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1.0 CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
INTRODUCTION

Across the United States, wildlife habitat has been substantially changed as human populations expand and land is used for
human needs. These human uses and needs often compete with wildlife which increases the potential for conflicting
human/wildlife interactions. In addition, segments of the public strive for protection for al wildlife; this protection can create
localized conflicts between human and wildlife activities. The ADC Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) summarizes
the relationship in American culture of wildlife values and wildlife damage in thisway (USDA 1994):

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

USDA/APHIS/Anima Damage Control (ADC) is charged by law to reduce human/wildlife conflicts (Animal Damage Control
Act of 1931, as amended; Agricultural and Related Agencies Development Appropriation Act of 1988). This Environmental
Assessment (EA) evaluates ways by which this mandate can be carried out within the Southern Utah ADC Disgtrict (District).

ADC isacooperatively funded (ADC Directives 3.101 and 3.110) and service oriented program. Before any wildlife damage
management (WDM) is conducted, Agreements for Control or ADC Annua Work Plans must be signed by the
landowner/administrator and ADC for private and public lands, respectively. Asrequested, ADC cooperates with land and
wildlife management agenciesto effectively and efficiently reduce wildlife damage according to all applicable Federal, State and
local laws (ADC Directive 2.210).

ADC PROGRAM

ADC'smission isto provide leadership in WDM in the protection of America's agricultural, industrial and natural resources,
and safeguard public health and safety (ADC Directive 1.201). Thisis accomplished through:

J close cooperation with other Federal and State agencies
J training of WDM professionals;
J devel opment and improvement of strategies to reduce economic losses and threats to publics from wildlife;
. collection, evaluation and distribution of WDM informeation;
. cooperative WDM programs,
J informing and educating the public on how to reduce wildlife damage and;
J providing data and a source for limited-use management materials and equipment, including pesticides.
(USDA 1989)
PURPOSE

This EA analyzes WDM related to the protection of livestock, poultry, designated wildlife species, and to protect public health
and safety on private and public lands within the District. The area encompassed by the District is more than 30.8 million acres.
ADC has agreements to conduct WDM on about 18.4 million acres within the District or about 60% of the area. Of that area,
WDM was conducted by ADC on only 7 006 947 acresor about 23% of the Dlstrlct in Fiscal Year (FY) 94 (Manay

ith iglri e and sheep are permitted to ds throughout the year, with most livestock grazing on
i on lands in the winter. Many livestock ADC protects,
graze on and private lands.

Currently, ADC conducts damage management for the protection of livestock on Federal lands under six EAs prepared by the
respective land managing agencies. Requeststo assist in the protection of public health and safety, or requests for assistancein

1-2



Draft

protecting designated wildlife species are not addressed in the existing EA's. Within the District, ADC has also received
requests to protect big game, nesting waterfowl and the threatened Utah prairie dog (Cynomys parvidens) from predation.
Annually, ADC responds to several requests for assistance with coyotes (Canis latrans), cougars (Felis concolor) or black bears
(Ursus americanus) thought to be athreat to public health and safety. This EA isintended to supersede the six existing EAS,
and expand the scope to address similar ADC actions to protect additional resources.

11 NEED FOR ACTION

The need for action is based on the necessity for a program to protect livestock, wildlife, and public health and safety. Ina
recent District Court decision (U. S. District Court of Utah, Civil No. 92-C-0052A, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance et d. v.
Thompson, H. et al., Forest Supervisor), the court ruled that “ . . . the agency need not show that a certain level of damageis
occurring before it implements an ADC program.” and “Hence, to establish need for an ADC, the forest supervisors need only
show that damage from predators is threatened.”

1.1.1 Summary of the Proposed Action

The proposed action intends to implement a livestock, wildlife, and public health and safety protection program that
would augment that presently conducted. Currently, ADC activities on Federal lands are for the protection of
livestock. The ADC program intends to implement an Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM )(ADC
Directive 2.105) approach that considers the needs of multiple resources, and would allow the prudent use of all legal
techniques and methods, either singly or in combination, to meet program objectives. Livestock producers would be
provided with information regarding the use of animal husbandry methods, and training in non-lethal and lethal
techniques. WDM methods used by ADC would include calling and shooting, shooting, aerial hunting, trapping,
snaring, M-44's, denning, do ivesto tection Collar (LPC). WDM wo the
,on lands, administered lands, intermingled
‘and other Federal lands where there are Annua Work Plans, and on State lands and private
lands where signed Agreements for Control arein place. All WDM would be consistent with other usesin the area
and would comply with all appro State
y developed for eac each
These work planswill be reviewed annualy. (See Chapter 3 for amore detailed description of the current
program and the proposed action.)

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

Agriculture generated $743 million in cash receiptsin 1994 (Utah Department of Agriculture (UDA) 1994).
Livestock production, primarily cattle, domestic turkeys and sheep, is one of the primary agricultural industries, and
accounted for 75.4% of all agricultural cash receipts (UDA 1994).

Livestock production contributes significantly to the economy of the counties and communities within the District.
Approximately 42% of the cattle and 72% of the sheep in the State spend some time in the District. Because the herds
are migratory and use Federal, State and private lands, the number of livestock fluctuate by county and time of year.
However, estimated livestock inventories for the counties in the District are 358,000 head of stock cattle and 166,200
head of stock sheep (Table 1-1) (UDA 1994). Additionally, sheep from Colorado and northern Utah use range in
winter on the District. ADC MIS (1994) data show atotal of 139,345 adult sheep, 93,529 lambs, 9,105 adult cattle,
and 8,458 ted by ADC inthe Digtrict. Additionally, domestic turkeys are produced in great
numbers i Estimated turkey inventories from producers show approximately 5.5 million turkeys will
be produced in 1995, with a value of $93,500,000.

Table1-1. Livestock Inventoriesby County in the District!

Cattle Sheep
County 1993 1994 1993 1994

e 37,000 37,000 600 400

1 Livestock grazing in the District is dynamic and many livestock graze in more than one county. These numbers represent the

breeding livestock owned by ranchersin the county and not necessarily the number of livestock grazed within the county.
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County 1993 1994 1993 1994
e 9,000 10,000 7,400 6,300
] 25,000 26,000 7500 | 6,600
e 20,000 18,000 2,900 2,100
] 3,000 4,000 1,000 600
e 21,000 22,000 45,500 42,100
e 11,000 12,000 1,600 1,900
] 59,000 58,000 4,800 4,100
] 10,000 11,000 5,300 4,800
e 19,000 26,000 2,500 3,000
] 50,000 44,000 82,600 74,600
e 49,000 53,000 10,400 11,000
e 18,000 19,000 600 400
[ ] 20,000 18,000 9,500 8,300

Scope of Livestock L osses

Cattle and calves are most vulnerable to coyote predation at calving time and less vulnerable as they get older and
larger. Because calving occurs at lower elevationsin late winter and early spring, vulnerability of cattle to cougars and
bearsisreduced. Calvesremain vulnerable to these predators throughout the spring and summer when they are moved
to the higher elevationsin the District. Sheep and lambs remain vulnerable to coyotes and cougars throughout the
year, and to black bears when they are grazed at the higher elevations. Lambs can also be vulnerable to red fox
(Vulpes vulpes) predation in the spring, primarily at the lower elevations.

Livestock predation causes economic loss to livestock owners; Table 1-2 shows confirmed and reported livestock
losses by species within the District in 1994. Without effective WDM 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 inflict high predation rates on livestock and coyotes accounted for 59.7% of the
livestock confirmed askilled or injured in the District in FY 94 (M1S 1994). Thisincludes 60.6% of the lambs, 97%
of the calves, 69% of the adult sheep, and 36.5% of the domestic turkeys. Cougars can aso inflict a high rate of
predation on livestock in the District. Shaw (1989) reported that al of the cougarsin his Arizona study area ate
calves. Inthe District, cougars accounted for 24.7% of the livestock losses confirmed in FY 1994 (MIS 1994),
including 31.3% of the lambs, and 21.7% of the adult sheep. Black bears accounted for 6.5% of the confirmed losses
District wide, including 7.5% of the lamb losses and 8.7% of the adult sheep losses (MI1S 1994). Red foxes are the
primary turkey predator accounting for 63.5% of the confirmed turkey losses and less than 1% of the lamb lossesin the
District.

Table 1-2. Reported (Rpt) and Confirmed (Conf) Livestock L ossesin the District

Adult Sheep Lambs Adult Cattle Calves Poultry
Species Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt | Conf
Coyote 2,259 505 3,508 | 1,043 24 0 199 69 0 170
Cougar 596 250 533 538 0 0 1 1 4 2
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Species Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt Conf Rpt | Conf
Black Bear 257 89 376 129 0 0 0 1 0 0
Red Fox 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 216
Total 3,112 884 4,417 1,710 24 0 200 71 4 388

Connoally (1992) determined that only afraction of the total predation attributable to coyotes is reported to or
confirmed by ADC. He also stated that based on scientific studies and recent livestock loss surveys from the National
Agricultura Statistics Survey (NASS), ADC only confirms about 19% of the total adult sheep and 23% of the lambs
actually killed by predators. ADC Specidlists do not try to find every head of livestock reported to bekilled by coyotes
and red fox, but verify that a problem exists that requires management action. In the District, 34% of the sheep and
lambs and 35% of the calves reported killed were confirmed by ADC Specialists (MI1S 1994). Because of the State
compensation program, which pays ranchers up to 50% of the value of their confirmed livestock losses from cougar
and bear predation, ADC Specidlists are expected to investigate and confirm a higher number of sheep suspected to be
killed by these predators. However, because cattle are managed differently on summer ranges, losses of calvesto
predators could go unnoticed until the evidence used to confirm predation is destroyed.

Although it isimpossible to accurately determine the amount of livestock saved from predation by ADC, it can be
estimated. Scientific studies reveal that in areas without some level of WDM, losses of adult sheep and lambsto
predators can be as high as 8.4% and 29.3% respectively (Henne 1977, Munoz 1977, O'Gara et a. 1983) as compared
with areas with control at about 0.5 and 4.3, respectively (USDI 1979).

Value of Livestock and Poultry L osses

Livestock are an important component of the local economiesin the District. Although the District encompasses about
58% of the land mass of the State, only 10.6% of the State's population resides in the District. Cash receipts for
livestock in the 14 county District totaled $203.9 million, or about 36.6% of the total cash receipts for livestock
statewide. Livestock cash receipts were 80.2% of the total agricultural cash receiptsfor the District (UDA 1994).

Livestock predation reported to ADC in the District in FY 93 totaled $326,397 (MIS 1993). Livestock predation
reported in the District in FY 94 totaled $661,135 (M1S 1994). Confirmed predation lossesin FY 93 and FY 94 were
valued at $148,683 and $210,050, respectively. These dollar values represent data collected from only those
producers that had Agreements for Control with ADC to protect their livestock. NASS (1995) estimated Utah
statewide predation losses of sheep and lambs at $1,695,550. For reasons noted above, the predation confirmed by or
reported to ADC represents only afraction of the total predator loss. 1t must be noted that these losses occurred with a
WDM program in place.

Agricultural employment in the District pl u-(which is outside the District boundaries) in 1994 was
estimated to be 6,366 jobs, or 7.6% of the total employment in the District (Utah, State of, Economic and
Demographic Projections 1994).

Predation is rarely distributed equally among livestock producers. Some livestock producers could have virtually no
losses while others will suffer extreme losses, and losses may vary from year to year. Predation was the number one
reason reported by sheep producers who had gone out of the sheep business (U. S. District Court of Utah, Civil No.
92-C-0052A, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance et a. v. Thompson, H. et al. 1993).

1.1.3 Need for Wildlife Damage M anagement to Protect Wildlife

Reﬁearch data show that WDM has the potentlal to benefit populations of both game and

A nagement objectives set by the
regarding threatened and endangered (T& E)
species concerns. Conversely, alack of predator damage management could adversely affect certain species (Connolly
1978, Schmidt 1986).

Under certain conditions, predators, primarily coyotes, have been documented as having a significant adverse impact
on deer (Odocoileus spp.) and pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americana) 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 a.
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1985, Shaw 1989). Connolly (1978) reviewed 68 studies of predation on wild ungulate populations and concluded
that in 31 cases, predation was alimiting factor. These cases show that coyote predation had a significant influence on
white-tailed deer (O. virginianus), black-tailed deer (O. hemionus columbianus), pronghorn antelope and bighorn
sheep (Ovis canadensis) populations. Mackie et al. (1976) documented high winter losses of mule deer (O. hemionus)
to coyote predation in north-central Montana and stated that coyotes were the cause of most overwinter deer
mortalities. Teer et al. (1991) do jets contain nearly 90% deer during May and June. They
concluded from work done at the . in Texas that coyotes take a large portion of the fawns each
year during the first few weeks of life. Remains of 4 to 8 week old fawns were also common in coyote scats (feces) in
studies from Steele (1969), Cook et al. (1971), Holle (1977), Litvaitis (1978), Litvaitis and Shaw (1980).

Mule deer fawn survival was significantly increased and more consistent inside a predator-free enclosure in Arizona
(LeCount 1977, Smith and LeCount 1976). Hamlin et al. (1984) observed that a minimum of 90% summer mortality
of fawns was a result of coyote predation. Trainer et al.(1981) reported that heavy mortality of mule deer fawns during
early summer and late fall and winter was limiting the ability of the population to maintain or inc r
study concluded that predation, primarily by coyotes, was the mgjor cause for low fawn crops on

Oregon. Garner (1976), Garner et a. (1976) and Bartush (1978) found annual losses of deer fawnsin Oklahomato be
about 88% with coyotes responsible for 88% to 97% of the mortality. Other authors observed that coyotes were
responsible for most of fawn mortality during the first few weeks of life (Knowlton 1964, White 1967).

Guthery and Beasom (1977) demongtrated that after coyote control, deer fawn production was more than 70% greater
after thefirst year, and 43% greater after the second year in their southern Texas study area. Another Texas study
(Beasom 19744) found that predators were responsible for 74% and 61% of the fawn mortality for two consecutive
years. Stout (1982) increased deer production on three areas in Oklahoma by 262%, 92% and 167% the first summer
following coyote damage management, an averaged 0 the three areas. Knowlton and Stoddart
(1992) reviewed deer productivity datafrom the following coyote reduction. Deer densities
tripled compared with those outside the enclosure, but without harvest management, ultimately returned to original
densities due primarily to malnutrition and parasitism.

) concluded from radio tracking studies that most of coyotes who hunted pronghorn antel ope fawns on
Arizonawere residents. This means that most of the depredating coyotes were present on the fawning
grounds during fawning times. Jones (1949) believed that coyote predation was the main limiting factor of pronghorn
antelopein Texas. A six-year radio telemetry study of pronghorn antelope in 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 antel ope to the point
where antel ope were once again huntable, whereas on areas without coyote damage management this increase was not
noted. Similar observations of improved pronghorn antelope fawn surviva and population increase following damage
management have been reported by Riter (1941), Udy (1953) and Bodenchuk (in press). Major losses of pronghorn
antelope fawns to predators have been reported from additional radio telemetry studies (Beale 1978, Barrett 1978,

n Gunten 1978, Hailey 1979, and Tucker and Garner 1980). Coyote damage management on
Arizonaincreased the herd from 115 animalsto 350 in three years, and peaking at 481 animalsin
1971. After coyote damage management was stopped, the pronghorn fawn survival dropped to only 14 and 7 fawns
per 100 doesin 1973 and 1979, respectively. Initiation of another coyote damage management program began with
the reduction of an esti 0 coyote population in 1981, 28% in 1982, and 29% in 1983. Pronghorn
antelope populations o during 1983, showed a population of 1008 antel ope, exceeding 1000 animals
for the first 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 afive-year study, Neff and Woolsey
(1979, 1980) determined that coyote predati orn antel ope fawns was the primary factor causing fawn
mortality and low pronghorn densities on Arizona. Coyote reduction was necessary and cost effective
in pronghorn antel ope management, as shown by Smith et al. (1986).

Clearly, predator damage management can be an important tool in maintaining big game production and management
objectives.

suspect in limiting recovery of the Utah prairie dog and desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizi)
995). In 1988, District personnel were requested to remove coyotes from the
County to protect the desert tortoise. Limited predator removals may also benefit
the Utah prairie dog recovery effort by reducing predation on newly transplanted individuals, and supplying baseline
data on disease prevalence by monitoring predators from the recovery area. Predation has been documented in black-
footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) reintroductions in Wyoming, South Dakota and Montana (E. Stukel, SD Game, Fish

and Parks pers. comm. 1995; W. predator removals may be useful should ferret
reintroduction be planned for th pers. comm. 1995)
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Revenue derived from recreation, especially recreation related to wildlife and the outdoors, isincreasingly important to
the economy of southern Utah. Southwick (1994) estimated the total economic impact from deer hunting in the United
Statesin 1991 to be $16.6 billion. In Utah, local economies benefit from these recreational activities. Deer hunting
alone provided 2,000 jobs to the residents of Utah more than $127 million in Utah in 1991. Asaresult,
the maintenance of game populations isimportant to which has the responsibility for ing wildlife
for the benefit of the State of Utah and its residents. WDM may periodically be requested by the Wo protect,
mule deer, pronghorn antel ope, mountain goats (Oreamnos americanus), bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), ring-neck
pheasants (Phasianus colchicus), turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo), nesting waterfowl or other wildlife. These requests
may result from efforts to reintroduce species, intensively manage small critical habitats, or to temporarily assist

Spec y. Long-term or widespread predator removal for the protection of wildlife speciesis not an objective
of theew( but a strategy used to achieve management objectives.

1.1.4 Need for Wildlife Damage M anagement to Protect Public Health and Safety

The- is responsible for managing black bears and cougars and has the primary ity for responding to
potentially dangerous bear and cougar incidents. By agreement, ADC would assist th when requested.
Requests from the public regarding potentially dangerous coyotes are referred to ADC. These requests are given a
higher priority and are scrutinized using the ADC Decision Model (Slate et a. 1992 and ADC directive 2.201)

ibed in Chapter 3 of this EA and the ADC FEIS (USDA 1994). In FY 93 ADC responded to two reguests from

for protection of public safety from cougars. In FY 94 ADC received one request for assistance regarding a

black bear, which could not be responded to do to alack of NEPA documentation and conflicting work schedules. In
FY 95 ADC responded to two cougar and two black bear requests. Additionaly, in FY 95 ADC provided direct
damage management assistance in two cases of threats to aviation safety from coyotes on airport runways. When
requests for assistance occur on Federal lands, the Federal land managing agency is aso involved.

1.1.5Richfield ADC District Objectives

The need for WDM in the District helped ADC, with input fro_ Forest Service

define the objectives. The objectives for the Digtrict are:
A. Livestock Protection: For cooperative agreements and Agreements for Control, ADC's objectives are to:

A-1 Respond to 100% of the requests for assistance with the appropriate action as determined by the
ADC Specialist, applying the ADC Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992 and ADC Directive 2.201).

A-2. Hold lamb losses to less than 5% per year on areas with cooperative agreements.
A-3. Hold adult sheep losses to less than 3% per year in areas with cooperative agreements.
A-4. Hold calf losses to less than 1% per year in areas with cooperative agreements.
A-5. Provide 100% of the cooperators and cooperating Federal, State and local agencies with information
on non-lethal management techniques proven to be effective for reducing predation within:
-1 year of the signed decision for this EA
-3 weeks of signing a new cooperative agreement
-1 year of new information becoming available

A-6. Maintain the lethal take of non-target animals by ADC personnel during damage management to
less than 2% of the total animals taken

A-7. Continue to monitor the implementation of producer implemented (non-lethal) methods

B. Protection of Wildlife as coordinated by the _

B-1. Respond to 100% of the requests from
for the protection of wildlife species where funding and the workforce permits.

B-2. Involve _i n planning the livestock protection program that would be designed to consider
wildlife and livestock when designing a WDM program.
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C. Protection of Public Health and Safety from Predators
C-1. Respond to 100% of the-bl ack bear and cougar requests for public health and safety.

C-2. Respond to 100% of the cooperator requests for public health and safety protection from coyotes
using the ADC Decision Model (Slate et a. 1992).

1.2 Relationship of This Environmental Assessment to Other Environmental Documents

1.2.1 ADC Programmatic EIS. ADC hasissued afinal EIS and Record of Decision on the National APHIS-ADC
program (USDA 1994). This EA would betiered to that EIS.

122
requires that each for guiding long range
management and direction. documents and the decision made from this EA would need to be consistent.

123 EAsfor Wildlife Damage M anagement. All _Within the District
currently have EAs and Decision Records addressing predator damage management. Predator damage management
will continue under these documents until superseded by a new decision document.

. Thellllll

to guide management on lands they administer. generally replace older |
ig because of this analysis must be according to the direction in the
Districts.

124
currently

125 - EAsfor Wildlife Damage Management. All within the Digtrict currently have EAs
and Decision Records addressing predator damage management. Predator damage management will continue under
those documents until superseded by a new decision document.

1.3 Decision to be Made
Based on agency relationships, MOUs and legigal this EA, and therefore responsible

for the scope, content and decisions made. The had input throughout the EA
preparation to ensure an interdisciplinary approach in compliance with NEPA, and agency mandates, policies or regulations.

Based on the scope of this EA, the decisions to be made are:
-Should WDM as currently implemented be continued in the District (the no action alternative)?
-If not, how should ADC fulfill their legidative mandate and responsibilitiesin the District?
-Might the proposal have significant impacts requiring an EIS analysis?

1.4 Scope of this Environmental Assessment Analysis
1.4.1 ActionsA ' i poultry, and designated wildlife species as
determined by th requests for T& E species protection from
predation caused by coyotes, red fox, cougars, and black bears within the District. This EA will also anayze WDM to

protect public health and safety from coyotes, black bears and cougars. Protection of other agricultural resources and
other program activities will be addressed in other NEPA documents.

1.4.2 Wildlife species potentially protected by ADC. may request ADC assistance to achieve management
objectives for Utah prairie dogs, desert tortoise, black-footed ferrets, mule onghorn antelope, bighorn sheep,
mountain goats, ring-necked pheasants, turkeys and nesting may also request ADC assistance for
the Utah prairie dog, desert tortoise or black-footed ferret. If] identifies additional speciesin need of
protection, a determination will be made on a case-by-case basis if additional NEPA analysisis needed.

1.4.3 American Indian Landsand Tribes. Presently, no tribes have Cooperative Agreements with ADC for WDM.
If atribe entersinto a Cooperative Agreement, this EA will be supplemented pursuant to NEPA.
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1.4.4 Period for which thisEA isValid. This EA will remain valid until ADC and other appropriate agencies
determine that new needs for action, changed conditions or new alternatives having different environmental effects
must be analyzed. At that time, this analysis and document will be supplemented pursuant to NEPA. Review of the
EA will be conducted each year at the time of the annual planning process by ADC and cooperating agencies to ensure
that the EA is sufficient.

1.4.5 Site Specificity. ThisEA addresses all lands under Cooperative Agreem ntrol or ADC
Annua Work Plansin the District. These lands are under the jurisdiction of the , State, county
and private administration/ownership. This EA emphasizes mgjor issues as they relate to specmc areas whenever
possible; however, many issues apply wherever wildlife damage and resulting management occur, and are treated as
such. The standard ADC Decision Model (Slate et a. 1992) and ADC Directive 2.201 will be the site-specific
procedure for NEPA compliance for individual actions conducted by ADC in the District (see Chapter 3 for a
description of the ADC Decision Model and its application).

1.4.6 Summary of Public Involvement. |
Iving the

A Multiagency Team (MAT) of ADC,
personnel refined these issues, prepared objectives and identified preliminary aternatives. A scoping letter containing
the issues, objectives, preliminary alternatives and a was sent to 1180 individuals or
organizations who had identified an interest in ADC, . Notice of the proposed action
and availability of the scoping letter was placed in 4 newspapers with circulation throughout the District and the State.
Scoping responses were documented from 73 letters or written comment. The responses represented a wide range of
opinions, both supporting and opposing the proposal. All comments were analyzed to identify new issues, alternatives,
or to redirect the objectives of the program. All responses are maintained in the administrative file.

AUTHORITY AND COMPLIANCE
15.1 Authority of Federal® and State Agenciesin Wildlife Damage M anagement in Utah
ADC Legidative Authority

The primary, statutory authority for the ADC program is the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, which
provides that:

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

Since 1931, with the changesin societal values, ADC policies and its programs place greater emphasis on
the part of the Act discussing "bringing (damage) under control," rather than "eradication” and "suppression”
of wildlife populations. 1n 1988, Congress strengthened the legislative mandate of ADC with the Rural
Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. This Act States, in part:

"That hereafter, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, except for urban rodent
control, to conduct activities and to enter into agreements with States, local
jurisdictions, individuals, and public and private agencies, organizations, and

2 Detailed discussions of the ADC legal mandates, and key legidation pertinent to wildlife damage management are found in Chapter 1

of the ADC Fei's (USDA 1994).
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institutions in the control of nuisance mammals and birds and those mammal and bird
species that are reservoirs for zoonotic diseases, and to deposit any money collected
under any such agreement into the appropriation accounts that incur the coststo be
available immediately and to remain available until expended for Animal Damage
Control activities."

is responsible for managing all protected and classified wildlife in Utah, except Fed j
T&E species, despite the land class the animalgj it (Utah Code Annotated (UCA) 23-13-2). is
also authorized to cooperate with ADC and th for controlling predatory animals (UCA, Title4

Chapter 23). Utah State law allows alandowner or lawful o
is causing damage without first obtaining a permit from
. Thelaw, however, does require the landowner to notif of the methods used, and species and

number of animals taken.

In Utah, black d cougar management is the responsibility of the-. However, the current
policies of th thorize ADC to independently respond to livestock damage caused by black bear and
cougar. The and the land managing agency are notified in advance when practical, otherwise they

are notified within 48 hours after any action is taken to resolve a problem.

G ither th ADC receives requests to handle cougar or black bear damage to livestock.
Th may choose to ask ADC to respond to the request or may respond itself. Under existing
agreements, ADC is authorized to respond independently to livestock damage caused by black bears and
cougar.

Coyotes are not pro are classified as predatory animals under UCA Title 4 Chapter 23,
administered by the is also authorized to enter j ooperative Agreementswith ADC and
local entities for controlling coyote damage (UCA 4-23-5). The isresponsible for the issuance of

aeria hunting permits, per the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as led, and for administering a program to
reduce damage caused by predatory animals (UCA 4-23-6). Th currently has an MOU, Cooperative
Agreement, and A Work Plan with ADC. These documents establish a cooperative relationship
between ADC an , outlines responsibilities, and sets forth annual objectives and goals of each agency
for resolving WDM conflictsin Utah.

The _ an(-have the responsibility to manage the resources of Federal lands for multiple
uses including livestock grazing, timber production, recreggj ildlife habitat, while recognizing the
State's authority to manage wildlife populations. Both the an recognize the importance
of reducing wildlife damage on lands and resources under their jurisdiction, asintegrated with their multiple
use responsihilities. For these reasons, both agencies have entered into MOUs with ADC to facilitate a
cooperative relationship. Copies of these MOUs are available by contacting the ADC State Director’ s Office
in Salt Lake City, Utah.

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL LAWS. Severd Federal lawsregulate ADC WDM. ADC complies
with these laws, and consults and cooperates with other agencies as appropriate.

National Environmental Policy Act. Environmental documents pursuant to NEPA must be completed
before work plans, consistent with the NEPA supported decision, can be developed and implemented.

Before 1993, each National Forest (and occasionally individual Ranger Districts) and each BLM District
prepared its own NEPA document. Thisresulted in different requirements and procedures for different
agencies, and omitted analysis of ADC WDM on privatelands. This EA, with ADC asthe lead agency, isthe
first timethat all land classes under Cooperative Agreements, Agreements for Control and ADC Annual
Work Planswill be analyzed in a comprehensive manner in the Richfield ADC District.

ADC also coordinates specific projects and programs with other agencies. The purpose of these contactsis
to coordinate any WDM that may affect resources managed by these agencies or affect other areas of mutual
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concern. Federal agencies that request ADC assistance to protect resources outside the species discussed in
this EA would be reviewed, and if necessary, the agency requesting the assistance would be responsible for
NEPA compliance.

Endangered SpeciesAct (ESA) ItisADC (ADC Directive 2.310) and Federa policy, under the ESA, that
all Federa agencies shall seek to conserve endangered and threatened species and shall utilize their
authorities in furtherance of the purpo: he Act (Sec.2(c)). ADC conducts Section 7 consultations with
th to utilize the expertise of the to ensure that "any action authorized, funded or carried out by
such an agency . . . isnot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened
species. . " (Sec.7(8)(2))

Migratory Bird Treaty Act The Migratory Bird Treaty Act provides the- regulatory authority to
protect bi igrate. Thelaw prohibits any "take" of these species, except as permitted by the FWS;
therefore issues a permit before ADC conducts any WDM (ADC Directive 2.301).

Federal | nsecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) FIFRA requires the registration,
classification, and regulation of all pesticides used in the United States. The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) isresponsible for implementing and enforcing FIFRA. All chemicals used or recommended
by the ADC program in the District are registered with and regulated by the EPA and the UDA. ADC uses
the chemicals according to labeling procedures and requirements as regulated by the EPA and UDA (ADC
Directive 2.401).

National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 asamended The NHPA requires: 1) Federal
agencies to evaluate the effects of any Federal undertaking on cultural resources, 2) consult with the State
Historic Preservation Office regarding the value and management of specific cultural, archaeological and
historic resources, and 3) consult with appropriate American Indian tribes to determine whether they have
concerns for traditional cultural resources in areas of these Federal undertakings.

1.6 A PREVIEW OF THE REMAINING CHAPTERSIN THISEA

The remainder of this EA is composed of five (5) chapters and three (3) appendices. Chapter 2 discusses and analyzes
the issues and affected environment. Chapter 3 contains a description of each alternative, alternatives not considered
in detail, mitigation and standard operating procedures. Chapter 4 analyzes the environmental impacts associated with
i idered | h alternative meets the objectives, determines consistency with
an , and determines the economic impacts of each alternative. Chapter 5
containsthe list of preparers of thisEA.

20 CHAPTER 2. ISSUESAND AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the issues, including issues that will receive detailed environmental impact analysisin
Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences); issues used to develop mitigation measures and standard operating proceduresin
Chapter 3; and issues that will not be considered in detail, with rationale. Pertinent portions of the affected environment will be
included in this chapter in the discussion of issues used to devel op mitigation measures. Additional affected environments will
be incorporated into the discussion of the environmental impactsin Chapter 4 and the description of the current program (the
"no action" alternative) in Chapter 3.

21 I ssues Analyzed in Detail in Chapter 4
i consisting of representatives from the lead (ADC) and cooperating agencies-
identified the following issues, which were also raised during public scoping:
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Issue 1. Viable populations of predators, non-target animals, and T& E Species.
Issue 2. ADC methods, and selectivity, relative cost and humaneness of each method.
Issue 3. Appropriate control methods for the land classifications.

Issue 4. Public health and safety

Issue 5. Economics.

A detailed description of the issuesis contained in the following discussion:

2.2

| SSUES ADDRESSED IN THE ANALYSISOF ALTERNATIVES
2.2.1 Concernsfor the Viability of Target and Non-target Wildlife within the District

Oneissue isthe concern for ADC WDM to adversely affect wildlife populations. Maintaining viable populations of all
speciesis aconcern of the public and ADC, public land and wildlife managing agency biologists. Some commentors
believe that WDM interrupts the "balance of nature" and this should be avoided. Others believe that the "balance” has
shifted to favor generalist species, including pr Many commentors were concerned that big game populations
were diminished because of predation and that management objectives are not being met. To address these
concerns, the effects of each Alternative on the following sub-issues will be examined:

2.2.1.1 Concern for the viability of coyote, cougar, bear and red fox populations within the District.
2.2.1.2 Concern for the viahility of non-target, big game, and T& E Species within the District;
2.2.2 ADC Methods
The methods used by ADC to address wildlife damage were identified as an issue by the MAT and the public. Some
respondents believe that ADC should use: 1) cost-effective methods, 2) humane methods and 3) selective methods.
Other respondents want a full range of WDM tools and methods available for use. To address these concerns, the
effects of each Alternative on the following sub-issues will be examined:
2.2.2.1 Concerns over the use of each WDM method.
2.2.2.2 Concerns over the selectivity, relative cost and humaneness of each WDM method.
2.2.3 Appropriate control methodsfor avariety of land classifications
The use of ADC methods on varying land classifications was another issue addressed by the MAT and the public.
i ' i ds than for private lands. Some addressed ADC in
, expressing opposing views that ADC either should or

should not continue WDM in these areas. To address these concerns, the effects of each Alternative on the following
sub-issues will be examined:

2.2.3.1 Concerns over the effects of ADC WDM in - and -
2.2.3.2 Concerns over the effects of ADC WDM on activities on public lands.

2.2.4 Public Health and Safety

Public health and safety was an issue identified by the MAT and concurred upon by the public. Some respondents
believe that increased numbers of predators endangered public safety. Others were concerned about the safety of the
public regarding the use of various ADC WDM tools. To address these concerns, the effects of each Alternative on
the following sub-issue will be examined:

2.2.4.1 Concerns over the effects of ADC WDM on public health and safety.

2.2.5 Economics
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The issue of economics wasraised by the MAT and the public. Some members of the public believe that the program
should be run in a cost-effective manner and that a strict cost:benefit analysis would show the program ineffective;
others believe the program is an economic necessity. To address these concerns, the effects of each alternative on the
following sub-issue will be examined:

2.2.5.1 Concerns over the economic effects of ADC WDM.

2.3 Environmental Descriptions used to develop mitigation for all the Alternatives
2.3.1 Wildlife Damage M anagement in Special Management Areason Federal Lands

WAs or primitive areas (PAs) are areas designated by Congress to be managed for the preservation of wilderness

i e Y N i
or 3 3

Within the District, there ar tly four designated - on Landsand

administered land. Existing could be officially designated as wilderness in the future. Appendix C lists areas
currently designated within the District. The special management required for these different areas varies considerably
by designation and land administrator, and are governed by different legal mandates.

ADC has conducted WDM in special management areas in the past. Recreationists and othersinterested in special
management areas (particularly wilderness) may consider these activities to be an invasion of solitude and that it may
adversely affect the aesthetic quality of the wilderness experiences.

ADC WDM is conducted (and is proposed to continue) when and where a specific need is identified, only when
allowed under the provisions of the specific wilderness designation, and with the awareness of the land managing
agency. ADC activitiesin specia management areas have historically been, and are expected to continue to be a
minor part of the overall ADC program. Restrictions on activities in wilderness and wilderness study areas are listed
in Chapter 3 under Mitigation.

are areas studied for their potenti ualify as - areasand arec

ional designation. These are primarily lands an according to‘%
W away that does not diminish their wilderness values ). Thisinterim management does allow for
inug i i j jviti lude WDM. Currently, there are 84
, within the District being managed under

Guiddlines.

_ lands for which i ement isd i ot
date for designation and management for comes fro and
) and is considerably different from wilderness designations. defines an asan area

“within the public lands where special management attention is required (when such areas are developed or used or
where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic
vaues, fi iJdlife resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural
hazards.” can be and are designated for a variety of special manag ifuations ranging from maintaining
near pristine scenic quality to the management of a hazardous waste dump. can be and are often designated
for multiple uses and designation does not, by | reclude WDM. Rather, the individual management
prescriptions developed and presented within a given management plan determine what is allowable.
Historically, WDM has not been necessary within these areas.

2.3.2  Humaneness of methods used by ADC

The issue of humaneness, asit relates to the killing or capturing of wildlife is an important but very complex concept
that can be interpreted in avariety of ways. Humanenessis aperson's perception of harm or pain inflicted on an
animal, and people may perceive the humaneness of an action differently. In this discussion, humaneness applies only
to those actions taken by humansto catch, handle and/or kill problem wildlife.
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Animal welfare organizations are concerned that some methods used to manage wildlife damage expose animals to
unnecessary pain and suffering. Research suggests that with some methods, such as restraint in leghold traps, changes
in the blood chemistry of trapped animals show "stress.” Blood measurements indicated similar changesin foxes
chased by dogs for about 5 minutes as those restrained in traps (USDA 1994). However, such research has not yet
progressed to the development of objective, quantitative measurements of pain or stress for usein evaluating
humaneness.

Humaneness, as perceived by the livestock industry and pet owners, requires that domestic animals be protected from
predators because humans have bred the natural defense capabilities out of domestic animals. It has been argued that
man has amoral obligation to protect these animals from being maimed or killed by predators (USDA 1994).

ADC has improved on humaneness and sel ectivity of WDM methods through training, research and development of
devices such as: trap pan-tension devices, break-away snares, aeria hunting developments, el ectronic trap monitoring
devices and the LPC. Research is continuing to bring new findings and products into practical use. ADC personnel in
the Digtrict are experienced and professiond in their use of management methods so that the tools are used in as
humane and selective manner as possible. Mitigation measures and standard operating procedures used to maximize
humaneness are listed in Chapter 3.

2.3.3  Thepublic'sconcern about use of chemicals

Much of the public concern over the use of WDM chemicalsis based on erroneous perceptions that ADC uses

nonsel ective, outdated chemical methodologies. Currently, the use of toxicantsby ADC in all instances is regulated by
the EPA through the FIFRA, by MOUs with other agencies, and by ADC Directives (ADC Directives 2.210, 2.401,
2.415, 2.420, 2.425). Based on athorough Risk Assessment, APHIS concluded that when ADC program chemicals
are used according to label directions, they are selective to target individual s or populations, and that such use has
negligible impacts on the environment (USDA 1994).

Affected Environment

Components of the environment to be examined in this EA are wildlife populations, livestock predation and protection, public
health and safety, and social attitudes. The ADC program, dueto its limited scope, has limited affects on other components of
the environment. Evaluations of the program have shown there is no affect on soils, silv

, prime or unique farmlands, floodplains, wetlands or riparian zones
) Because ADC has no cooperative agreements with American Indian tribes within the District, no effect

on American Indian concerns is expected.

2.4.1 Wildlife populations

Localized coyote populations could be affected, to one degree or another, by the current predator damage management
program. However, the ADC program currently operates on only 23% of the District, thus the impact of c