by the Umatilla National Forest, Walla Walla
Ranger District hastraditionally been utilized as a sheep grazing allotment. Predation in thisarea
isan annually recurring, well documented problem. I1n 1995, one sheep per mittee grazed
approximately two bands of sheep for 30 days or lesson the North Fork Umatilla Wilderness area.
Because ADC activities have not been conducted in the past, no verified losses are available.
However, the permittee hasreported livestock killed by predators. The producer utilizesherders,
dogs and shooting to discourage persistent depredating coyotes, cougar and bear with varied
success however, theterrain is extremdy rough with heavy vegetation along the northern dopes.

The Wenaha Tucannon Wilder ness ar ea managed by the Umatilla National Forest, Payette Ranger
District adjoinsatraditional sheep allotment which occasionally can have predator problems
which originate in the wilder ness and have on occasion caused damageto 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 wilder ness until they choose to kill again.

USFS Special M anagement Areas

The John Day District 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 forestswithin the past few years, with the exception of the Malheur
NF. Within each of these Forests are several types of special management areasthat do not come
under the designation of Wilderness Area/Primitive Area, Resource Natural Area (RNA) or Wild
and Scenic River. Theseareidentified in Table 2-1 as Other. Table 2-1 describesthose areas
where ADC activitiesare planned. WDM will be conducted in these areasin accor dance with
Forest Service Manuals 2600 and 2300 and Animal Damage M anagement Handbook GTR-332.

Table 2-1. Special Management Areaswithin the John Day District (Appendix B Summary)
Agency Designated Wilderness Research Areasof Critical | Wildand | Other WDM Total
Wilderness/Prim Study Natural Environ. Scenic Areas | Propose Acreage
itive Areas Areas Areas Concern Rivers d

BLM Vale District 0 33 4 8 1 0 10 1,202,723

BLM Burns 0 22 12 20 0 0 3 1,235,641

District

BLM Prineville 0 17 5 14 0 0 0 219,415

District

Wallowa/Whitman 4 0 21 0 10 2 0 657,059

NF

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 welfar e organizations ar e concer ned that some methods used to manage wildlife damage
expose animalsto unnecessary pain and suffering. Kellert (1980) in a survey of American attitudes
towards animalsrelated that 58% of hisrespondents, " care mor e about the suffering of individual
animals... " than they do about species population levels' . Resear ch suggests that with some
methods, such asrestraint in leghold traps, changesin the blood chemistry of trapped animals
indicate" stress’. Blood measur ementsindicated similar changesin foxesthat had been chased by
dogsfor about 5 minutes asthoserestrained in traps (USDA, 1994). However, such research has
not yet progressed to the development of objective, quantitative measur ements of pain or stressfor
use in evaluating humaneness.

Schmidt (1989) indicated that vertebrate pest control activitiesin the name of societal benefits
could be compatible with animal welfare concerns, if " thereduction of pain, suffering, and
unnecessary death isincorporated in the decision making process".

Pain and suffering asit relatesto areview of currently used ADC control methodsto capture
wildlife, isboth a professional and lay point of arbitration. Wildlife managers and the general
public would both be better served to recognize the complexity of defining suffering, since " neither
medical or veterinary curricula explicitly address suffering or itsrdlief" (CDFG, 1991).

Suffering has been described asa " highly unpleasant emotional response usually associated with
pain and distress’. However, suffering " can occur without pain”, and " pain can occur without
suffering” (AMVA, 1987). Because suffering carrieswith it the implication of a time frame, a case
could be made for " little or no suffering where death comesimmediately” (CDFG, 1991), such as
ADC lethal control techniques of shooting, M-44 sodium cyanide devices, Conibear traps, snaresor
livetraps.

Defining pain as a component in humaneness of ADC methods appear sto be a greater challenge
than that of suffering. Pain obvioudly occursin animals. Altered physiological and behavioral
observations can be an indicator of pain, and identifying the causesthat dicit pain responsesin
humanswould " probably be causesfor pain in other animals (AMVA, 1987). However, the degree
of pain experienced by individual animals probably ranges from little or no pain to significant pain
(CDFG, 1991). Some ADC control methods such asleghold traps and body snares, may thus cause
varying degrees of pain in different animal speciesfor varying time frames. At what point pain
diminishes or stops under thesetypes of restraint has not been measur ed by the scientific
community. Wounding of animals can cause pain under various legal methods of take.

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

Theissue of humanenessislargely a matter of perception. M any wildlife populationsthat ADC
dealswith have remained stable with or without ADC's influence. Millions of animals die each year
regardless of wildlife damage control activities. Suffering of wildlife and the humanenessissue
cannot be eliminated or limited by stopping wildlife damage control activities (USDA, 1994).

ADC hasimproved the selectivity of management devicesthrough research and development of

pan tension devices, break-away snares, and the Livestock Protection Collar. Research is
continuing to bring new findings and productsinto practical use. ADC personnel in the District
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are experienced and professional in their use of management methods so that they are as humane
as possible. Mitigation measures/standard operating procedur es used to maximizing humaneness
arelisted in Chapter 3.

2.2.3 The public's concern about use of chemicals

Much of the public concern over the use of WDM chemicalsis based on erroneous per ceptions that
ADC uses nonsdective, outdated chemical methodologies. Currently, the use of toxicantsby ADC
in all instancesisregulated by the EPA through the FIFRA, by MOUswith other agencies, and by
ADC Directives. Based on a thorough Risk Assessment, APHI S concluded that, when ADC
program chemicals are used in accordance with label directions, they are selectiveto target
individuals or populations, and such use has negligibleimpacts on the environment (USDA 1994).

2.2.4 StateHistoric Preservation/American Indian Concerns
224.1 Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requiresfederal agenciesto
evaluate the effects of any federal undertaking on cultural resources and to consult with
appropriate American Indian Tribesto deter mine whether they have concernsfor cultural
propertiesin areas of these federal undertakings. The Native American Gravesand
Repatriation Act of 1990 providesfor protection of American Indian burials and establishes
proceduresfor notifying Tribes of any new discoveries. Senate Bill 61, signed in 1992, sets
similar requirementsfor burial protection and Tribal notification with respect to American
Indian burials discovered on state and private lands.

Animals are considered powerful and can thus help or hinder a person's ability to progress
through life. Thus animals congtitute a major class of spiritsfor American Indians (Fowler,
1986.) Native wildlife, plantsand a concern for the environment wereidentified as
important American Indian issuesfor thisEA . In consideration of these American Indian
interests, the ADC program solicited input from the following Tribeswithin the District:

The Burns Paiute Reservation
The Confederated Tribes of the Warms Springs Reser vation of Oregon
The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation of Oregon

Each Tribe wasrequested to identify special interest areas, cultural sites, and important
resour ce uses that they are of concern relating to the proposed ADC program. Only the
BurnsPaiute Tribe responded to theinitial scoping letter. The Tribeis concerned with
protecting wildlife, plantsand cultural materials and sites. Potential ground disturbance
activitieswere not specifically identified. Subsequent lettersrequesting tribal contactswere
sent to each tribe immediately prior to receiving the draft.

Concurrencerdativeto the propose action has been requested from the Oregon State
Historic Preservation Advisory Committee on compliance with the National Historical
Preservation Act. In most cases, wildlife damage management haslittle potential to cause
adver se effects to sensitive cultural resources. The areaswhere wildlife damage
management would be conducted ar e small and pose minimal ground disturbance. There
were no areasidentified by the tribeswhich contained highly sensitive cultural resource
areas. Mitigation measur es developed to avoid impactsto these sitesarelisted in Chapter 3.

2.3 ISSUESNOT CONSIDERED IN DETAIL WITH RATIONALE
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ADC'simpact on Biodiversity

No ADC wildlife damage management is conducted to eradicate a wildlife population. ADC
operatesin accordance with international, federal and state laws and regulations enacted to ensure
speciesviability. Any reduction of alocal population or group would be temporary because
migration from adjacent areas or reproduction would soon replace the animalsremoved. The
impacts of the current ADC program on Biodiversity are not significant nationwide, statewide, or
in the Digtrict (USDA 1994). The ADC takeisa small proportion of thetotal population as
analyzed in Chapter 4.

Threshold of Lossand Livestock losses are a cost of doing business

Concern was raised during 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 hasthelegal mandate to
respond to requestsfor wildlife damage management, and it is program policy to aid each
requester to minimize losses. ADC usesthe Decision M odel discussed in Chapter 3 to determine an

appropriate strategy.

In the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, et al. vs. Hugh Thompson, Forest Supervisor for the
Dixie NF, et al., the United States District Court of Utah denied plaintiffs motion for preliminary
injunction. In part the court found that a forest supervisor need only show that damage from
predatorsisthreatened, to establish a need for wildlife damage management (Civil No. 92-C-0052A
January 20, 1993).

Public Land M anagement | ssues

During public involvement, several people responded that they wer e opposed to predator control
on public lands and public land grazing. The Animal Damage Control Act of 1931 authorizes ADC
to conduct predator control and other wildlife damage management activities on public land. This
issueisdiscussed in detail in this EA. Theissue of public lands grazing is outside the scope of this
EA asit fallsunder thejurisdiction of other Federal agencies. ThisEA isdirected at requested
wildlife damage management asimplemented by ADC in the Didtrict to protect livestock, wildlife,
and human safety.

Objectives are not reasonable

During public involvement, an individual questioned the reasonableness of the objectives
established for the District. ADC hasthe authority and responsibility to set program objectives for
meeting its mandate and to monitor the effectivenessin achieving those objectives. Setting
objectivesispart of a good planning process and sets goalsfor the organization. ADC believesthat
the obj ectives established are pertinent to their responsibility and mandate. Each objective will be
evaluated on an annual basisduring the Annual Work Planning process.

Problem wildlife should be relocated

During public involvement, an individual stated that all problem animals captured should be
relocated and not killed. 1n some situations, it is beneficial to trandocate wildlife. Trandocation of
wild animalsis not a biologically sound practicein most situations. ADC believesthat 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 believesthat translocation may initiate
problemswith liability to ADC if the translocated animal causes future damage or transmitsa
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zoonotic disease. In addition, The American veterinary M edical Association, the National
Association of State Public Health Veterinarians, and the Council of Stateand Territorial
Epidemiologist opposeredocation of mammals because of therisk of disease transmission among
wild mammals (especially raccoons, skunks and foxes).



3.0 CHAPTER3: ALTERNATIVES
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of four parts: 1) an introduction, 2) description of alternatives considered and
analyzed in detail including the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), with an option for alternative one or
two, 3) adescription of alternatives considered, but diminated 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 |A Team (ADC, BLM, Forest Service, ODFW,
ODA); five alternativeswere considered but not analyzed in detail with supporting rationale. Thefive
alternatives and option analyzed in detail are:

1)  Alternativel - Continue the Current John Day ADC District Program: (No Action). This
alter native consists of the current program of technical assistance and oper ational Integrated
Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) (ADC Directive 2.105) by ADC on Forest Service, BLM,
state, county and private lands under Cooper ative Agreement, Agreement for Control, and
Annual Work Planswith ADC. The current program direction isprimarily for the protection of
livestack from predation with minimal efforts expended to protect wildlife resour ces. Protection
of human health and safety from black bearsand cougarsisat the request of ODFW.

2)  Alternative2 - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement on All L and Classes asreguested:
(Proposed Action).

3) Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program. Thisalternative would requirethat
livestock owners conduct non-lethal control before theinitiation of Iethal control.

4)  Alternative4 - Technical Assistance Only. Under thisalternative, ADC would not conduct
operational WDM in the Digtrict. The entire program would consist of only technical assistance.

5)  Alternative5- No Federal ADC Program in the District. Thisalternative would terminatethe
federal ADC program for wildlife damage management on the John Day ADC District.

6) Livestock Protection Collar (LPC) Option to Alternatives1 and 2 The LPC isregistered by EPA
for producer or ADC use nationwide. Beforethe LPC can be used in Oregon, ADC must receive
approval from the ODA. ADC hasapplied to the ODA for approval to usethe LPC. If theLPC
isapproved for use, it could be incorporated into the IWDM program for either Alternative 1 or
2, if selected. Useof the LPC isevaluated separately in thisEA.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES
3.21 ALTERNATIVE 1- Current John Day ADC District Program: (No Action)

The No Action alternativeisa procedural NEPA requirement (40 CFR 1502.14(d) and isa
viable and reasonable alter native that could be selected. It will serve as a baseline for comparison
with the other alternatives. The No Action Alternative, as defined here, isconsistent with CEQ's
definition (CEQ 1981).

Overview
The No Action alternative would continue the current ADC IWDM program in the Digtrict. The
current program isa collection of cooperative programswith other federal, state and local

agencies, and private individuals and associationsto protect livestock, poultry and human safety
(described in Chapter 1). The District conductstechnical assistance, and preventive (in responseto
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historical loss) and corrective (in response to current loss or hazard) operational wildlife damage
management on Forest Service, BLM, state, county and private lands under MOU, Cooper ative
Agreementsor Agreement for Control (Maps of private and BLM landsworked are available for
public review at the John Day ADC District officeand all District BLM offices). All wildlife
damage management is based on interagency relationships, which require close coordination and
cooper ation because of overlapping authorities and legal mandates.

On federal lands, ADC Annual Work Plans describe the wildlife damage management that would
occur. During the ADC annual planning processwith Forest Service, BLM, ODFW, and ODA,
plans and maps ar e prepared which describe and delineate wher e wildlife damage management
will be conducted and which methodswill be used. Before management is conducted on private
lands, Agreemments For Control on Private Property ar e signed with the landowner or administrator
that describe the methods to be used and the speciesto be managed. M anagement isdirected
toward localized problem predator populationsor groupsand/or individual offending animals,
depending on the circumstances.

In Crook, Union and Whedler, counties, which do not have Cooper ative Agreements with ADC,
ADC personnd provide technical assistance and limited direct control activities to livestock
producerswhen requested. Limited technical assistanceis provided in Baker County becausethe
county conducts its own wildlife damage management program.

Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement (IWDM)

During morethan 70 years of resolving wildlife damage problems, ADC has consider ed, developed,
and used numer ous methods of managing damage problems (USDA 1994, P. 2-15). Theefforts
haveinvolved 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 isto integrate the use of several methods
simultaneoudly or sequentially. IWDM isthe implementation and application of safe and practical
methods for the prevention and control of damage caused by wildlife based on local problem
analyses and theinformed judgement of trained personnel. The ADC Program appliesIWDM,
commonly known as I ntegrated Pest Management (IPM) (ADC Directive 2.105), to reduce damage
through the ADC Decision Model discussed on page 3-4.

The philosophy behind IWDM isto implement effective management techniquesin a cost effective
manner while minimizing the potentially har mful effectsto humans, target and nontarget species,
and the environment. IWDM drawsfrom the lar gest possible array of optionsto create a
combination of techniques appropriate for the specific circumstances. IWDM may incor porate
cultural practices(i.e., animal husbandry), habitat modification, animal behavior (i.e., scaring),
local population reduction, or any combination of these, depending on the characteristics of the
specific damage problems. 1n sdlecting management techniquesfor specific damage situations
consideration isgiven to:

Speciesresponsible

M agnitude of the damage

Geographic extent of damage

Duration and frequency of the damage

Prevention of future damage (Iethal and nonlethal techniques)
Terrain and Weather conditions
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The cost of management may sometimes be secondary because of overriding environmental, legal,
human health and safety, animal welfare, or other concerns.

The IWDM Strategiesthat the District isusing consist of:

Technical Assistance Recommendations (implementation is the responsibility of the
requestor): District personnel provideinformation, demonstrations and advice on available
wildlife damage management techniques. Technical assistance includes demonstrationson
the proper use of management devices (propane exploders, cagetraps, etc.) and information
on animal husbandry, habits and habitat management and animal behavior modification.
Technical assistanceis generally provided following an on-site visit or verbal consultation
with therequestor. Generally, several management strategies ar e described to the requestor
for short and long-term solutions to damage problems; these strategies are based on the level
of risk, need and practical application. Technical assistance may require substantial effort
by District personnd in the decision making process, but the actual management is generally
the responsibility of therequester.

Direct Control Assistance (activities conducted or supervised by ADC personnel): Direct
control assistance isimplemented when the problem cannot be resolved through technical
assistance and when Cooper ative Agreements provide for ADC direct control assistance.
Theinitial investigation defines the nature and history of the problem, extent of damage, and
the speciesresponsible for the damage. Professional skills of ADC personnel are often
required to effectively resolve problems, especially if restricted pesticides are proposed, or
the problem is complex requiring the direct supervision of awildlife professional. ADC
considersthe biology and behavior of the damaging species and other factorsusing the ADC
decision model (Slate et al. 1992). Therecommended strategy (ies) may include any
combination of preventive and corrective actions that could be implemented by the
requestor, ADC, or other agency, asappropriate. Two strategiesare available:

1 Preventive Damage Management. Preventive damage management isapplying
wildlife damage management strategies before damage occurs, based on historical
damage problems. Asrequested and appropriate, ADC personnd provide
information and conduct demonstrations, or takes action to prevent these historical
problemsfrom recurring. For example, in areaswhere substantial lamb depredation
has occurred on lambing grounds, ADC may provideinformation about guarding
dogs, fencing or other husbandry techniques, or be requested to conduct predator
damage management prior to lambing. Preventive damage management can take
place on private, county and state lands without special authorization. For activities
on federal lands, historical loss areas are delineated on maps by representatives of the
federal agenciesand identify areaswher e preventive wildlife damage management
may occur. Mapsare available for public review at the appropriate federal office. In
addition, when conducting wildlife damage management on federal lands, ADC must
receive arequest from the livestock owner or individual that is experiencing the
damage. M anagement areas and techniques are colored coded and reviewed during
the annual meeting between the appropriate agencies.

2. CORRECTIVE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT Corrective Damage Management is
simply a wildlife damage emer gency where resour ce losses ar e actively occurring asa
direct result of wildlife activity or depredations. IWDM toolsand methods are
applied to resolve the ongoing, wildlife damage problem. Thevarioustoolsand
techniques aredirectly applied by ADC personne, in combination with resource
managers efforts, in an attempt to prevent further lossesfrom recurring.
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For example, in an area where confirmed and documented lamb depredationsare
occurring by coyotes, ADC may provide siren\strobe predator frightening devicesto
thelivestock operator and advisethat the livestock be tightly herded or even
temporarily moved from the damage site. Then, the ADC specialist may utilize other
appropriate techniques and personal experiencein an effort to remove the
depredating individual from the area. The ADC specialist may typically utilize traps,
calling and shooting, and aerial hunting until depredations ceaseto occur. Coyotes
are highly adaptive, and the sooner an individual that haslearned to prey on livestock
can beremoved from the population, the lesslikely other coyotesin theareaareto
recognize livestock asa food source.

) Monitoring ADC Objectives Chapter 1, section 1.1.5 describes those objectives or goals
that the John Day ADC District has developed with the cooperating agencies. Theprimary
emphasisfor establishing objectivesisthe development of program standar ds so results,
customer satisfaction and effective and sound resour ce management can be measur ed.
Monitoring of these abjectiveswill be accomplished using the following strategies:

. Routine analysis of State, county and district-wide field data reported through the
ADC MISasthey rdateto 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 distribution of information and * state-of-the-art” nonlethal
and lethal technical information.
Increase“Fidd level” contactswith ADC clientsand cooperating agencies.
Implementation of Periodic Customer Satisfaction Surveys.
Routineanalysisof livestock loss data asreported by NASS and other agricultural
statistic resources.

. Maintain close coordination with ODFW Regional and District Wildlife Biologists.

ADC Decision Making

The ADC FEI S describes the procedures used by ADC personnel to deter mine management
strategies or methods applied to specific damage problems (USDA 1994 pp. 2-13, 2-20 to 31 and
Appendix N).

Asdepicted in the Decision M odel (Figure 1), consideration is given to the following factors before
selecting or recommending control methods and techniques:

Speciesresponsible for damage

M agnitude, 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 restrictions

Costs of control options (the cost of control may sometimes be a secondary concer n because
of overriding 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 personnd frequently are contacted only after requestershavetried
nonlethal techniques and found them to be inadequate for reducing damage to an acceptable
level. ADC personne evaluate the appropriateness of strategies, and methods ar e 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, monitoring is conducted and evaluation continuesto assess the
effectiveness of the strategy. If the strategy is effective, the need for management isended. The
FEIS provides detailed examples of how the ADC Decision M odel isimplemented for coyote
predation to sheep on public and private 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 per manently stopsor prevents
coyote predation are available. When damage continuesintermittently over time, the ADC
Specialist and rancher monitor and reevaluate the situation frequently. If one method or

combination of methodsfailsto stop
damage, a different strategy is
implemented.

Receive Request
For Assistance

Assess Problem

l

Evaluate Wildlife
Damage
Control Methods

Formulate Wildlife
Damage
Control Strategy

[

Provide ]

Assistance

Monitor and
Evaluate Results

of Control Actions

End of Project

A

A

A

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 M anagement M ethods used in the John Day ADC Didtrict
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Producer -Implemented M ethods:

Livestock producer practices consist primarily of nonlethal preventive methods such as
animal husbandry, habitat modification, and animal behavior modification. Livestock
husbandry and other management techniques areimplemented by the livestock producer.
Producers are encouraged to use these methods, based on thelevd of risk, need, and
practicality (USDA 1992). ADC cooperateswith the Oregon State University Sheep Station
and the Oregon State University Cooper ative Extension Service to offer technical assistance
to producers, and provide sourcesfor guard dog procurement. Livestock producer practices
recommended by ADC include:

Animal husbandry, which generally includes modificationsin the level of careor
attention given to livestock which may vary depending on the age and size of the
livestock. Animal husbandry practicesinclude but are not limited to techniques such
asguard dogs, herders, shed lambing, and car casses removal.

Habitat modification altershabitat to attract, or repel certain wildlife species, or to
separ atelivestock from predators. Habitat modification practices would be
encouraged when practical, based on thetype and extent of the livestock operation.
For example, clearing brushy or wooded areasin or adjacent to lambing or calving
pastures may be appropriateto reduce available cover for predators.

Animal behavior modification refersto tacticsthat alter the behavior of wildlife and
reduce predation. Animal behavior modification may use scaretactics or fencing to
deter or repel animalsthat cause loss or damageto livestock or property. Some but
not all devices used to accomplish thisare -:

Predator-proof fences
Electronic guards
Propane exploders
Pyrotechnics

M echanical Management M ethods:

M echanical management methods consist primarily of any tool or device used to repe,
captureor kill a particular animal or local population of wildlifeto prevent continued
resource damage. Mechanical methods may be nonlethal such asbarrier fencing or
frightening devices such asthe siren\strobe device or the propane cannon or lethal such as
the M-44 device, shooting or snares. If ADC personnd apply mechanical control methods
directly on private lands, a control agreement must be signed by the landowner or
administrator, authorizing the use of each control method. On federal lands an annual work
plan will be submitted to each land management agency which identifies areasand times
where ADM requests may reasonably be expected to occur, based on livestock use and
historic documentation of losses. Federal lands managersareresponsibleto identify areas
where other multiple use priorities may conflict with these ADM areas at the sametime that
resour ces have experienced wildlife damagein the past.

1 Leg-hold and cage traps, and neck and foot snaresare used in the District for preventive and
corr ective damage management only wher e signed Agreements For Control On Private
Propertyarein place, or on federal lands, in accordance with ADC Annual Work Plans. For
technical assistance requests, traps may be recommended or distributed to therequestor for
usein resolving problems caused by small mammals.

Scar e devices will often only produce the desired result for a short time period until wildlife individuals become
accustomed to the distur bance (Pfeifer and Goos 1982; Conover 1982).
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When resolving black bear and cougar problems, ADC personnel typically use spring-
activated foot snares, trail hounds and culvert or enclosuretype cagetraps. These
techniques allow for chemical immobilization, marking and relocation of the problem
animals, or if necessary, euthanasia of animals when the ODFW determinesthat relocation is
not aviable option. All of these methods allow for the release on non-target individualsin
therareinstance of a capture of a non-offending animal.

2. Ground shooting is selective for target speciesand may involve the use of spotlights, decoy
dogs and predator calling. Shooting with riflesor shotgunsis used to manage livestock
depredation problems and human health hazards when Iethal methods are deter mined
appropriate.

3. Hunting dogs ar e essential to the successful tracking and capture of problem black bearsand
cougars. Dogsarealso trained and used for coyote damage management to alleviate
livestock depredation (Rowley and Rowley 1987, Coolahan 1990). Trained dogsare used
primarily to locate coyotes and dens, and to pursue or decoy problem animals.

4. Denning isthe practice of locating coyote or red fox dens and euthanizing the animals
inhabiting the den using a fumigant cartridge registered with EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-21)
See gas cartridge under chemical methods.

5. Aerial hunting, the shooting of coyotes and fox from fixed-winged aircraft or helicopters, is
used on all lands wher e authorized and determined appropriate. Aerial hunting consists of
visually sighting target animals and shooting them from the aircraft. Aerial huntingisa
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 M ethods:

All chemicalsused by ADC areregistered under FIFRA and administered by the EPA and the

gzme338Qv
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Sodium cyanide, the active ingredient in M-44s, isused for many purposesin the United
States, including agricultural, pharmaceutical, mining, and for industrial dyes. Sodium
cyanide is odorlesswhen completely dry, emitsan odor when dampened, is strongly alkaline,
and rapidly decomposes in the environment. In 1989, about 215 million pounds of sodium
cyanide wereused in North America, of which the ADC Program nationwide used about
0.0001% (Knudson 1990). In FY 1994, 1.4 pounds of sodium cyanide was expended during
field activities. 1n 1995, about 1.75 pounds of sodium cyanidewere used in the Digtrict (MIS
1994-95). Sodium cyanideisfreely solublein 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 Klendshof 1954).

The M-44 cyanide gjector isa sdective device for usereducing coyote, red fox, gray fox and
feral dog predation (EPA Reg. No. 56228-15), and also for protecting endangered species
and for certain public health uses (Thomas 1986, Connolly 1988). M -44s may be used for
preventive and corrective management on state, county and private lands, and on federal
landswheretheir use doesnot interfere with BLM or Forest Service multiple use objectives.
ADC personnel comply with the EPA label and 26 use restrictions (see USDA 1994,
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Appendix Q). In 1994, 312 problem coyoteswerekilled with the M-44, accounting for about
9 % of the coyotetake by ADC in the District. In 1995, atotal of 390 coyotes werekilled
with the M -44, accounting for about 10 % of the District coyote take (M1S 1994-95).

Thegascartridgeisregistered asafumigant by the EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-2) and is
comprised of 35% charcoal and 65% sodium nitrate. When ignited, the cartridge burnsin
the den of an animal and produces lar ge amounts of carbon monoxide, a colorless, tasteless
gas, which killsanimalsin theden. Thistechniqueisused on landsin the management areas
wherelivestock killing can be attributed to food procurement for young (Till and Knowlton
1983, Till 1992). In 1994, 63 coyote denswer e fumigated using 96 cartridgesand in 1995, 70
coyote dens were fumigated using 105 cartridges.

DRC-1339 (3-chlor 0-4-methylbenenamine hydrochloride) is a dow acting avian toxicant that
israpidly metabolized and/or excreted. Because of the rapid metabolism of DRC-1339in the
body, it poseslittle risk of secondary poisoning to nontarget animals (Cunningham et al.
1979, Schafer 1981, Knittle et al. 1990). Thiscompound 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 speciesor on the eggs'young of other species
designated to bein need of special. DRC-1339 isincorporated into meat baitswhereravens
arekilling or injuring livestock (Larsen and Dietrich 1970). Thefeeding habits of the birds
are observed before placing any treated baitsin an area to reduce the risksto nontar get
animals. Ravens are opportunistic feedersand by deter mining when and wher e the birds
arefeeding, the baitswill be found more quickly and easily, thereby reducing therisksto
nontarget animals. Selective management can be applied because ravenslearn to exploit a
readily available food source, and will continue to focus on that sour ce until the availability
declines. An estimated 620 ravenswere killed with DRC-1339 treated meat baitsin the
District in 1995 (M 1S 1995) to protect newborn livestock.

DRC-1339 Concentrate isalso registered by EPA (EPA Reg. No. 56228-10) for the control of
saveral pest species of birdsincluding blackbirds, starlings and Brown-headed cowbirds.
Thisregistration isused only by ADC personnel trained and certified in bird control. DRC-
1339 Concentrate for feedlots isthe bait of choice when the commer cially available Starlicide
Pelletsarenot available or are ineffective. Formulations for feedlot useinclude cull french
friesfor bait, or other natural food products such asraisins, rolled oats and corn, feed pelets
or whole or cracked corn. Prebaiting is always recommended befor e treating with DRC-1339
to help establish and maintain a bait site while nontar get observations are being conducted.
Besser et al. 1967, and Royal e al., 1967 cited several situationswhere DRC 1339
Concentrate was administered with excellent resultswith no nontar get mortalities or
secondary hazards.

Chemical Immobilization/Euthanasia. Several chemicals are authorized for immobilization
and euthanasia by ADC. Most District personnd havereceived training in the safe use of

all authorized immobilization/euthanasia chemicals, and are certified by ADC. Thistraining
involves hands-on application of state-of-the-art 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).
Tdazol and Ketaset are rapid acting, non-nar cotic, non-barbiturate injectable anesthetic
agent, having awide margin of safety. Both Telazol and K etaset produce unconsciousness
know as" dissociative" which in general terms meansreflexes needed to sustain life
(breathing, coughing, swallowing, etc.) are not affected by the drugs. These agents ar e used
to immobilize live-trapped animals for relocation or administered before euthanasia. As
other drugsareapproved by the FDA and ADC, they may be incor porated into the Digtrict

program.
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Tedazol isa combination of equal parts of tiletamine hydrochloride, a nonphenothiazine
diazepinone having minor tranquilizing properties. The product isgenerally supplied sterile
in vials, each containing 500 mg of active drug, and when dissolved in sterile water hasa pH
of 22102.8. Telazol produces a state of unconsciousnessin which protective reflexes, such
as coughing and swallowing, are maintained during anesthesia. Schobert (1987) listed the
dosage ratesfor 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 occurswithin 5to 12 minutes. Muscle
relaxation is optimum for about thefirst 20 to 25 minutes after the administration, and then
diminishes. Recovery varieswith the age and physical condition of the animal and the dose
of Telazol administered, but usually requires several hours.

Ketasat is supplied asa dightly acidic solution (pH 3.5t0 5.5) for intramuscular injection.
Ketaset also produces a state of unconsciousnesswhich inter rupts association pathwaysto
thebrain and allows for the maintenance of the protective reflexes, such as coughing,
swallowing, pedal and corneal. K etaset is detoxified by the liver and excreted by the kidney.

Following administration of recommended doses, animals become immobilized in about 5
minuteswith anesthesia lasting from 30 to 45 minutes; depending on dosage, recovery may
beasquick as4to 5 hoursor may take aslong as 24 hours; recovery is generally smooth and
uneventful.

Potassium chloride, a common laboratory chemical, isinjected by ADC personnd asa
euthanizing agent after an animal has been anesthetized (ADC Directive 2.430).

3.2.2 Alternative 2 - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement on All Land Classes As Requested -
(Proposed Action)

Thisalternativeisthe current program as described in Alternative 1 with the ability for ADC to
respond to requestsfor 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 Forestsand BLM Districts. Program activitieswould be conducted utilizing the IWDM
approach as described in Alternative 1.

Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement: Same as Alternative 1 with the addition of activitieson
all lands. IWDM would also be availableto respond to requests from ODFW on specific areas
identified for the protection of wildlife resour ces and human safety.

M echanical and Chemical M anagement M ethods and Restrictions: Those mechanical and
chemical tools described in Alternative 1 would apply, where appropriate, under thisalter native.

WDM could be conducted on designated Forest Serviceand BLM lands under the provision of the
legisation designating the area, Resour ce M anagement Plans and mitigations outlined in thisEA
and Annual Work Plan. WDM in these designated ar eas would be expected to be only a very small
portion of the program under alternative 2.

3.2.3 Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control

This alternative isa modification of the current 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 described on pages 3-5 and 3-6 under producer
implemented methods. Verification of the methods used would be the responsibility of ADC. No
standar ds exist to determine producer diligencein applying these methods, nor arethere any
standar dsto deter mine how many nonlethal applications are necessary befor e the initiation of
lethal controls. Thus, only the presence or absence of nonlethal methods can be evaluated. The
mechanical and chemical control methods described in Alter native 1 would apply, where
appropriate, oncethe criteria for nonlethal control have been met. Consideration of wildlife needs
would not beincluded with the producer implemented nonlethal methods, nor would ADC base
control strategies on the needs of designated wildlife for predator protection.

Implementation of thisalternative would require ADC to identify the applicable nonlethal methods
for each request for assistance, ascertain which methods have been used, and determine if others
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should be recommended or used prior to recommending or using lethal methods. In damage
situations wher e acceptable resolution of wildlife damageis 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 important dimension of IWDM,
givesthem first consideration in the formulation of each control strategy, and recommends or uses
them when practical before recommending or using lethal methods. The important distinction
between the Nonlethal Before Lethal Alternative and the Current Program Alternativeisthat the
former alternative would requirethat 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 speciesand resour ce combinations (USDA, 1994).

3.2.4 Alternative4 - Technical Assistance Only

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

This" technical assistance only" alternative would place theimmediate burden of operational
control work on state agencies, individuals and livestock producers. Individuals experiencing
wildlife damage would, independently or with ADC recommendations, carry out and fund control
activities. Individual producers could implement wildlife damage management as part of the cost
of doing business, or a state agency could assume a more activerolein providing operational
wildlife damage management.

If Alternative 4 was selected, ADC could not direct how a state agency or individuals would
implement wildlife damage management. Some agenciesor 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 experience, and with
no professional oversight or monitoring for effectiveness. Thisin turn could require more effort
and cost to achieve the samelevel of problem resolution, and could cause harm to the environment,
including a higher take of nontarget animals. Illegal use of pesticides could be greater than present
(McMullen, pers. comm. 1993).

3.25 Alternative5 - No Federal ADC Program

This alternative would diminate all Federal ADC wildlife damage management (operational and
technical assistance) on all land classes. However, state and county agencies and private
individuals could conduct wildlife damage management. ADC would not be availableto provide
technical assistance or make recommendationsto 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 isrecommended or necessary. Illegal use of pesticides could increase (McMullen,
Pers. Comm., 1993).

A "nocontrol" alternative was analyzed by the USFW S (USDI 1979) and was dismissed asan
invalid alternative. However, dueto interest in thisoption, an analysis of this alter native has been
included. A "no control" alternative was evaluated in the FEIS (USDA 1994).

LIVESTOCK PROTECTION COLLAR (LPC), OPTION TO ALTERNATIVES1AND 2

Livestock Protection Collars (L PCs), containing sodium fluor oacetate, ar e register ed with the EPA
(EPA Reg. No. 56228-22) for producer or ADC use nationwide (see Appendix F, FIFRA). Prior to use
in individual states, theregistrant must receive approval from the agency within the state that over sees
pesticide usage; ADC has applied to usethe LPC through the ODA. If the LPC isapproved for usg, it
would beincorporated into the IWDM program for Alternative1or 2, if sdected. If approved, use of
the LPC will adhereto EPA registration and ODA requirements, and would beredtricted to specially
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trained and certified ADC employees. The LPC would not be used on BLM and Forest Servicelandsin
theDistrict because of userestrictions. Use of the LPC is evaluated separately in thisEA sinceit is not
currently approved for usein Oregon.

Sodium fluor oacetate (Compound 1080), the toxicant in the LPC, has been used since World War 1.
Sodium fluor oacetate has been a subject of wide research in the United States and elsewhere and has
been widely used as a toxicant for pest management programsin many countries. Fluoroacetic acid
and related chemicals occur naturally in plantsin many partsof theworld and are not readily
absorbed through intact skin (Atzert 1971). Sodium fluoroacetateis discriminatively toxic to
predator s, being many times more lethal to them than to most nontarget species (Atzert 1971, Connolly
and Burns 1990). Sodium fluoroacetatesisa white powder solublein water and isvery stablein
solution; it would only be used in the LPC. Sodium fluor cacetate kills by disrupting the Kreb's Cycle,
which isthe energy producing processfor cells. Many EPA imposed restrictions apply to the use of
LPCs.

Theindividual small and large collars contain 1.1 oz. (30.4 grams) of a 1% solution of sodium

fluor oacetate and 99% inert ingredients. The LPC isworn around the neck of lambs, and killsonly the
animals attacking collard lambs (Connolly et al. 1978, Johnson 1984, Burns et al. 1988). When LPCs
are used, lambs ar e made susceptible to attack so asto prompt target predatorsto attack collared
lambs (Blakesley and M cGrew 1984, Scrivner and Wade 1986, Connolly and Burns1990). LPCs
consist of 2 pouchesthat are punctured when a collared lamb is attacked and bitten on thethroat by a
predator. Upon puncturing the collar, the offending animal ingests a small volume of the solution and
diesa short timelater. In thisusage, sodium fluor oacetate hasvirtually no risk of secondary poisoning
(USDA 1994, Appendix P).

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL WITH RATIONALE

3.4.1 Compensation for Wildlife Damage L osses

The Compensation alternative would direct all ADC program efforts and resourcestoward the
verification of livestock and poultry losses from predators, and providing monetary
compensation to the producers. ADC serviceswould not include any direct control nor would
technical assistance or nonlethal methods be available.

Thisoption is not currently availableto ADC because ADC is mandated to protect American
agricultural and natural resour ces (Animal Damage Control Act 1931, and Rural Development,
Agricultural and Related Agencies Appropriation Act 1988). Analysis of thisalternativein the
FEISindicatethat it has many drawbacks (USDA 1994):

It would requirelarger expenditures of money and manpower to investigate and validate
all losses, and determine and administer appropriate compensation.

Compensation would most likely be below full market value. 1t isdifficult to make timely

responsesto all requeststo assess and confirm losses, and many losses could not be
verified.

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

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

Congress has not appropriated fundsto compensate for predation or other wildlife
damageto agricultural products.

3.4.2 Bounties
Payment of fundsfor killing predator s (bounties) suspected of causing economic losses is not

supported by Oregon State agencies such as ODFW and ODA. ADC concurswith these agencies
because:
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ADC does not have the authority to establish a bounty program
Bounties are generally not as effective in controlling damage
Circumstances surrounding take of animalsis completely unregulated

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

Eradication and Suppression

An eradication and suppression alternativewould direct all ADC program efforts toward
planned, total elimination of native predator species.

Eradication of unprotected predators, such as coyotes, islegal in Oregon (ORS 610.005) but not
supported by ODFW or ODA. Thisalternative 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 speciesor 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 efforts toward managed reduction of certain problem
populations or groups.

In localized ar eas wher e damage can be attributed to predation by specific groups, ODFW has
the authority to increase hunting seasons and hunter tag quotas; ODA hasthe authority to
control unprotected predators, such as coyotes. When alarge number of requestsfor wildlife
damage management are generated from a localized area, ADC would consider suppression of
thelocal population or groups of the offending species, if appropriate.

It isnot realistic, practical, or allowable under present ADC policy to consider large-scale
population suppression asthe basis of the ADC program. Typically, ADC activitiesin the
District would be conducted on a very small portion of the area inhabited by problem species.

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 techniquesaimed at preventing or reducing predation prior to
receiving the services of the ADC Program"; 2) " employees of the ADC Program use or
recommend asa priority the use of appropriate nonlethal techniquesin responseto a confirmed
damage situation” ; 3) " lethal techniquesarelimited to calling and shooting and ground shooting,
and used asa last resort when use of hushandry and/or nonlethal controls have failed to keep
livestock losses below an acceptablelevd™ ; and 4) " establish higher levels of acceptable loss
levelson public landsthan for private lands’.

The components of this proposed alternative by the HSUS have been analyzed in detail in the
alternatives contained in this EA and through court rulings. The HSUS alternative would not
allow for a full range of IWDM techniquesto resolve wildlife damage management problems. In
addition, ADC is mandated to protect American agriculture, despitethe cost of control. Further,
the Southern Utah Wilderness Society, The Wilder ness Society et al. v. Hugh Thompson et al.
U.S. Forest Service (Civil No. 92-C-0052A 1993) the court clearly statesthat, " The agency need
not show that a certain level of damage is occurring before it implementsan ADC program. . .
.Hence, to establish need for an ADC, theforest supervisorsneed only show that damage from
predatorsisthreatened.” In other words, it isnot necessary to establish a criterion, such as
percentage of loss of a herd to justify the need for an ADC. The alternatives and option selected
for detailed analysisin this EA include many of the suggestionsin the HSUS proposal, and it is
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believed that inclusion of this alternative would not contribute new infor mation or optionsfor
consideration and analysisthat are not already being considered and availablein IWDM asused
by ADC.
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345 Management TechniquesNot Considered for Usein the Integrated Wildlife Damage
M anagement Strategy

Guarding Animals Other Than Livestock Guarding Dogs

Besides livestock guarding dogs, that are widely used to protect livestock from predators, several
other species of animals have been proposed aslivestock guardians. Burros, [lamas and emus
have been advocated for thispurpose, but their efficacy and practicality have not been
established (Green 1989). Research iscontinuing in thisarea, however, at thistime ADC does
not believe the use of guarding burros, llamas and emus can be recommended for general use. As
resear ch provides proven preventive methodologies, they will be incorporated into the list of
recommended guarding animals.

Lithium Chloride as an Aversive Agent

Lithium chloride has been tested as a taste aversion agent to condition coyotesto avoid livestock,
especially sheep. Despite extensiveresear ch, the efficacy of thistechnique remains unproven
(Conover et al. 1977; Sterner and Shumake 1978; Burns 1980, 1983; Horn 1983; Johnson 1984;
Burnsand Connolly, 1980, 1985). In addition, lithium chlorideiscurrently unregistered asa
predacide by the EPA or ODA, and ther efore cannot be used or recommended for this purpose.

35 Mitigation and Standard Operating Procedures For Wildlife Damage M anagement Techniques
3.5.1 Mitigation in Standard Operating Procedur es (SOPs)

Mitigation measures ar e any features of an action that serveto prevent, reduce, or compensate
for impactsthat otherwise might result from that action. The current 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 incor porated into ADC's Standard
Operating Proceduresinclude:

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

o Trapsand snaresare not set within 30 feet of exposed car cassesto prevent the captur e of
scavenging birds. The exception to thisisfor the capture of cougar and black bear
because the weight of these target animals allowstrap tension adjustmentsto exclude the
capture of smaller nontarget animals.

Leghold trap under pan tension devices are used throughout the program to reduce
capture of nontarget wildlife that weighslessthan the target species.

Nontarget animals captured in leghold traps or foot snaresarereeased unlessit is
determined by the ADC Specialiststhat they will not survive.

Conspicuous, bilingual warning signs alerting people to the presence of traps, snaresand
M-44sare placed at major access pointswhen they are set in thefield.

Reasonable and prudent alter natives and reasonable and prudent measures ar e identified
by the USFWS and implemented to avoid impactsto T& E species.

EPA-approved labd directionsare followed for all pesticide use.

3-19



DRC-1339isnot applied if nontarget species are present that could be attracted to the bait
materials.

All District ADC Specialistswho use restricted chemicals and immobilization /euthanasia
drugsaretrained and certified by program personnd or other swho are expertsin the safe
and effective use of these materials.

The M-44 sodium cyanide devices are used following EPA labdl requirements (see FEIS
Appendix Q for label and userestrictions).

Some additional mitigating measur es specific to the Digtrict include:

ADC Annual Work Plans and maps are developed with input from FS, BLM and ODFW
which delineate the ar eas wher e wildlife damage management would occur and the
methodsthat will be used for federal lands.

Management actionswould 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 current rules and regulations administered by
ODFW.

Decisionsto relocate or kill problem bear and cougar are made by the ODFW District
Biologist. If thedecision istorelocateand ADC isrequested to assist, District ADC
personnel relocate the animal into areas designated by ODFW.

At least two days befor e the opening of the bird hunting season, all management
equipment isremoved from federal lands.

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

) M onitoring of objectiveswill be performed on aroutine basiswith adjustmentsto
program actionswhen a need isidentified.

3.5.2 Additional Mitigation specific to theissues

Thefollowing isa summary of additional mitigation that are specific to theissuesfound in
Chapter 2 of this document.

3521 Cumulative Effect of ADC Predator Take with Sport and other Forms of Take on
Predator Populations

Didtrict activitiesare directed to resolving problems by taking action against
individual problem animals, or local populationsor groups.

ADC kill ismonitored by considering " Total Harvest" and estimated population
numbers of key species. These data are used to assess cumulative affects so asto
maintain the magnitude of harvest below thelevel that would impact the viability of
a population (See Chapter 4).

3.5.2.2 Nontarget species

ADC personnd are highly trained and experienced to select the most appropriate
method for taking problem animals and excluding nontar get animals.

Leghold trap under pan tension devices are used to reduce hazards to nontar get
wildlife that weigh lessthan the target species.
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3523

3525

3526

Nontarget animals captured in leghold traps or foot snaresareredeased unlessit is
determined by the ADC Specialist that they will not survive.

ODFW hasidentified the Kit fox as a State sensitive specie and special consideration
will be provided to avoid take. Areasthat will be avoided will be identified on maps
by ODFW.

Activitiesin Wilderness and Special M anagement 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 accesswill be limited to existing roads and tools and methods will be utilized
which minimize ADC presence.

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

WDM actionswill tier to those redtrictionsin the Interim M anagement Policiesfor
each BLM District.

Humaneness of methods used by ADC

Resear ch continues to improve the sdectivity and humaneness of management
devices.

Underpan tension devices arein usewhich are designed to exclude nontar get
animals.

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

Chemical immobilization/euthanasia proceduresthat do not cause pain are used.

The public's concern for use of chemicals

All pesticides areregistered with the EPA
EPA-approved label directions arefollowed by ADC employees.

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

ADC employeesthat use pesticides are trained to use each specific material and are
certified for the use of pesticides under EPA and ODA approved programs.

ADC employees who use pesticides participate in continuing education programsto
keep abreast of developments and to maintain their certifications.
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3.5.27 ADC'simpact on Threatened and Endangered (T& E) Species and species of special
concern to other federal and state agencies

ADC consulted with the USFWSregarding the nationwide program and has
implemented all reasonable and prudent alternativesto protect T& E species.

ADC consulted with the USFWS on theimpacts of the program in the District and
adopted reasonable and prudent alternativesrelated to the Northern Bald Eaglein
the Didrrict. Thereasonable and prudent alternativesare;

- ADC personnel will contact either thelocal ODFW office or the appropriate
regional or field office of the USFWSto determine nest and roost locations for
Northern Bald Eagles;

- The appropriate 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 sats;

- When bald eagles arein 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 hasagreed to procedural conditionsthat will insure ongoing consider ation of
T&E speciesin relationship to program activitiesin the District.

3.5.2.8 Cultural Resources - American Indian Concerns

ADC solicited input from American Indian tribesin the Digtrict concer ning any
potential impact on cultural resources.

ADC hasreviewed itsactivitiesin relationship to any cultural resource or special
interest areas.

This EA will be provided to the American Indian tribesin Draft form to determine
if all cultural issues have been addressed.

. Impactsto historic and cultural resourceswill be evaluated on an annual basis
during the Annual Work Planning Process.

3.5.2.9 Conaultation with other agencies

The ADC program in the District consultswith the USFWS, federal land management
agencies, and other appropriate agenciesregarding program impacts. Frequent contact is
madewith the BLM and the Forest Servicewhen ADC is conducting wildlife damage
management on public lands administered by these agencies. TheBLM and Forest Service
areinterested in theleves of livestock killed, injured and har assed by predators and the
wildlife damage management methods used to stop or limit losses and how their multiple
use obj ectives might be affected by ADC actions. The ADC program maintains close
coordination with the ODFW and ODA which have authority to manage wildlife species
causing damage.

The ADC program in the District is conducted under Cooper ative Agreementsand MOUs
with federal and state agencies. National MOUswith 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 Districts and National
Foreststo detail the activity, target species, and mitigation measuresto beimplemented on
allotmentswher e wildlife damage management is needed.

40 CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
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Chapter 4 providesinformation needed for making infor med decisions on the wildlife damage management
objectives outlined in Chapter 1 and theissues and affected environment addressed in Chapter 2. The
chapter consists of three main sections: 1) analyzes of how each alternative meetsthe objectives and assesses
the consistency of alter natives with existing management plans, 2) analyzes of the environmental
consequences of each alternative, and 3) the Economic Analysis of wildlife damage management in the
District.

4.1 OBJECTIVE ANALYSISAND CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION
411 Objective A-1 - Respond to 100% of the requestswith the appropriate action.

4111 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current District Program (No Action):

The current District wildlife damage management program respondsto requests for assistance
on state, county, private, and restricted Forest Service and BLM landswherethere are signed
Cogperative Agreements, Agreements for Control or Annual Work Plans. Wildlife damage
management assistanceis conducted to protect livestock, wildlife and human safety on these
lands and lands that are adjacent to Forest Service and BLM landsin the District. ADC cannot,
however, respond to all requestsfor assistance on lands administered by the Forest Service and
BLM.

It istherefore impossible for ADC to fully meet Objective A-1 since per mittees on Forest Service
and BLM lands and adjacent landowner s cannot be provided oper ational wildlife damage
management when it is needed.

411.2 Alternative 2. - I ntegrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available on All Land
Classes asrequested (Proposed Action):

Alternative 2 isthe current program plusthe authorization to conduct oper ational wildlife
damage management on Forest Service and BLM landswithin the District in accordance with
each Forest'sLRMP, BLM'sRMPsand ADC Annual Work Plans. ADC would conduct

oper ational wildlife damage management on authorized ar eas on the Umatilla, Wallowa-
Whitman, and Ochoco NFs, and the Burnsand Vale BLM Didtricts.

Alternative 2 would allow ADC to fully meet Objective A-1 since livestock permittees on
National Forestsand BLM lands and producer s adjacent to these lands would be provided
wildlife damage management assistance when and wher e needed.

4.1.1.3 Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control Program

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

Non-lethal optionsfor cattle producersare morelimited, yet many producers practice improved
husbandry techniques, such as calving on private land where newborn calves can be better
monitored and removing livestock car casses from pasturesto prevent concentrating predators
being drawn to the areato scavenge. Thisalternativewould result in ADC limiting operational
lethal control activitiesto only those producer swho are currently using nonlethal techniques
which have proven ineffectivein controlling depredation. Based on theserestrictions, Alternative
3would not allow ADC to respond with a full array of wildlife damage management strategies
and methods and Objective A-1 could only partially be met.
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4.1.2

4114 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.

Alternative 4 would limit ADC to providing technical assistanceto 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 private landswithin the District. State agencies, individuals,
livestock producersor other entitieswould be responsible for conducting all wildlife damage
management.

Based on theserestrictions, Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to respond with a full array of
wildlife damage management strategies and methods and Objective A-1 could only partially be
met.

4115 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Under Alternative 5 no operational or technical assistance would be provided by ADC in the
Disdtrict. State agencies, individuals and livestock producersor other entitieswould be
responsible for conducting all wildlife damage management without support or advice from
ADC.

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

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

If authorized in Oregon and the District, the LPC would be added as a method for ADC to useto
resolve wildlife depredation on sheep and lambs. The L PC would be atool to help ADC to meet
Objective A-1.

Objective A-2. - Hold lamb losses due to predation to lessthan 5%/year in areaswith
Cooper ative Agreements. *

41.2.1 Alternative 1. - Continuethe Current Digrict Program (No Action):

Appendix C presents 1993 reported loss data collected by ADC. These tables show the
significance of predator losses as compared to all causes of lamb deaths. The District ADC
program has been able to limit annual lamb lossesto below 5% of thetotal protected, however.
The 1993 loss data (M IS 1993) showed that of the 135,787 lambs protected, 1,382 (1.0%) were
reported killed by predators. Lossesto individual producersor average county losses may, at
times, exceed the 5% but overall District levels are below the 5% criteria established in
Objective A-2. Lossestolambsin some areas may vary for several reasonsincluding: 1) terrain,
weather, and vegetative cover that restricts access, limitsvisibility of dead livestock and reduces
thearray of available methods, 2) too few ADC Specialistsfor thework load, 3) restrictions on,
or effectiveness of methods on public lands, or 4) lack of ADC accessto Special Management
Areaswherelosses occur or on public lands adjacent to private landswhere losses are occurring.
Webdievethat Alternative 1 partially meetsthe criteria established for Objective A-2.

District personnd will use MISreported losses, which involves annual standar dized interviews with
livestock owners and operators, to deter mine levels of predation. Theselosseswill be calculated asa
proportion of total inventory of livestock grazed by cooperatorson the District. These objective levels
were sdlected based on statewide loss proportions, as historical data do not exist for the District itself.
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4122 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available On All Land
Classes As Requested (Proposed Action):

Alternative 2 allows ADC to protect lambson all land classes. Lamb losses have been
documented and reported on several Special Management Areas (Table 2-1). Permitted livestock
producer s using these lands have historically documented lamb lossesto predation. The need to
conduct WDM in these areasis discussed in Chapter 2 under Special M anagement Areas.
Alternative 2 allows ADC to better meet the criteriafor Objective A-2. Existing levels of
predation on lambswould probably bereduced for per mittees using these areasand for
producer swhose lands adjoin public lands. Alternative 2 allows ADC to better meet the criterion
for Objective A-2.

41.2.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Required Before Lethal Control.

Asstated in 4.1.1.3, most sheep producersin the District are already practicing nonlethal
measur es to reduce predator damage. Ther efor e, the impacts of this Alter native would be the
same as Alternative 1. Webelievethat Alternative 3 would partially meet the criteria of
Objective A-2 for average District lamb losses and would not be met for each producer in the
District.

41.24 Alternative 4 - Technical Assistance Only

Alternative 4, a technical assistance only program, would not allow ADC to meet the criterion
for Objective A-2. In the absence of an effective WDM program, lamb losses could bethreeto six
times higher than those currently being experienced (Gee, 1977, O’ Gara et al.1983). Under
Alternative 4, no Agreements for Coniro/ would be kept. These documents and their unique
number s ar e the mechanism for collecting and managing most information gathered by ADC,
and without them no producer or District information could be maintained.

4.1.2.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Theimpactswould be the same asfor Alternative 4.

4.1.2.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

If authorized in Oregon and the District, the LPC would be added asa method for ADC to useto
resolve wildlife depredation on sheep and lambs. The L PC would beatool to help ADC to meet
Objective A-1.

Use of the LPC would help ADC mest the criteria of Objective A-2 and would help reducethe
level of predation on lambsbelow that currently being experienced.

Objective A-3. - Hold adult sheep losses due to predation to lessthan 3%/year in areaswith
cooper ative agreements.

4131 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current District Program: (No Action).

Appendix C showsthe relationship of predator lossesto all losses for adult sheep and
demonstratesthat predation isa significant cause of adult sheep deaths. The current District
ADC program has kept adult sheep predation losses below 3% of thetotal protected. Lossesto
sheep in some countiesmay vary for several reasonsincluding: 1)terrain, weather, and vegetative
cover that restricts access and limitsthe array of available methods; 2) too few ADC per sonnel
for the work load; 3) restrictions on methods and effectiveness on public lands; or 4) lack of ADC
access to SM Aswhere losses occur or public lands adjacent to private landswherelossesare
occurring.

Alternative 1 meetsthecriterion for Objective A-3, however, thelevd of lossisnot consistent

between counties and the 3% goal isnot being met for each producer'sflock, in each county in
the Didrict.
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4132 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available on All Land
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 issimilar to Alternative 1 in meeting this objective, sinceit allows ADC to protect
adult sheep on all land classes. Sheep losses have been documented and reported on several
SMAs (Table 2-1). Permitted livestock producers using these lands have historically documented
sheep losses to predation. The need to conduct WDM in these areasisdiscussed in Chapter 2
under SM As. Therefore, the impacts of Objective A-3 in relation to Alternative 3 would bethe
same as Alternative 1.

Alternative 2 allows ADC to better meet the criterion for Objective A-3. Existing levels of
predation on adult sheep would probably bereduced for per mittees and producerson private
lands adjacent to public lands.

4.1.3.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before Lethal Control Program. Asnoted in 4.1.1.3, most
sheep operators practice some type(s) of nonlethal predator damage management. Therefore, the

impacts of Objective A-3in relation to Alternative 3 would be the same as Alternative 1.
Alternative 3 meetsthecriteriafor Objective A-3, however, thelossis not consistent between
producersand the 3% goal isnot being met for each producer in the District.

4134 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.

Under Alternative 4, a technical assistance only program, ADC would only be ableto provide
information and training to requesters. I mplementation of wildlife damage management would
betheresponsbility of therequester. Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to meet the criterion
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 current predation
losses (Gee 1977, O'Garaet al. 1983). Under Alternative 4, no Agreaments for Contro/ would be
kept. These documents and their unique numbersare the mechanism for collecting and
managing most information gathered by ADC, and without them no producer or District
information could be maintained.

4.1.35 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Theimpactswould be the same asfor Alternative4.

4135 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

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

Objective A-4. - Hold calf loss due to predation to lessthan 1% /year in areaswith Cooperative
Agreements.

414.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current District Program: (No Action).

Calf predation occurs primarily during calving times and generally occurs during winter and
early spring months on private lands. Due to multitude of public landsthat encompass these
privatelands, predators, primarily coyotes, travel freely to and from these multipleland classes.
L osses to young calves are common on private lands adjoining public landsin Malheur, Har ney,
Grant and Wallowa counties. Appendix C shows theredationship of predator lossesto all causes
of death for calves. Predation can be a significant cause of death for some cattle producers.

Under the current program, ADC can only provide preventive predation management on public
lands wher e damage has been confirmed in the past. By ODFW palicy, black bear and cougar
damage management authorizes corrective action after actual damage is observed or thereisa
threat to human safety. ODFW will take action on either private or publicland. Calf predation
in the District in 1993 was 1.0%. Reported livestock losses were not collected by ADC in FY
1994 and 1995, however, District ADC personnel verified 81 calveswerekilled by predatorsin
the Didrrict in FY 94 and 127 calveslost to predation in FY 95 (ADC M| S, 1994-95). Aswith
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lambs and sheep, thelevel of lossis not consistent among counties or on each producer's herd.
The causes of variationsin levels of predation are unknown but may be attributed to one or more
of the following: 1) too few ADC personnel for the work load; 2) restrictionson control methods
permitted on the lands caused by weather, terrain, etc; or 3) lack of ADC accessto Special
Management Areaswhere calving istaking place or public lands adjacent to private land calving
pastures.. For these reasons, we do not believethat Alternative 1 can meet thecriterion for
Objective A-4.

4142 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available On All Land
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 allows ADC to use a full range of tools and methods to protect calvesfrom
predation on all land classeswhere predation isoccurring and a request for assistance has been
received. The ability of ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-4 would be improved since
ADC would be authorized access to special management areas on Forest Serviceand BLM lands
when needs arisefor wildlife damage management and to utilize the appropriate means of
control to alleviate damage in the most efficient manner.

The ability of ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-4 would be improved because ADC
could conduct WDM on all lands with cooper ative agreements or Annual Work Planswhen
needsarise. We believe that Alternative 2 would better allow ADC to meet the ssandards set in
Objective A-4.

4.1.4.3 Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program.

Alternative 3would require nonlethal methodsto bein 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 private pastures and other feed are cost
prohibitive for most producers. Documenting nonlethal practiceswould likely take a workforce
away from conducting damage management. No known nonlethal methods effectively prevent
bear or cougar predation.

Because ADC would not be morerestricted in responding to livestock predation under this
alternative, it islikely that calf losseswould remain static or dightly increase from the current
level. Sincethe current leve of predation is not being met on each ranch or in each cooperative
county in the District, we do not believe that Alter native 3 would meet Objective A-4.

4144 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 Contro/ would be kept. These documentsand
their unique number s are the mechanism for collecting and managing most infor mation gathered
by ADC, and without them no producer or Digtrict information could be maintained. Losses
could be expected torise, possibly tothe 8% level reported by NASS (1992) asthe average
predation level on calvesin Oregon.

4145 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Theimpactswould be the same asfor Alternative 4.

4145 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

TheLPC isnot designed or registered for use on calves.

Objective A-5. - Provide 100% of cooperatorsand cooperating federal, state and local agencies
with information on nonlethal management techniques proven to be effective for reducing
predation.
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4.1.6

415.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the current District program: (No Action).

ADC isproviding information, demonstrations and training on nonlethal management
techniquesto livestock producersand others. Currently, the program must modify the M1Sto
meet all the goals of Objective A-5. When all the components of the M1 S ar e fully modified and
operational, ADC will be able to deter mine who has been provided infor mation on nonlethal and
other producer implemented methods, and provide thisinfor mation to those who have not
received it.

Alternative 1 would allow ADC to meet the criterion of Objective A-5, after a modification
period.

4152 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available on All L and
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Theanalysisisthesameasin Alternative 1. Alternative 2would allow ADC to meet the criterion
of Objective A-5.

4.1.5.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program

Nothing in Alternative 3 precludesthe distribution of infor mation regarding nonlethal methods.
The analysisisthe same as Alter native 1, therefore, Alternative 3 would allow ADC to meet the
criterion for Objective A-5

4154 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance

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

Alternative 4 would only allow ADC to partially meet the criterion of Objective A-5.
4155 Alternative 5. - No Control.

Alternative 5, no ADC program, would not allow ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-5.

4.15.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

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

Objective A-6. - Maintain the lethal take of nontar get animalsby ADC personnel during damage
management to lessthan 2% of the total animalstaken.

41.6.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current District Program: (No Action).

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

Alternative 1, the current program, is currently meeting the criterion for Objective A-6.

4.16.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Availableon All L and
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).
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4.1.7

Alternative 2 would increase ADC activitiesin the District, allowing for wildlife damage
management on additional lands. Theincreased activities could increase the take of nontar get
animals. However, we do not beievethat the increase would be different from the current ratio
of nontarget to target animalskilled.

Alternative 2, would meet the criterion for Objective A-6.

4.16.3 Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program

Asnoted in 4.1.1.3, most livestock producers currently use some kind of nonlethal WDM and the
current level and kind of WDM would not change substantially. Therefore, the analysisisthe
same as alternative 1. Alternative 3 allows ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-6.

4.1.64 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.

Under Alternative 4 therewould be no operational ADC program and thereforeno target or
nontarget takeby ADC. Alternative 4 would allow ADC to meet thecriterion for Objective A-6.

4.1.6.5 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Under Alternative 5 there would be no ADC program and ther efore no target or nontar get
animal killsby ADC. Alternative 5would allow ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-6.

4.1.6.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

TheLPC isavery sdlective and target animal specific method. Since only predator sthat attack
lambs and goats by biting them in the throat ar e exposed to the toxicant and killed, no nontar get
animalswould be taken. A risk assessment conducted by ADC in the FEIS concluded that there
were no probablerisks of primary or secondary toxicity to animals, or to aquatic syssems
associated with the use of the LPC (USDA 1994).

Use of the LPC would meet the criterion established for Objective A-6.

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

41.7.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the current District 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 MIScan storethe
data needed to satisfy this objective, however, output report programming has not been
completed. Thisisan ADC priority that will be met in the future.

Alternative 1 only marginally allows ADC to meet the criterion for Objective A-7. Program
objectives are to expand this ability as authority, funding and systems are availablein the near
future.

4172 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Availableon All L and
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

The analysisfor Alternative 2 isthe same as Alternative 1. Alternative 2 will allow ADC to
marginally meet the criterion for Objective A-7 in the near future.
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4.1.8

4,1.7.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program.

Alternative 3 would require the monitoring and documented use of nonlethal methods befor e the
implementation of lethal control. M odification tothe MISwould be necessary before this syssem
could generate a nonlethal usereport. Until that is accomplished summarization of the
information would be accomplished manually and authority would need to be deter mined.

Alternative 3, by using either manual compilation or M 1S reporting, would allow ADC to
marginally meet the criterion for Objective A-7.

4.1.7.4 Alternative 4 - Technical Assistance only.

ADC would continue to provide information, demonstrationsand training to livestock producers
on lethal and nonlethal methods of resolving wildlife damage. However, under a Technical
Assistance program monitoring would be limited to the infor mation, number of demonstrations,
number of training sessions, etc., provided within a county and not the methodsimplemented by
producers. If field observations wer e severely limited documentation would become less available
and much less accurate.

Alternative 4 would not allow ADC to meet the criterion of Objective A-7.

41.75 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

Alternative 5 would not allow ADC to meet thecriterion for Objective A-7 since therewould be
no program or personnd to distributeinformation, or accumulate and evaluate data.

4.1.7.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

TheLPC isalethal technique and not a part of nonlethal monitoring. The use or non-use of this
method would not affect ADC's ability to meet the criterion of Objective A-7.

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

4181 Alternative 1. - Continue the current District program: (No Action).

The ADC program in the Didrict attemptsto respond to all requests from the ODFW to protect
wildlife resour ces from excessive predation. Thisalternative allows ADC to respond to a limited
number of ODFW requests as cooper ative 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'srequest dueto
restricted accessto SMAs on public lands. ADC may be further restricted by the inability to use
the proper toolsor techniquesto respond to these requests effectively.

Therefore, Alternative 1 would only allow ADC to partially meet the criterion of Objective B-1.

4182 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Availableon All L and
asses asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 would allow for ADC activities on federal public lands within the District,
including ODFW requeststo protect wildlife resources.

(@)

Alternative 2 would allow ADC to fully meet the criterion for Objective B-1.
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4.1.9

4.1.8.3 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program.

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

Alternative 3would not apply to ODFW’s management decision asto whether or not to apply
nonlethal WDM to protect wildlife resour ces since they are char ged with management authority
and retain theright to make all decisions on how, where and when control measuresare
necessary. Therefore, Alternative 3would not affect ADC' s ability to meet thecriterion for
Objective B-1.

4.1.84 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.

Under Alternative 4 there would be no operational ADC program, therefore Alternative 4 would
not allow ADC to meet the criterion for Objective B-1 sincethe ODFW primarily requests
oper ational wildlife damage management for the protection of wildlife resources.

4,185 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 criterion for Objective B-1.

4.1.8.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

TheLPC isnot registered for protecting wildlife. The use or non-use of this method would not
affect ADC ability to meet the criteria of Objective B-1.

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

419.1 Alternative 1. - Continue the current District program: (No Action).

The ADC program in the District 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 responseto theserequests. Cougar populations
areincreasing (ODFW 1993b) and additional needs could arise. Because of the human safety
element, ADC hasresponded to all the ODFW requestswithout 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 wer e captured and either
relocated or euthanized in responseto these requests.

Bear and cougar populations have been increasing since the passage of Ballot Measure 18. The
decreasein sport harvest caused by M easure 18 restrictions asto 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 hasresponded to all ODFW and OSP requests
without regard of land classification. In addition, M easur e 18 exemptsthe restrictionsfor the
taking of individual animals involved in damage deter mined to be a threat to human health and
safety or research.

Alternative 1, the current ADC program has allowed ADC to meet the criterion for Objective C-
1

4.19.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available on All L and
Classes asrequested (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 would allow for ADC activitieson all land classes within the District, including the
ODFW requeststo protect human safety. Alternative 2 would allow ADC to meet the criterion
for Objective C-1.




4.1.9.3 Alternative 3.- Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program.

ODFW ischarged with management authority of the State’ swildlife resour cesand retainsthe
right to make all decisions concerning the disposition of problem bear and cougar. Current
ODFW policy directsthe lethal removal of any bear or cougar determined to beathreat to
human health and safety.

Alternative 3 directs ADC actionsto the protection of livestock and would not affect ADC's
ability to meet thecriteriafor Objective C-1.

4194 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance.

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

4,195 Alternative 5. - No Federal ADC Program.

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

4.1.9.6 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

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

4.1.10 Summary

Table 4-1 summarizes how each alter native would meet each objective; partially meetsthe objective;
does not meet the objective; or hasno affect on the objective.

Table4-1
Alternative/Obj ective Comparison
Objective Alternative Alternative 2 | Alternative3* | Alternative4 | Alternative5 LPC
1
A-1 (Requests) | Partially Mests Partially Partially Does Not Partially
Mesets Mesets Mesets M eet Mesets
A-2 (Lambs) Meets Meets Mests Does Not Does Not Mests
Meet M eet
A-3(Sheep) Mests Mests Mests Does Not Does Not Mests
Meat M eet
A-4(Calves) Meets Meets Mests Does Not Does Not No Effect
Meet M eet
A-5(Nonlethal) Meets Meets M eets M eets Does Not No Effect
M eet
A-6(Nontar get) Meets Meets Mests Mests Mests Mests
A- Partially Partially Partially Partially Does Not No Effect
7(Monitor)** meets Mests Mests Mests Meset
B-1(Wildlife) Partially Meets N/A Does Not Does Not No Effect
meets Mest Mest
C-1(Safety) Mests Mests N/A Does Not Does Not No Effect
Meat M eet

*

Because most livestock producers currently implement nonlethal methods, theimpacts arethe same asfor Alternative
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** ADC doesnot have the authority and resources to completely monitor the implementation of producer implemented
(nonlethal) techniques.

4.1.11 Alternative Consistency with Forest Service Land and Resour ce M anagement Plans (LRMP)
and Bureau of Land Management Resour ce M anagement Plans (RMP)

Before an Alternative can be consider ed for implementation on Forest Serviceor BLM lands, it must
be consistent with the land management and/or resource management plans. Thesearetermed Land
and Resour ce M anagement Plans (LRMP) or more commonly " Forest Plans'. On BLM lands, the
equivalent documents are called Resour ce M anagement Plans (RMP) or in some cases, older
Management Framework Plans (MFP). If the Alternativeisconsistent with the LRMP or RMP, no
additional action will be necessary by the Forest Service or BLM should that alter native be selected.

If an alternative that isinconsistent with the LRMP or RMP is selected in the decision process, the
Forest or BLM District could amend the LRMP or RMP to be consistent with the EA. Thedecision
would not beimplemented on the Forest or BLM District until theinconsistency isresolved either
through amendment of the LRMP or RMP or modification of the alternative (s).

Thefollowing isareview of the consistency of each LRMPs, RMP MFP in the District:

41111 Umatilla National Forest LRMP

The Umatilla National Forest LRMP does not addressWDM. The fact that the LRMP does not cover
WDM does not necessarily indicate inconsistency. The Umatilla NF has been asked to make a
consistency deter mination based on this EA and follow appropriate NEPA proceduresin making
amendmentsthat may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved through amendment of the plans
would beidentified in the Annual Work Plan.

4.1.11.2 Wallowa-Whitman Forest LRMP.

The Wallowa-Whitman NF LRMP providesfor the conduct of wildlife damage management by
APHIS-ADC. The Forest Plan’s Standards and Guidelines per mit predator management as needed to
achieve management objectivesin coordination and cooperation with APHIS-ADC and ODFW.

4.1.11.3 Ochoco National Forest LRMP

The Ochoco NF LRMP does not addressWDM. Thefact that the LRMP does not cover WDM does not
necessarily indicate inconsistency. The Ochoco NF has been requested to make a consistency
determination based on this EA and follow appropriate NEPA proceduresin making amendmentsthat
may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved in the LRMPswould beidentified in the Annual Work
Plan.

41114 Malheur National Forest LRMP

TheMalheur NF LRMP doesnot addressWDM . Thefact that the LRM P does not cover WDM does
not necessarily indicate inconsistency. The Malheur NF has been requested to make a consistency
determination based on this EA and follow appropriate NEPA proceduresin making amendmentsthat
may be needed. Any inconsistencies not resolved in the LRM Pswould beidentified in the Annual Work
Plan.

4.1.11.5 TheBurns, Valeand Prineville BLM Districts RMPsYMFPs:

TheBurnsand Vale BLM Districts authorize WDM at the request of permittees and havean ADC
Annual Work Plan. The Prineville District has no current Annual Work Plan for livestock protection.
In 1993, the Burns BLM District determined that WDM as proposed by APHIS-ADC wasin
conformance with the Andrews Management Framework Plan and the Three Rivers Resource
Management Plan. The Vale BLM District determined in 1995 that the proposed I ntegrated WDM
program on public land for the purpose of protecting livestock and enhancing winter survival of big
gameisconsistent with Land Use Plan in Malheur and Jordan Resour ce Areas of the District.

Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) of thisEA issimilar to the selected alter native (Proposed Action) in the
Valeand Burns BLM Plan/ EA (BLM 1993, 1993a). WDM isnot specifically identified and discussed in
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current land use plansfor the Didricts, although its practiceisincorporated by default sinceit is
permissible by state and federal law. Thisalternative was determined to be consistent within the broad
scope of BLM multiple use planning for the District. The Burns, Vale and Prineville BLM Districts
have been requested to make a consistency determination based on this EA and follow appropriate
NEPA proceduresin making amendments that may be needed.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section analyzes the environmental consequences using Alternative 1 (the current program) asthe
basdinefor comparison with the other alternatives and the option, to determineif thereal or potential
impacts are greater, lesser or the same.

Thefollowing resour ce values within the District are not expected to be significantly impacted by any
of the alter natives analyzed: soils, geology, minerals, water quality/quantity, flood plains, wetlands,
visual resources, air quality, prime and unique farmlands, aquatic resour ces, timber and range. These
resour ceswill not be analyzed further.

Social and Recreational Concerns: Discussed throughout the document asthey relateto issues raised
during public involvement and they are discussed in the FEIS (USDA 1994)

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

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resour ces: Other than minor uses of fuelsfor motor
vehiclesand other materials, therearenoirreversibleor irretrievable commitments of resources.

Issues Analyzed in Detail

4.2.1 Potentialsfor ADC take of predatorsto cause declinesin predator populations, when added to
the sport harvest and other forms of take.

The species evaluated in this chapter were sdected for analysis because they aretaken by ADC
in responseto livestock and poultry predation, protection of livestock feeding operations and
human safety problems. The" Magnitude" analysesfor this EA follow the processdescribed in
the ADC FEISin Chapter 4 asoutlined in Table4-2 (USDA 1994). Magnitude isdefined in the
FEISas".. ameasure of the number of animalskilled in relation to their abundance."
Magnitude may be determined either quantitatively or qualitatively. Quantitative analysisis
used wherever possible asit ismorerigorousand is based on allowable harvest levels, population
estimates and harvest data. Qualitative analysisis based on population trends and harvest data
or trendsand modding. Allowable harvest levels wer e determined from resear ch studies which
arecited in the FEIS (USDA 1994, Table 4-2). " Other Harvest" includesthe known fur harvest,
sport harvest, and other information obtained from the ODFW. " Total Harvest" isthe sum of
the ADC kill and the" Other Harvest."

Edtimating wildlife densitiesis not precise and often dynamic, and professional judgement is
required to account for unknowns and variables, such asthe ability of habitat to support
populations. Therefore, assessments are based on conservative population estimatesrather than
higher population estimatesto better insurethat no adver se 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?

4211 Alternative 1. - Continue the current District Program: (No Action).

In FY 1995, coyotes wereresponsible for about 84% of the verified lossesto all protected
livestock in the District. From reported losses collected in FY 1993, coyotes were
responsible for 89 % of the reported District-wide dollar lossesto livestock. ADC County
Summary Reports (MIS 1993) indicate that the coyote isreported to bethe primary
predator on sheep (66%), lambs (87%), cattle (72%), calves (89% ), and poultry (25%).
Thetotal reported lossto coyotesin the District was valued at $595,215 (M1S 1993).
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Coyote Population I nfor mation

To discussthe impacts of various environmental constraints and external factors on coyote
populations and density, it is essential to under stand the basic mechanisms that play arole
in the coyotes responseto congtraintsand actions. The speciesuniqueresilience, its ability
to adapt, and its perseverance under adver se conditions is commonly recognized among
biologists and rangeland managers.

Determinations of absolute densities for coyote populations ar e frequently limited to
educated guesses (Knowlton 1972). Coyotes are highly mobile animals with home ranges
(territory) that vary by sex and age of the animal and season of the year (Pyrah 1984,
Althoff 1978, Todd and Keith 1976). Theliterature on coyote spatial organization is
confusing (Windberg and Knowlton 1988, Messier and Barrette 1982). Coyote population
densitieswill vary depending on thetime of year, food abundance, and habitat. Coyote
densitieshave ranged from a low of 0.39/mi< during the time when populationsare 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 mi® to 21.3 mi® (Andelt and Gipson 1979, Gese et
al.1988%). Ozoga and Harger (1966), Edwards (1975), and Danner (1976) however,
observed awide overlap between coyote home range and did not consider coyotes
territorial. The presence of unusual food concentrations and nonbreeding helpersat the
den can influence coyote densities, and complicate any effort to estimate abundance
(Danner and Smith 1980). A positiverelationship was established between coyotes
densitiesin mid-late winter and the availability of dead livestock (Roy and Dorrance
1985).

Each occupied coyote territory may have several nonbreeding helpers at the den during
whelping (Allen, et al. 1987, Bekoff and Wells 1982). Therefore, each defended coyote
territory may have morethan just a pair of coyotes. Messier and Barrette (1982) reported
that during November through April, 35% of the coyoteswerein groups of threeto five
animals and Gese et al. (1988) reported that coyote groupsof 2, 3, 4, and 5 comprised
40%, 37%, 10% and 6% of the resident population, respectively.

All literature citations reported in km? have been converted to mi” for reader convenience
and to maintain consistency.
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Many author s have estimated John Day Oregon
coyote populations throughout the

west and elsewhere (Pyrah 1984, Est. Population 87,500 160,000
Camenzind 1978, Knowlton 1972,
Clark 1972, USDI 1979, ODFW ADC Kill 3,386 6,842
1980, K eister ODFW pers. comm.
1994). Thetotal coyote population Other Take 2,737 5,144
in Oregon and in the District can
be estimated by using scientific Total Take 6,123 11,986

modding. ODFW (1980) estimated
the statewide coyote population at ADC Kill - %
147,000 and in 1994 at 160,000.

i i Populati : 4.3%
These estimates are not precise of Population 3.8% %
enough for yegr tt% yﬁ!ard_ tethat Other Take- %
comparisons, but do indicate tha _ . )
the coyote populationsin Oregon of Population 3.1% 3206
aresteble Total Take- %
In 1994, ODFW estimated that of Population 7.0% 75%

thereis approximately 43,750 mi®
of coyote habitat in the District..
Recent work by Keister (1994) and others suggest that an average density of 2.0
coyotes/mi? is an accurate estimate for the Districtsideal coyote habitat, yielding an
estimated population of 87,500 coyotes.

Coyote Population | mpact Analysis

Data on ADC coyotekill isavailable for 1995, however, comparative sport harvest and
other take datain Oregon are not available. Therefore, 1994 data will be used to examine
state and Disdtrict wide potential impacts on coyote populations. The 1994 statewide
coyote population estimate, made by ODFW, and the 1994 Didtrict estimate will be used as
abasdline. It should also be noted that the level of " Other Take" reported to ODFW may
below because the reporting of coyoteskilled is not required. Table4-2 displaysthe
known information about coyote abundance and harvest in 1994.

Connolly and Longhurst (1975) determined that, " If 75% of the coyotesarekilled each
year, the population would be exterminated in dightly over 50 years." The authors
further say that their " M odel suggeststhat coyotes through compensatory reproduction
can withstand an annual control level of 70%. To further 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 wasterminated. Furthermore, immigration, not considered in the

Connolly/L onghurst modd can result in rapid occupancy of vacant territories (Windberg
and Knowlton 1988). While removing animalsfrom small areas at the appropriatetime
can protect vulnerable livestock, immigration of coyotesfrom the surrounding area could
quickly replace the animals removed (Stoddart, et al. 1984). Connolly (1978) noted, the
coyote has survived and even thrived in spite of early century effortsto exterminateit.
Based on thisinformation, ADC'simpact on the coyote population, even with possible

" Other Harvest" under reporting, will not affect the coyote population in Oregon or the
District becausethe" Total Take" of coyotesin the District isabout 7% (statewideis
7.5%). Evaluating the data using standar ds established in USDA (1994) to determine the
magnitude to which total harvest impactsthe species, lessthan 70% of the population of
coyotesresultsin a determination of " low magnitude." District ADC Specialistskilled
4,003 problem coyotesin FY 1995 which isa higher takethan 1994. Thiswill not change
the determination of " low magnitude."

Table4-2a

John Day ADC District
Coyote Reproduction Mode
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Resident Population Yearlings 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. Pupg/Litter 4 6

PupsBorn 7,000 110,250 117,250
Maximum Annual Population 8,750 128,625 137,375

Computation of population figuresfor Table 4-2a isbased on The Effects of Control on
Coyote Populations, 1975, University of California, M odeling the Utah Coyote Population-
-Notes, 1988.

Thesefiguresindicate that only 25% of the annual recruitment isneed for mortality

replacement and dispersal. Considering the combined annual take of coyotes by ADC
(3,386) and other take (2,737), impactsto the District-wide coyote population are minimal.

Black Bear Population Infor mation

Black bears occur throughout most of Oregon except in the southeastern portion of the
state. Bears can present problems concerning livestock predation, property damage, and
threatsto human safety and nuisance situationsin the District.

A survey of Digtrict-wide cooperatorsin 1993 indicated a reported lossto black bear
predation included 14 adult sheep, 20 lambs, 3 adult cattle and 18 calves valued at $
13,525 (M1S1995). ADC personnel verified in 1993 that black bear predation to livestock
exceeded $8,000 (M1S 1993). FY 1994 and 1995 verified losses were valued at

$8,270 and $ 2,300.

The age structure of bear populationsisoneindicator of population health. Because bears
arerelatively long-lived animals, bearsin the older age classes should befound in a
healthy population. If a population isover exploited, the older aged bearswill not be
present or will bein low proportions (ODFW 1993a). Black bears can live up to 25 years
(USDA 1994) and in Oregon, bears 20 yearsold or older are not uncommon in the sport
harvest (ODFW 1993a).

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

Black bear density varles between 0.3 and 3.4 bear/mi? dependlng on habitat. Densities
range from 0.9 bearmi” in western Oregon t0 0.3 bearmiZ in the eastern portion of the
state. Black bear densities of at least 1.0/mi® have been documented in the adjacent states
of Washington, California and Idaho (ODFW 1993a). Thecurrent Ore%on datewide
population is estimated to be 25,000 animals occupying about 40,000 mi“ of habitat
(ODFW 1993a). Thenortheastern section of the District contains some high
concentrations of black bear, however, most of the District is considered as medium
density black bear habitat. The high desert sagebrush habitat of southern Malheur and
Harney Countiesisnot suitableto support aviable black bear population. ODFW
estimates that a minimum of 18,000 mi? of black bear habitat isfound in the District, and
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in 1994 this habitat supported a population of 8,100 bear ( ODFW 1996) or approximately
32% of theblack bear population in Oregon.

Black Bear Population | mpact Analysis

Data on ADC black bear kill isavailable for 1995, however, compar ative sport harvest and
other take datain Oregon are not available. Therefore, 1994 data will be used to examine
state and District wide potential impacts on black bear populations. Statewide, the

estimated black bear population hasremained at about the samelevel reported by USDA

(1994) and ODFW.

The allowable harvest (kill) level
for black bear described in USDA
(1994, Table 4-2) is20% of the
population. ODFW (1993a) uses
sex ratiosand age structureto
evaluate harvest impactsto black
bear populations. For this
analysswe will consider both
approachesto analyze impacts.

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

In 1994, the District " Total
Harvest" was4 bear or 0.08 % of

ADC FEIS
1987 John Day Oregon
(Oregon) 1994 1994
Est.
Population 20,000 5,000 25,000
ADCKill 129 4 56
Other 954 448 1,545
Take
Total Take 1,083 452 1,601
ADC % of
Population 0.6% 0.08% 0.2%
Other %
of 4.8% 9% 6.1%
Population
Total % of
Population 5.4% 9% 6.4%

the estimated population. Thislevel of harvest iswell below the allowable harvest level of
20% (USDA 1994) and isjudged that thisisa" low magnitude" of harvest. It should be
noted that although ADC took a very small proportion of the black bear in relationship to
thetotal population the effort is consider ed quiteimportant 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 District take was 8 bear of which 2 were
relocated. 1n 1994, District ADC Specialistskilled 4 black bear and released another 3. In
FY 1995, 9 black bear werekilled and 2 released. All weretaken to protect livestock.
ADC killed 56 black bear statewidein 1994 and 98in FY 1995. No nontarget bear were
captured in 1994 or 1995. State-wide, thetotal 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 cooperatorsreported that 129 adult sheep, 74 lambs, 6 adult cattle, 2 adult hor ses
and 90 calves werekilled by cougarsin 1993. Thisreported losseswas valued at $ 64,435
(MIS, 1993). ODFW reportsthat complaints of cougar predation on livestock increased
580% between 1986 and 1991 (ODFW 1993b).

Cougarshave an extensive distribution across North America including Oregon. It isthe
lar gest member of the cat family in Oregon, and is known by several names, including
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panther, puma, catamount, and most commonly, mountain lion (ODFW 1993b). Cougars
inhabit many habitat typesfrom desert to alpine environments, indicating a wide range of
adaptability. They arevery closdy associated with deer and ek because of their
dependence upon these species for food. Thebest eastern Oregon habitat isthought to be
the open mixed-conifer type of the Blue M ountains, including the pine-bunch grasstype
and the canyon country of northeastern Oregon. Both types of habitat also are productive
habitatsfor deer and elk (ODFW 1993b). Much of the Didtrict lieswithin the mixed-
conifer and open canyon type habitat.

Female cougar stypically breed for thefirst time between 22 and 29 months of age
(Ashman et al. 1983) but initial breeding may be delayed until aterritory hasbeen
established (Hornocker 1970). Cougarsbreed and give birth year-round but most births
occur during late spring and summer following about a 90-day gestation period (Ashman
et al. 1983, Seidernsticker et al. 1973, Robinette et al. 1961). Oneto six offspring per litter
ispossible, with an average of two to three young per litter; averagelitter sizesin Oregon
are 2.6 kittens (ODFW 1993b).

Cougar density primarily results from prey availability and the social tolerance for other
cougars. Prey availability isdirectly related to prey habitat quality that directly
influence's cougar nutritional health, and reproductive and mortality rates. Studies
indicate that as available prey increases, so do cougar populations, and since cougarsare
territorial animals, therate of population increase tends to decrease as cougar density
increases. Ascougar population density increases, mortality rates from intra specific
fighting and cannibalism also increase, and/or cougar s disper se into unoccupied or less
densdly occupied habitat. The relationship of the cougar toitsprey and to other cougarsis
why their densities do not reach levels observed in a number of other wildlife species
(ODFW 1993b).

Cougar denstiesin other dates, based on avariety of populatlon estimating techniques,
range from a low of about 1/100mi? to a high of 24/100mi? (Johnson and Strickland 1992).
An average density estimate for the western states wer e 7.5/100mi? (Johnson and
Strickland 1992). ODFW (1993b) modeled cougar populationsin Oregon and based on
that modd and other information, estimated that cougar populationsareincreasing at 4-
5% per year, with a current statewide population of 3,100 cougars (Per sonal
communication, Keister 1996) . However, since cougarsare highly territorial, and chase
or kill other cougar in their territory, populationstend to stabilize (ODFW 1993b).

Cougar populations can sustain relatively moder ate to heavy losses of adults and till
maintain viable populations. Robinetteet al. (1977) reported an annual mortality of 32%
in Utah, while Ashman et al. (1983) noted a sustained annual mortality of at least 30% in
Nevada. Ashman et al. (1983) believed that under " M oder ate to heavy exploitation (30%-
50% removal)," cougar populationson 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 populationswill remain stable with human caused mortality of 13%. Ten percent
of the allowable harvest isfrom sport hunting and 3% from illegal and other take.
(Personal communication, Keister 1996). Becauseit is mor e conservative and reflects
Oregon studies, the 13% harvest level will be used for our analysis. Comparable datafor
Oregon arenot yet availablefor 1995 or for yearsbefore 1992, ther efore 1994 data will be
used to determine potential state and District wide impacts on cougar populations. Table
4-7 displays the information about cougar numbersand harvest during 1994.
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The ODFW (1993b) used population age structur e and sex ratio to evaluate impacts on

cougar populations. Both
approaches are used to examine
potential impacts.The available
dataindicate that thetotal harvest
statewide for 1994 for Oregon was
254 animals. ADC killed 15
problem cougar s statewide during
1994, down from 19 killed in 1992.
No nontarget cougarswerekilled
and onetarget cougar was captured
and released. Thesefiguresare
well within the parametersfor a
determination of " low magnitude’
of impact (USDA 1994).

Cougar habitat in the District can
beidentified by three habitat
classifications: high, medium and
low. Approximately 16,500 square
milesin the District are considered
low quality cougar habitat. About

John Day Oregon
Est. Population 1,735 3,100
ADCK:ill 9 15
Other Take 21 239
Total Take 30 254
ADCKill - %
of Population 0.5% 0.5%
Other Take- %
of Population 1.2% 7.7%
Total Take- %
of Population 17% 8.1%

12,700 square milesis consider ed 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 squar e miles) the population is estimated to be 1,125. The cougar population in
theDistrict isestimated to be 1,735 animals, or 56% of the state-wide population.

In 1994, ADC killed 9 problem cougarsin the District or 0.5% of the estimated
population. The" Total Take" was 30 animals, or 1.7% of thetotal estimated population.
Thisiswithin the parametersof " low magnitude’ of impact. ODFW (1993b) analyzed
cougar age and sex ratios and concluded that theincreasing proportion of malesin the
harvest, coupled with the age distribution of the harvest supported the population
projections of their model and of an increasing cougar population. Thisimpact analysis
indicatesthat the wildlife damage management program conducted state and District wide
isnot having an adver seimpact on cougar populations. Keister (1994) also concluded that
at the current level of human caused mortality the cougar population in Oregon could

continue to grow.

Bobcat Population I nformation

Bobcat predation on livestock in the District is primarily on poultry, sheep and
occasionally newborn calves. In 1993, reported bobcat predation accounted for 16 head
of various livestock valued at $1,150. ADC verified lossesin 1994 and 1995 were $ 350 and

$ 60 respectively.

Bobcats reach reproductive maturity at approximately 9 to 12 months of age and may
have one to six kittens following a two-month getatlon period (Crows 1975; Koehler

1987). Bobcat density ranges between 0.1 and 7/mi>.

They may live up to 14 years, but

annual mortahty isashigh as47% (Rolley 1985). 1n 1980, ODFW estimated that there
was 24,579 mi” of bobcat habitat in Oregon supportlng a population of about 45,000

anlmals, an aver age density of about 1.8 bobcats/mi%

Population estimatesfor 1994

showed 76,000 animals state-wide. A current estimate of occupied bobcat habitat in the
District isnot available. Therefore, no current population estimate can be calculated for

theDistrict.

Bobcat Population | mpact Analysis
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Population data are not yet

availablefor 1995, therefore no

attempt will be made to John Day Oregon
g%gg:ttgégﬁ %%rn' Ct.m g ?_994 Est. Population Unknown 76,000
statewide estimated population .

i$76,000. The" Total Take' of | APCKill 17 42
bobcatsin the state was 2,108

was 2,066 animals statewide

and 575 in the District. The Total Take 592 2,108
ADC harvest of bobcats was 42 -

animals statewideand 17 inthe | ADCKill -%

District. of Other Take 3.0% 2.0%
The allowable harvest for ADC Kill - %

bobcatsin the USDA (1994) of Total Take 2.8% 1.9%
was established at 20% of the _

total population. The ADCKill - %

information available for 1994 of Population 0.02% .05%

shows the ADC kill of problem
bobcats to belessthan 0.1% of
thetotal estimated population, both state and District wide. Asthese are substantially less
than 20% of the allowable harvest, this magnitude of impact islow. Neither the ADC kill
nor " Other Take" ishaving a significant impact on bobcat populations state or District
wide. In 1994, ADC Specialists released an additional 23 target and nontarget bobcats. In
FY 1995, District personnel captured 9 target bobcats of which 8 wereredeased and 1 was
killed. Eight nontarget bobcats were captured and 2 killed in the District during 1995
(M1S 1994 and 1995)). Thus, the 1995 magnitude of impact is unchanged from 1994.

Red Fox Population I nformation

Red fox predation in the District is confined to poultry and occasionally new-born
livestock . Verified and reported damage in 1994 and 1995 amounted to about $ 1,500.

Red foxes are the most common and well-known speciesin the genus Vu/pesand arethe
most widely distributed nonspecific predator in theworld (Voigt 1987). ADC has notea
steady increasein red fox populations into new and previoudy uninhabited ar eas of the
District within thelast ten years. Foxes areregarded as nuisance predatorsin many
regions, preying on wildlife and livestock, and have become notorious in many ar eas of the
world as carriers of diseases (Ables 1969, Andrews et al. 1973, Richards 1974, Tabd et al.
1974, Tullar et al. 1976, Pilsand Martin 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 houndsfor sport. Because of itsimportance to
humans, it has been the subject of much study during the last 20 years. Investigations
haverevealed that red foxes are extremely adaptive with much diversity in their behavior
and habitats. Voigt and Earle (1983) showed that red foxes avoided coyotes but coexisted
in the same area and habitats wher e sufficient escape cover and prey species are available
to support both. The major controlling factor of red fox expansion in eastern Oregon isthe
competition with coyotes.

The density of red fox populationsis difficult to deter mine because of the species secretive
and elusive nature. However, thered fox has a high reproductive rate and dispersal
capacity smilar to coyotes, and is capable of withstanding high mortality within the
population (Allen and Sargeant 1993, Voigt 1987, Voigt and MacDonald 1984, Harris
1979, Pilsand Martin 1978, Storm et al. 1976, Andrews et al. 1973, and Phillipsand M ech
1970). Storm et al. (1976) stated that 95% of the females (43.6% werelessthan 1 year old)
bred successfully in a population in Illinoisand lowa. Rowlands and Parkes (1935) and
Creed (1960) reported that malered fox breed in their first year. Litter sizesaveraged
about 4.7 for 13 research studiesand litter swith as many as 14 and 17 offspring have been
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reported (Storm et al. 1976, Voigt 1987). Ables (1969) and Sheldon (1950) reported that
mor e than one female was observed at the den and suggest that red fox have " helpers' at
the den, a phenomena observed in coyots and other canids. Reported red fox population
densities have been as high as over 50/mi% (Harris 1977, MacDonald and Newdick 1982,
Harrisand Rayner 1986) wherefood was abundant; Ontario population densitiesare
estimated at 2.6 animals/mi® (Voigt 1987), and Sargeant (1972) reported 1 fox den/3 mi°.

Red fox dispersal servesto replace and equalize fox densities over largeareasand over a
wide range of population densities. Annual harvestsin localized areasin oneor more
yearswill likely have littleimpact on the overall population in subsequent years, but may
reduce localized predation (Allen and Sargeant 1993). Phillips (1970) says that fox
populationsareresilient 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) further statesthat habitat destruction that reduces prey numbers, water and
cover will impact fox populationsto a greater extent than a short-term over harvest.

Current population estimatesfor Red Fox in Oregon and the digtrict arenot available. In
1980 however, ODFW estimated that therewas 10,716 mi® of red fox habitat statamde
with a populatlon of about 20,300 animals, and an aver age density of 1.9 red fox/mi? of
habitat. For

purposes of thisanalysis, we estimated red fox density at 1.0 per square mileon 5% of the
District. This estimate of 2,208 fox will be used to determine ADC'simpact asthereisno
comparable data for Oregon and the District, unlike the estimate conducted in 1980.

Red Fox Population | mpact Analysis

During 1995, 32 target red fox

wer e captured and nontar get

released. In FY 1994, 82 target John Day Oregon
frfkg.?xo‘?’?eg ']f(')')'(el‘:] 1-532 Total Est. Population 2,208 20,275
gatewideand in the District is .

shown in Table4-9. The" Other ADCKill 82 154
Take" of red fox was 336

animals statewide and 64 in the Other Take 64 336
District. Total Take 146 490
USDA (1994) determined the -

allowable harvest level for red ADC Kill - %

fox to be 70% of thetotal of Population 3.7% 75%
population. The data for 1994

showed the ADC state-wide kill Other Take- %

to belessthan 0.75% of thetotal of Population 2.9% 1.7%
estimated population and for the

district 3.7% of thetotal Total Take- %

population . Asthese harvest of Population 6.6% 2.4%

levelsarelessthan 70% of the
allowable harvest, the magnitude
of impact isdetermined to be low.

Raccoon Population | mpact Analysis

The 1994 data for the District showsthat 23 raccoonswerekilled and 1 released. FY 1995
raccoon takein the District was 38 killed and 2 released. Because current population
levels have not been determined in the District, it isimpossible to accur ately assessthe
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 District-wide population estimateis
availableit isclear from theinformation that thetotal take islow compared to other
previous estimatesin the state.
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Striped and Spotted Skunk Population Impact Analysis

There areno ODFW population estimatesfor striped or spotted skunks, therefore, the
lowest reported density estimates from theliteraturewill be used to estimate skunk
populations. Using thisinformation, the estimated population in the District is about
45,000 striped and spotted skunks. During 1994, Digtrict personnd killed 110 skunks and
in 1995, 79 werekilled. Thisrepresentslessthan 0.2% of the population. It isrecognized
that " Other Take" of skunks occursbut no system existsfor recording thisinformation. It
isbelieved by professional wildlife biologiststhat " Total Take," although unknown, isnot
impacting the population compared to thetotal population and the magnitude of impact is
low.

Raven Population Infor mation

The common raven, common crow (C brachyrhynchos), and black billed magpie (Pica pica)
arethe most well know speciesin the family Corvidae The common raven iswidely
distributed throughout the Holar ctic Regions of the world including Europe, Asia, North
America and extendswell into Central America (Goodwin 1986). Ravensgenerally area
resident species but some wandering and local migration occurswith immature and non-
breeding birds (Goodwin 1986). |mmature birds, which have left their parents, form
flocks with non-breeding adults; these flocks tend to roam and ar e loose-knit and
straggling (Goodwin 1986). Theraven isan omnivorous species known to feed on carrion,
crops, eggs and birds, small mammals, amphibians, reptiles, fish, and insects (Nelson
1934). Larsen and Dietrich (1970) noted that it is generally acknowledged that ravensare
responsible for lamb mortality on spring lambing ranges. Oregon ADC Annual Reports
have verified raven predation on lambs, sheep and calvesin 26 of thelast 27 years.
Livestock producersin the District reported that ravenswere a major concern during the
spring migration when lambing and calving was occurring. In FY 1995, ADC per sonnel
verified 1 adult sheep, 6 calves and 10 lamb killed by ravens. Occasionally, ravensare
present in sufficient number sto cause concern to livestock feeding operations.

Between 1961 and 1989 (most recent year sthat data is available) Christmas Bird Counts
(CBC) have been conducted by Audubon Society membersand others. The University of
Maine, Augusta, has maintained a CBC data base, and sightings of ravenswer e recorded
(Jones Univ. Maine, pers. comm. 1994) A 29-year summary of thisdata for Oregon
showed that the number of sightings of raven per censuslineincreased from 5 to 39.6
(692.3%), and the number seen per hour increased from 0.15t0 0.66 (377.9%). Although
this data does not provide densitiesit does show that the population trend for ravensis
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 ravensin Oregon and the District can only be estimated from other
resear ch and census studies. Stiehl 21978) reported raven nesting densitiesin the Harney
Basin of Oregon at one pair/16.2 mi“. Stiehl marked 266 ravens during this study and
reported individuals asfar away as 173 milesfrom the study area, indicating considerable
mobility in the population. Stiehl also reported that raven numbersvary seasonally,
peaking in thewinter. Knight and Call (1981) summarized a number of studieson
common raven terrltorlsand homerangesin thewest. Nesting territoriesranged in sze
from 3.62 m| to 15.7 mi? in Wyoming and Oregon and homerangesvaried from 2. 53 mi?
to 3- 6 miin Utah and Oregon. Linz et al. (1990) found nest densities of one/1.7 miin
their Camp Pendleton, California study. Raven home ranges overlap considerably and it
isbelieved that a reasonabledensty estimate of breeding birdsin the District isone
raven/3 mi?, resulting in a population estimate of 14,723 birds.

Raven Population Impact Analysis

During FY 1994 and 1995, ADC personnd killed 790 and 630 ravens, respectively, using
DRC-1339. Thisrepresentslessthan 5% of the estimated population. Ravensarea
protected speciesunder theMigratory Bird Treaty Act and can only be taken by permit
from the USFWS. ADC isnot awareof any " Other Take" of ravens.
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Thedata used for thisanalysisindicate that the ADC wildlife damage management
program conducted in the District would not have an adverse impact on raven
populations.

Blackbirds/Eur opean Starlings Population | nfor mation

The predominant members of the blackbird group (Subfamily Icterinae) present in the
District include red-winged, yellow-headed, and Brewer’s blackbirds; common grackles,
and brown-headed cowbirds ar e also common during certain times of the year.

The European starling (Family Sturnidae) iscommon in the District during the entire
year. Large concentrations of starlings and blackbirds occur from October through
March near cattle feeding operations, food processing facilities, harvested crop and other
agricultural areas. Current blackbird and starling population infor mation is not available
for the District or the State. Analyses by regions, rather than States, are the most
meaningful way to examine population trends of birds because the boundaries of these
geographical unitsarebased on ecological differences (USDA, 1994).

According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) (USDI
undated), population levelsarerdatively stable or have dightly increased over time. In
FY 1994, District personnd killed 25,215 starlings and blackbirds, whilein FY 1995, the
take decreased t0 4,560. Dueto thelow number of birdskilled and because the majority of
birdskilled are starlings, it isdetermined that the District’simpact on starling and
blackbird populationsislow.

4.2.1.2 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage Program Available on All Lands as
requested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 would authorize ADC wildlife damage management on all land classes. The
actual area where ADC serviceswould berequested isunknown and could vary from year
to year, based on needsand levels of predation. However, the actual area that will be
worked in any one year will be small, probably lessthan 10% of thetotal District.

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

A 10% increasein black bear killed in the District would not increase thetotal District-
wide harvest abovethe current level. The magnitude of impact would remain below the
20% level for alow magnitude of impact.

A 10% increasein cougar kill would result in 1 additional animal being killed by ADC
and ther efore no change from the existing deter mination of low magnitude of impact.

Even if the ADC kill of coyotes, black bear and cougar increased 10% or 20%, the impact
to their populationswould remain at a low magnitude. The ADC kill of these speciesis
small in comparison to the hunting and trapping take and ther efor e sizeable increasesin
the ADC kill would generally not result in meaningful increasesin " Total Take" of the
local or statewide populations. No additional take of the other predator speciesis
expected.

Therefore, Alternative 2 will have alow magnitude of impact on tar geted wildlife
populations.

4.2.1.3 Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before L ethal Control Program




Asnoted throughout this document, most sheep and many cattle producer s alr eady
practice some form of nonlethal control. ADC WDM under Alternative 3 would be similar
to those practiced under the current program. Theimpactsto target population of coyotes,
black bear, cougar and red fox would be identical to those described in 4.2.1.1 for
Alternative 1.

4214 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
effectswill be similar, ther efore, they will be analyzed together. Sometype of wildlife
damage management would most likely be conducted by livestock and poultry producers,
by various state agencies, or combinationsthereof. The impacts on wildlife populations
may vary considerably from those described in Alternative 1, because of the potential for
improper or inappropriate selection and use of control methods, emphasis on lethal
methods, duplication of effort, and possible misuse of pesticides (M cMullen, USFWS pers.
comm. 1993).

A thorough review of the potential impacts of these alter natives can be found in the USDA
(1994) asit relatesto the No Action Alternative. The USDA (1994) summarized the
biological impacts of the no ADC alter native asfollows:

" Biological impacts that would be expected under the No Action Alternative (No
ADC Program Alternativein this EA) include all impactsthat occur under the
Current Program Alternative (No Action Alternative in this EA) plusimpactsthat
relateto thereasons listed previoudy. Theleve of taking of target specieswould be
more variable (i.e., lower for some speciesin some areas and higher in other areas).
However, the amount of taking of nontar get species probably would be higher and,
for some small populations, could become biologically significant. Thiswould be
especially important if the specieswasthreatened or endangered. Speciesdiversity
could be significantly affected. Theindirect impactson nontarget species affected
through the food chain or by uncontrolled releases of toxicantsinto the environment
also could increase. In some areas, many people could be using chemical methods.
Misuse of chemicals could increase and ther eby adversely impact certain 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 beidentified. State agenciesand private
individualswould not be subject to the same restrictions placed on ADC such asthe
requirements of NEPA, and coordination and planningwith BLM and Forest Service.

We assume that a state agency such as ODFW or ODA would administer a program, but
therewould be an interim period while funds wer e secured and an or ganization was
established where livestock producerswould have limited or no assistance and would have
to conduct needed control by whatever meanswas available to them. It isalso probable
that any state assumption of wildlife damage management would dilute resour ces needed
for other wildlife management and state functions.

Alternative 4 and 5 would likely have greater adver seimpact on wildlife populationsthan
the current program although professional wildlife biologists do not believe that the level
of harvest for most predatory specieswould be above allowable harvest levels.

4215 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

Use of the LPC would be expected to reduce the potential for taking nontarget species, if
use of the LPC resultsin reduced reliance on trapsand snares. The LPC is expected to
have low risksto nontarget terrestrial and aquatic wildlife. A thorough review of therisk
assessment for the LPC found in Appendix P of USDA (1994) which concluded:

"Primary Toxicity. No probablerisk is expected from acute oral primary exposuresto

scavengers. Possible acute and chronic effectsfor thered fox if it ingeststhe entire
contents of the collar, however, that isunlikely to occur. Potential effects are possible for
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chronic oral exposuresto sensitive species, represented by the golden eagle, and listed
species, including the bald eagle, ocelot, and jaguarundi. Thelikelihood of chronic
exposureisvery low, based on the remote possibility of repeated ingestion of the collar
toxicant."

" Secondary Toxicity. No probablerisk is expected, based on thelow HQ (Hazard
Quotient) valuesfor thered fox."

"Aquatic. No probablerisk isexpected because of minimal off-site transport based on
labd directions."

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

That use of the 1080 livestock protection collar could possibly result in the mortality
of bald eagles (USFW S 1985). This conclusion is consistent with the risk assessment
conclusion. The USFWSfurther concluded that use of the collar isnot likely to
jeopardize the existence of the bald eagle, based on thelow risk, the number of bald
eaglesfound throughout the United States, eagle feeding patter ns, and the low
number of coyote car casses and/or dead collared livestock to which the eaglesare
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 areremote that a listed specieswould contact a collard
sheep or goat (EPA 1991).

Based on USDA (1994), USFWS (1985) and EPA (1991), if authorized for usein Oregon,
the use of the LPC would have a low magnitude of impact on wildlife populations.
4.2.2 Potentialsfor incidental take of threatened or endangered (T& E) species, especially the Northern
Bald Eagle

4221 Alternative 1. - Continue the Current District Program: (No Action).

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Section 7) requiresthat federal agencies consult with
the USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) asappropriate. Thisisto
ensure that any action the agency authorizes, funds, or carriesout are not likely to
jeopardize the continued survival of federally listed species, or result in the adverse
modification or destruction of itscritical 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 hasreviewed its activities nationwide and in the District and consulted with the
USFWSand NMFSasthey relateto all listed T& E speciesunder the provisionsof ESA.
The USFWS, in cooperation with ADC, has developed reasonable and prudent alternatives
wher e a determination of jeopardy has been made (USDI 1994). Because of thisreview
and consultation, ADC adopted the reasonable and prudent alternativesfor the Northern
Bald Eagle and agreed to other procedural conditionsthat will insure ongoing
consideration of T& E speciesin relationship to program activities. Thereasonable and
prudent alternativesfor the Northern Bald Eagle are:

1)  ADC personnd will contact either the local ODFW office or the appropriate
regional or field office of the USFWSto determine nest and roost locations for
Northern Bald Eagles.

2)  Theappropriate 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 Serviceand BLM during the ADC
Annual Work Planning process to address concernsor potential affectsrelated to sensitive
specieslists. The National ADC " May Affect" determinationsfor federally lissed T& E
species, USFWS Biological Opinion can befound in Appendix F of USDA (1994) or is
availablefor review at ADC's Portland State Office or at the John Day ADC Didrict
Office.

After reviewing the methods used in the Didirict in relationship to the T& E species, ADC
determined that no species other than the Northern Bald Eagle would potentially be
affected. With theinclusion of the reasonable and prudent measures and procedural
changesfound in the Biological Opinion and Section 7 consultation, it has been deter mined
that ADC wildlife damage management will have no effect on Northern Bald Eagles.

4,222 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Available on All Land

A
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 expands the program to include wildlife damage management on all land
classeswithin the District. Section 7 Consultation with the USFW S consider ed speciesthat
could be found within the District. Other than the Northern Bald Eagle, no additional
specieswer e found on public or private landsthat could be affected by the ADC program.
ADC will work with the ODFW, Foredt Serviceand BLM personnd during annual work
planning to avoid T& E and " Sensitive" species.

It isjudged that Alternative 2 would not affect T& E speciesin the District.
4.2.2.3 Alternative 3 - Nonlethal Required Before L ethal Control Program

Asprevioudy noted, Alternative 3 is nearly identical to the current program, as most
producers currently employ nonlethal methods. The impactsto T/E specieswould be
identical to that described in Alternative 1.

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

Since Alternatives 4 and 5 resultsin 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 various state agencies, or
combinations thereof. Theimpactson T& E species may vary consider ably from that of
those described in Alternative 1 because of the potential for improper or inappropriate
sdlection and use of control methods, emphasis on lethal methods, duplication of effort,
and possible misuse of pesticides.

The analysis covering Environmental Consequencesin the USDA (1994) concluded that
under theno program alternative there was a potential for cumulative adver seimpacts on
T&E species. It also concluded that T& E species populations could experience losses if
inappropriate control measures and techniques are applied at thelocal level, and that
losses could result in locally significant, cumulative impactsto T& E species. In the District
therewould be a potential impact on the Northern Bald Eagle and possibly other T& E or
candidate species.

It isjudged that Alternative4 and 5 could result in impacts on T& E species within the
District.

4,225 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

The LPC was specifically designed to protect sheep and goats from predator sthat attack
thethroat. The LPC would not affect any T& E species currently found in the District. If
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the Gray Wolf (Canis/upus isreintroduced in the District or Oregon, or if wolves
naturally reestablish populations, ADC will initiate a wolf consultation with the USFWS.

It isjudged that use of the LPC under existing conditionswill not affect T& E speciesin the
District.

4.2.3 Levd of take of nontarget speciesincidental to ADC's Wildlife Damage M anagement

4231 Alternative 1. - Continuethe current District Program: (No Action).

Nontar get species are animalsthat areinadvertently captured, killed or injured during
wildlife damage management. Some target species already discussed may also betaken as
nontarget speciesin various situations. Thisinadvertent taking of nontar get species
generally occur s because the animals are similar in size, inhabit the same area, or have
similar behavior making them susceptible to the same capture methods, or nontar get
speciesmay be attracted to lures placed for other species. For example, red fox may be
attracted to the lure placed for coyotes or other canids.

Thetake of nontarget animals (including captured/r dleased and captured/killed) in the
District was 39 animalsin 1994 out of 4,523 target animalstaken (0.9% of thetotal
number of animalstaken were nontarget animals). Of the 39 nontar get animals captured,
12 werereleased and 27 killed.

It isjudged that Alternative 1 would have alow impact on nontar get species populationsin

the District.
4232 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Availableon All L and

A
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Alternative 2 would allow for WDM on all land classes. Expanded wildlife damage
management could dightly increase the take, but probably not the proportion, of animals
taken. The current ADC kill of nontarget speciesiswell below the 5% level set asa Didrict
objective. Theincreasein nontarget take proportionateto increased target animal take
would not be so lar ge as to cause adver seimpacts on nontar get species populations.

It isjudged that Alternative 2 would have a low impact on nontar get speciesin the
District.

4.2.3.3 Nonlethal Required Before L ethal Control Program.

Asnoted throughout this document, Alternative 3 isnearly identical to the current
program as most producers currently employ nonlethal methods. Theimpactsto nontar get
wildlife, including T/E specieswould beidentical to that described 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 effectswould be similar and will be analyzed together. Sometype of wildlife
damage management would most likely be conducted by livestock and poultry producers,
by various state agencies, or combinationsthereof. The impacts on wildlife populations
may vary considerably from that of those described in Alternative 1 because of the
potential for improper or inappropriate selection and use of control methods, emphasis on
lethal methods, duplication of effort, and possible misuse of pesticides.

Thelevels 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. It isjudged that Alternative 4 and 5 would have
greater impacts on nontarget species populationsthan the current program.

4.2.35 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.
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The use of the LPC would be expected to reduce the potential for taking nontarget species
because of itshigh selectivity for only individual predatorsresponsible for
attacking/killing sheep and lambs.

The LPC would not be available for use under Alternatives4 and 5 sinceit will bea
restricted use pesticide for use only by ADC personnel. Thelack of availability of the LPC
potentially could increase nontar get take.

4.2.7 Summary of ADC's Impacts

Table 4-7 below is a comparison of the alter natives and environmental consequences (impacts).

Thelevels of impacts are based on the above analysisand arerated L ow, L ow/M oder ate,
Moderate, M oderate/High, and High.

Table4-7
Alternative/l ssues/l mpacts Comparison

Issues’ADC Alternative | Alternative Alternative Alterative Alternative LPC
Impacts 1 2 3 4 5

Coyotes Low Low Low Low Low Low
Black Bear Low Low Low M oderate M oderate 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 M oderate M oderate Low
Nontar get Low Low Low Moder ate Moder ate Low
Species

WSASWAS Low Low Low/Moderate | Low/Moderate M oderate Low
Humaneness Low Low Low M oderate M oderate Low
Chemicals Low Low Low Low Low Low
Cult. Res.. Low Low Low Low Low Low
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Economic I mpacts of wildlife damage management on Livestock and Poultry

The economic impacts of the alter natives are discussed in relation to resolving wildlife damage
problems by the District ADC program. Economic impacts are monetary benefitsor liabilities
that the alter natives would have on livestock, poultry and wildlife losses, and on dangerous
human encounters. Asin the Objective and Environmental Consequences analysis, Economic
Impacts of the Alternativeswill be compar ed againsgt Alternative 1. Costs and benefits associated
with implementing IWDM will be consider ed but may be a secondary concern of overriding legal
and environmental considerations. A completereview of the ADC Program's Economic | mpact
Assessment may be found in the USDA (1994, Chapter 4).

43.1.1 Alternative 1. - Continuethe Current John Day ADC District Program: (No
Action).

Costs of the current program in the District for 1995 include salary and benefitsfor field,
supervisory and administrative staff, supplies, equipment, vehicles and transportation,
aerial hunting, and all other related program expenditures. During 1995, about

$ 534,000 was expended for total District operations. Of thistotal, $ 321,000 was
expended for the protection of livestock and poultry, and about $3,200 for responding to
requests for management of dangerousbearsand cougars. The remaining $ 209,800 was
expend on property protection, urban and crop related programswhich will be analyzed
in other NEPA documents.

Benefits to sheep and cattle producers from ADC can be measured by comparing 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
(M1S1995). The Didtrict protected approximately 315,318 head of adult sheep, lambs and
calves 1993. During that sametime, livestock producersreported that 3,079 head were
killed by predators. Theselosses occurred despite current wildlife damage management
efforts.

Examples of benefits of the current program can be demonstrated by examining predation
ratesto lambs, sheep, and calves. Tablesin Appendix C show reported predator losses for
lambs, sheep and calves. Reported lamb, sheep, and calf losses from predatorsin the
District in 1993 averaged 1.0%, 0.8%, and 1.0%, respectively. These predation ratesare
lower than the predation ratesof 4% and 8% for lambsand 1% and 2.5% for adult sheep
asreported in theliterature (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 District that demonstrate thelevel of predation to livestock or wildlife
without wildlife damage management. However, hypothetical lossesto sheep and lambs
can be estimated by comparing the current predation ratesfrom studies of sheep without
predator control from other areas. Table 4-8 summarizes sheep loss studiesin areas
without wildlife damage management.

Using the averagerate of lossto predators from these studies, a hypothetical losswith no
wildlife damage management can be estimated when applied to the total number of sheep
and lambs protected. These estimates serve asa basisfor determining benefits from the
current program.
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TABLE 4-8

SUMMARY OF FIELD StuDpIES OF SHEEP L OSSESWITHOUT COYOTE CONTROL
ANNUAL Losses (%)

Source L ocation Year Sheep Lambs
Henne (1977) Montana 1974 7.5% 28.8%
Munoz (1977) Montana 1975 8.1% 24.2%
McAdoo and California 1976 14% 6.2%
Klebenow (1978)

Delorenzo and New Mexico 1974 Were 0% lost or 12.1%
Howard (1976) not reported

Delorenzo and New Mexico 1975 Were 0% lost or 12.1%
Howard (1976) not reported

Because no published data exist to show predator lossesto calvesin areaswithout wildlife damage
management, it isimpossible to estimate the number of calvesthat would belost to predation. The
NASS (1992) survey reported average Oregon calf losslevels of 8.2%; thiswill be used asa possible
calf lossrate for the District. Appendix C summarizes 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 resultsin projected livestock saved by the District
ADC program. Theresultant hypothetical livestock saved amountsto 21,701 lambs, 2,209 sheep, and
8,604 calves. When comparing the value of losseswithout wildlife damage management to that
reported for areaswith wildlife damage management, the annual savings could be $1,302,060 lambs,
$108,241 for sheep, and $4,302,000 for calvestotaling $5,712,30.
Table4-9
Livestock Hypothetically Saved Annually
By The ADC Program in the District

County Lambs Sheep Calves Lambs ($2 Sheep ($) Calves ()
(No.) (No.) (No.) @%$60 ea. @%$49ea @ $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 current 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 isobtained. It isjudged
that the District program provides benefitsto thelivestock industry by protecting
livestock.

3 000000, 1994 0 0MODDOMOD M 0 ODD.
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4312 Alternative 2. - Integrated Wildlife Damage M anagement Availableon All L and
Classes asrequested: (Proposed Action).

Thisalternativeisthe current program, asdescribed in Alterative 1, and authorization to
conduct wildlife damage management on all lands asrequested. Program expenditures
would increaseto protect livestock and wildlife on these lands. Responding to additional
requestsfor assistance from private land owners, ODFW and public grazing permittees
would require additional labor and other resources during the months when livestock are
grazed on Forest Serviceand BLM allotments and may be more vulnerable to predation.

Predation would decrease on these public lands and private landsin the District with the
implementation of Alternative 2. Howard and Shaw (1978) found that rancherswho had
at least one boundary fence that faced land not used for livestock production reported a
significantly higher rate of predation than did ranchers surrounded by other producers
implementing wildlife damage management.

The amounts of program cost increases and economic benefitsto livestock producers, and
those costs and benefits associated with the " wildlife experience" areundeter mined.
However, theliterature supports a conclusion that a favor able cost:benefit could be
expected.

4.3.13 Alternative 3. - Nonlethal Before L ethal Control Program.

Program costs to implement this alter native would be mor e than alter natives 1 and 2.
ADC personnel would be required to recommend or use nonlethal prior to lethal control.
Wildlife damage could continue while nonlethal methods wer e being attempted.
Recommending nonlethal methods requires a large Technical Assistance effort. These
activitieswould increase those costs associated with personnd and IWDM. Additional
ADC Specialists positionsin the District would be needed in order to expend sufficient
time and effort to demonstrate and/or use nonlethal techniques. ADC per sonndl would be
required to monitor the effectiveness of each nonlethal method and deter mine when lethal
methods could be applied. Livestock producerswould absorb the cost of implementing
most nonlethal methods. ADC assistance provided to ODFW for the protection of wildlife
or human safety would be mor e costly because most effective nonlethal methods are
applicablefor livestock protection only. The ODFW would haveto absorb the cost of
fencing, barriers, or other nonlethal devicesthat they deemed practical for each damage
situation.. We project that program costs would increase approximately 25%.

4.3.14 Alternative 4. - Technical Assistance

Program coststo implement this alter native would be consider able lessthan Alter natives
1, 2 and 3. Technical assistance activitieswould reduce costs associated with personnel and
IWDM. ADC Specialist positionsin the District would decr ease to only those needed to
provide technical assistance and make recommendationsto producersand per mittees
wishing to conduct their own control programs. Livestock producerswould absorb the
cost of hiring private control agentsor doing thework themselves. No ADC assistance
would be provided to ODFW for the protection of wildlife resources or human safety. The
ODFW would haveto contract control activitiesto private individuals or conduct control
activitiesitsalf. It isbelieved that livestock and poultry predation could, at a minimum,
double or increaseto levelsfound in the studieswhere no control was conducted unlessa
non-federal wildlife damage management program wasinitiated. We project that
program costs would decrease by two-thirds

4.3.14 Alternative 4. - No ADC Program.

Based on the above discussion, monies spent to maintain the current program would be
saved, but direct and indirect coststo the producer would increase. Compared to current
program economic benefits, the No Control alter native offersrequestersthe least amount
of protection. Impactsto ODFW would be the same as described in the Technical
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Assistance alternative. It isbelieved that livestock and poultry losseswould, 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 wasinitiated.

4.3.1.5 Use of the Livestock Protection Collar (LPC), Option for Alternatives1 and 2.

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

Economic Impacts of Wildlife Damage M anagement 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 appearsto reflect the fact
that asthe pronghorn antelope population incr eases, 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 isa practical and
economically sound management tool for certain wildlife management objectives.

A hypothetical cost:benefit analysis by Beasom (1974b) showed that coyote predation
management would be economically feasibleto bolster deer populationsif the animalswere
harvested by hunters. Hefurther said that each year that management occurs, cost would
decline as equipment expenses would be spread out over a number of yearsand personne would
become mor e experienced with the area. Hisanalysiswasbased on the additional recruitment
(reproduction and immigration) of deer with an estimated value of $150/male deer and
$50/female deer. Coststo huntersduring his study were actually 100% mor e than what was
calculated for hisanalysis.

Guthery and Beasom's (1977) data suggest that increased herd size because of wildlife damage
management resultsin little or no adverseimpact on range forage. They cautioned however,
that theincreased productivity and populations of deer should be managed accor dingly to avoid
the overuse of rangeforage. Neff et al. (1985) state that the decreasein coyote population on
Anderson M esa did not exhibit an increasein therodent or rabbit population.

Based on the above resear ch of coyote predation on deer and antelope, it seemsfeasibleto
provide economic benefit to rural locales by managing coyote predation to increase wildlife
populationsto huntable levels (Smith et al. 1986). By increasing the populations of wildlife, more
opportunities exist for Recreationaliststhat want a " wildlife experience." Thisincreased level of
recreational activity could generate additional sources of incometo rural economies.
Recreationalists pur chase food, fuels, lodging, and other itemsand servicesin pursuit of their
diversions.

In thelong term, predator management would not impact coyote populations because of
recruitment (immigration) from adjacent areasand increased survival of coyote pups (Windberg
and Knowlton 1988, Stoddart 1984). If objectivesfor fawn:doeratios ar e to be maintained,
resear ch indicates that monitoring and periodic wildlife damage management may be needed to
achieve objectives. Alternatives 1 and 2 would generate favorable cost:benefits. Alternative 3
would be less favor able since agency implementation of nonlethal methods would incr ease costs
Alternatives4 and 5 could promote unfavorable cost:benefits because ADC would not be
available to provide operational support to ODFW.
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Table4-10

Economic I mpacts
Cost:Benefit Comparison

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative LPC

1 2 3 4 5
Livestock Favorable Favorable Favorable Favorable Favorable Favorable
Wildlife Favorable Favorable Favorable Unfavorable | Unfavorable | No Effect
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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 Research Avrea of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
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




Oregon Canyon X No 42,900
Agency Management Area Name Designated Wilderness Research Area of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
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 Malheur River/Bluebucket X 5,560
District Creek
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




Pueblo Foothills X X No 1,925
Rincon X No 103,965
Agency Management Area Name Designated Wilderness Research Avrea of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
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




Agency Management Area Name Designated Wilderness Research Avrea of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River

BLM Prineville Thirtymile X No 7,538

District
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




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 Research Avrea of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
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 Strawberry Mountain X No 68,700
Forest
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 Indian Creek X No 990
n National Forest
Lightning Creek X No 2,100




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 Research Area of wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
West Razz Pond & West X No 50
Half of Razz Lake
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 X No 30,722
Wilderness
Monument Rock X No 7,300
Wilderness
Eagle Creek X No 1,728
Grande Ronde X No 1,050
Imnaha X No 4,352
South Fork Imnaha X No 576




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 Research Avrea of Wild Other WDM Total Acreage
Wilderness/ Study Area Natural Critical and Proposed
Primitive Area Environ Scenic
Area Concern River
Umatilla National Grande Ronde River X No 5,710
Forest
North Fork John Day X No 11,303
River
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 X No 560
Area
Walla Walla River X No 34,500
Watershed
Totals 3 0 6 0 3 3 3 243,377
Ochoco National Black Canyon No 13,400
Forest
Mill Creek No 17,400
Bridge Creek No 5,400




N. Fork Crooked River No 4,888
Mid Deschutes 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 5 0 46,999




APPENDIX C

1993 Reported Sheep and Lambs Lost
To All Causesand to Predators

Lambs Sheep
County Number of Lambs | Number of Lambs [ % Lost to Number of Sheep | Number of Sheep % Lost to
Lost to All Causes | Lost to Predators Predators | Lost to All Causes | Lost to Predators 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 Reported Calf and Adult Cattle Lost
To All Causesand to Predators
Calves Adult Cattle
County Number of Calves | Number of Calves | % Lost to Number of Adult Number of Adult % Lost to
Lost to All Causes | Lost to Predators Predators CattleLost to All CattleLost to Predators
Causes 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 172 187 24% 258 8 3.1%
Total 6,283 1,217 19.3% 3,085 53 1.7%




1993 Reported Lamb and Sheep

APPENDIX C

L osses and Comparison of L osses

With and Without Predator Control, John Day ADC District

County Number Lambs | Number Lostto [ % Lost to Losseswith L osses without Differ ences Between L osses
Protected Predator Predators Control* Control? 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 14% 183 2171 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 Number Lostto | % Lost to Losseswith L osses without Differ ences Between L osses

Protected Predator Predators Control Control 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

Losseswith control from ADC MIS, 1993
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APPENDIX C

1993 Reported Calf L osses and Comparison of Losses
With and Without Predator Control, John Day ADC District

County Number Calves | Number Lostto | %Lost to Losseswith L osses without Difference Between L osses
Protected Predators Predators Control® Control* 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 $4,302,000
Livestock Hypothetically Saved Annually
By The ADC Program in the District
County Lambs Sheep Calves Lambs ($) Sheep ($) Calves ()
(No.) (No.) (No.) @%$60 ea. @%$49ea @ $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

Losseswith control from ADC MIS, 1993
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