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IN REPLY REFER TO: 

6830 (NV-043) 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
Box 555 
Reno, NV 89505 

Dear Interested Party: 

FEB '11992 

Enclosed for your review and comment is the preliminary 
environmental assessment (EA) which analyzes anticipated impacts of 
the 1992 Animal Damage Control Annual Work Plan for the Ely District 
BLM. Your written comments must reach the Ely BLM office by March 
10, 1992 to be considered for incorporation as part of the public 
comment on the preliminary environmental assessment. 

Due to requests from the BLM Nevada State Office, we never finalized 
the 1991 Animal Damage Control (ADC) Annual Work plan or EA sent out 
for review in May, 1991. We have incorporated the comments received 
for the 1991 EA and are now undergoing the review process on the 
1992 ADC plan submitted by the Animal Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS) in November, 1991 for the calendar 1992 year. Per a 
letter from the Nevada State BLM Director to APHIS on January 21, 
1991: "Consistent with the Master Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and 
BLM, ADC activities will not be authorized after January 1, each 
year without an approved annual ADC Plan". Control activities on 
the Ely BLM District will not be authorized for 1992 until this EA 
Record of Decision is signed by the District Manager and the plan 
then signed by all parties. 

If you have any questions on the EA or comment process, please 
contact District Wildlife Biologist, Mark Barber, at (702) 289-4865 
or FTS 469-2000. 

1 Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth G. Walker, 
District Manager 

1. 1992 Preliminary ADC EA, Ely District 
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INTRODUCTION 

This preliminary environmental assessment (EA) examines impacts of 
the Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) proposed (1992) 
animal damage control (ADC-AWP) annual work plan (Appendix A) for 
public lands in the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Ely District. 
It references the nationwide programmatic draft environmental 
impact statement on the Animal Damage Control Program released 
July, 1990 by APHIS. Control activities are proposed to occur over 
portions of approximately 8 million acres of public lands within 
White Pine, Lincoln, and Nye counties of east-central Nevada (Map 
1) . 

The ADC AWP specifies where, when and under what restrictions ADC 
act i vities will be carried out. It is supplementary to the National 
level Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated September 16, 1987 
between BLM and APHIS, and the Nevada State MOU dated September 28, 
1990 by the same parties. The Nevada MOU requires that an EA be 
prepared on the district plan which covers: 

1. Anticipated impacts to any candidate species 
2. Effects of control on target and non-target species 
3. Alternatives to the proposed control plan 
4. Provisions for emergency control 

This EA will address the above items as well as other pertinent 
impacts of the proposed animal damage control program. A complete 
description of the need and basis for the ADC program is given in 
Section II. of the ADC-AWP (Appendix A). 

The ADC program is conducted pursuant to the Animal Damage Control 
Act of March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 u.s.c. 426-426b), as 
amended. Other significant legislative and executive actions that 
guide the program are listed in the Historical outline (Appendix 
B) • 

The program is conducted in Nevada by the APHIS in cooperation with 
the state Predator and Rodent Committee, the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife, and the local state Grazing Boards. Requests for 
assistance received from other federal, state, and local agencies 
and private individuals are the basis for response. Requests are 
investigated by qualified ADC personnel to verify depredation 
causes. If circumstances warrant the removal of those predators 
causing damage, APHIS provides either the necessary technical 
information or operational control services. 
The BLM manages the public lands and authorizes APHIS to conduct 
ADC activities within the guidelines of the law, manual 
requirements, MOU requirements and any special stipulations which 
may come as required mitigation and monitoring in the Record of 
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Decision when this environmental assessment is finalized. APHIS is 
authorized by law to conduct and oversee the actual ADC activities 
on public lands with the NDOW conducting non-lethal beaver damage 
control. 

Precautions are taken to protect humans as well as domestic and 
non-target animals from the controls/tools used. 

The ADC program serves individuals, groups, and agencies by 
responding to requests for assistance in controlling predator 
damage. Each project is initiated only after receiving an oral or 
written request and after actual or potential damage is 
substantiated by the APHIS. A signed agreement defining the 
methods of control and the species to be controlled is obtained 
between the APHIS and the landowner, lessee, or in the case of 
public lands, the land managing agency, before control 
work commences. 

BACKGROUND 

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the proposed action is to prevent and/or minimize 
losses of domestic livestock to predators while also protecting 
humans as well as domestic and wild non-target animals from any 
negative consequences of control methods. The need is demonstrated 
by the receipt of an average o f 17 8 requests per year from 2 2 
livestock operators who have lost a cumulative total of 527 sheep 
to predators per year on public lands within the E;;_ District over 
the last 10 year period. (Appendix C) /O ; 6 ~

7
-< 

p-CJ 
RelatiOnship To Planning ,;z? 

The Schell Management Framework Plan was completed in 1983. The 
Egan Resource Management Plan was completed in 1987. Nether plan 
addresses animal damage control activities directly. The ADC plan 
is in conformance with all pertinent sections of these land use 
plans. 

The proposed ADC AWP is also consistent with the County Land Use 
Plans for White Pine, Nye and Lincoln counties as well as the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife's Policy Plan for the Management of 
Nevada's Wildlife Through 1990. 
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Major Issues 

1. Impact of proposed control methods to target, non­
target as well as candidate and listed threatened or 
endangered species 

2. Impact of proposed action to health and safety of humans and 
domesticated animals. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action is that the BLM authorize the APHIS to conduct 
animal control activities as specified in the draft 1992 APHIS ADC 
AWP on selected public lands in the Ely District. ADC activities 
are aimed at controlling damage causing individuals in order to 
reduce livestock losses to predators. Section IV of the ADC-AWP 
(Appendix A) gives a detailed account of proposed control methods, 
seasons of control and special restrictions. Map 1 as explained in 
Section V of the above document shows the proposed planned control 
areas, human safety zones and designated wilderness and wilderness 
study areas. The plan is in compliance with the Memorandum of 
Understanding (M. O. U.) between the Bureau and the APHIS dated 
9/16/87 which covers the Animal Damage Control Program nationally. 
It is also in conformance with the supplemental M.O. u. signed 
9/28/90 between BLM and APHIS in Nevada and BLM ADC Manual 6830. In 
addition NDOW conducts beaver damage control in accordance with the 
same s~ipulations. 

standard Operating Procedures 

Pertinent standard operating procedures (SOPs) from the two BLM 
Land Use Plans have been incorporated into all ADC activities. 
These include: 

1. Cultural resource protection requires compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966, Section 206 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Amendments of 1980 and Section 101 (b) (4) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

2. All refuse generated by field operations in the project 
area will be removed to a sanitary landfill. 

3. Threatened or endangered plant or animal species 
clearance is required before implementation of any project. 
Consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service per Section 
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7 of the Endangered Species Act is necessary if a threatened 
or endangered species or its habitat may be impacted. If 
there is an adverse impact, either relocation or abandonment 
of the project will follow. 

4. Environmental assessment will be conducted before 
project development so that, depending on impact, 
modification or abandonment of the proposed project may be 
considered. 

In addition to SOPs from our Land Use Plans, policy guidelines 
issued by the APHIS constitute SOPs as well as guidelines issued in 
BLM-APHIS MOUs and BLM Manuals. For example, APHIS policy states 
that the taking of mountain lions will be for corrective control 
purposes only, and no preventive measures are taken. All 
guidelines must be observed. It is also APHIS policy to utilize 
only offset steel jaw traps in the ADC program and to restrict the 
use of lethal devices in areas where endangered species might 
occur. An ADC directive on threatened and endangered species dated 
10/6/89 states "ADC shall conduct its activities so that the 
continued existence of Federally proposed or listed T/E species (or 
State listings) or their proposed or listed Critical Habitat are 
not jeopardized." 

Also current policy guidelines on ADC are included in BLM Manual 
6830 Animal Damage Control (8\88) and serve as SOPs. These place 
strict guidelines for use of M-44 's including 26 stipulations 
placed by the Environmental Protection Agency. APHIS policy also 
serves as SOPs and puts even further restrictions including no use 
within 1/2 mile radius of designated public use areas or in areas 
where hunting dogs are used or trained. In addition, weekly 
inspections are required and automatic removal is required if 
additional livestock losses have not been verified within 30 days 
after initial placement. 

M-44's are not allowed to be used in Wilderness Study Areas or in 
designated Wilderness Areas. Safety precautions include posting of 
warning signs at all control devices. As a restricted use pesticide 
all requests for M-44 use have to be approved by the BLM Washington 
Office pesticide use committee prior to approval. Pilot and 
aircraft used in ADC control operations must meet special 
requirements to qualify for the low level hazardous flight work. 

Alternatives 

Three alternatives are evaluated in detail (eight alternatives were 
considered) in the APHIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 
the Animal Damage Control Program released July, 1990. These are 
the (1) Current Program Alternative, (2) No Action Alternative and 
(3) Compensation Program Alternative. 
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Other alternatives considered for analysis in this document but not 
analyzed are: 1. Conversion of livestock use from sheep to cattle 
in problem allotments, 2. Requiring use of non-lethal protection 
methods and 3. A ban on use of toxicant for control. These 
alternatives were judged as impractical or beyond the authority of 
this office. This AWP was prepared and submitted by the Ely APHIS 
office, this EA will only analyze the plan as presented, and 
present required mitigation and monitoring changes as needed to 
meet manual and MOU requirements. Analysis of other alternatives 
was considered but rejected. 

DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Only portions of the environment which directly affect, or will be 
affected by, ADC activities will be described in this document. The 
affected environment is described in a general sense within 
numerous planning documents. Foremost among these are the 
Planning Area Analysis for the Schell Resource Area, the Schell 
Unit Resource Analysis portions of the MFP, the Egan RMP, the 
Management Situation Analysis done for the Egan RMP, the 
preliminary FEIS for the MX (October 2, 1981), and the White Pine 
Power Project EIS. These documents provide a description of the 
potentially affected environment in the Ely District. 

Target Species 

Primary target species are coyotes (Canis latrans), bobcats (Felis 
rufus), and mountain lions (Felis concolor) which are controlled as 
needed to alleviate predation on domestic animals (see Appendix A 
Sec. II for details of losses to these species). Secondary control 
may involve ravens (Corvus corax) and starlings (Sturnus vulgaris). 
Beaver (Castor canadensis) are also involved in habitat destruction 
activiti~s mostly in riparian habitats. The program is directed 
towards alleviating losses caused by individual predators and local 
depredating predator populations. This proposal, however, focuses 
primarily on the coyote and secondarily on the mountain lion, since 
they are the most prevalent and widespread predators affecting 
livestock at this time. 

Non-Target Species 

Non-target animals which could be affected include 15 species of 
raptors which occur in the district. The Golden Eagle is the most 
commonly attracted bird to trap sites. Domestic dog, kit fox, 
badger, and gray fox occur in the district and could be 
accidentally taken by ADC control activities (mainly traps and M-44 
use). Non-target species taken in the Ely District in 90-91 were 1 
bobcat, 3 kit fox and 2 badgers. Appendix D gives a listing of 
non-target animals taken state-wide by ADC from 1987-89 (no similar 
information is available just for the Ely District). 
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T/E and Candidate Species 

Appendix E contains a complete list of all listed and candidate 
plant (12 species) and animal (25) species on public lands in the 
Ely District. The only species which could potentially be affected 
by ADC activities are: 

1. Bald Eagle (Endangered) 
2. American peregrine falcon (Endangered) 
3 Ferruginous Hawk (Candidate C-2) 
4. Sierra Nevada red fox (Candidate C-2) 

Wild Horse and Burros 

A total of 13 herd areas for wild horses have been established on 
the Ely District with an estimated total of 5150 wild horses 
occupying the range. 

Recreation 

Recreation use in the Ely District is mostly dispersed, and the 
majority of use occurs in the back country. There are four 
developed recreation sites on BLM land (See Appendix A, Sec. VI 1.) 
Recreation activities include hunting for upland game, waterfowl 
and big game, fishing, spelunking, sightseeing, hiking, trapping, 
camping, rock hunting, wood cutting, viewing archeological and 
historic sites and ORV use. Use is generally not concentrated in 
any specific area, with the exception of the caves and fishing 
waters. 

Wilderness 

Currently 18 Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) totaling 678,419 acres 
(8.3% of district) occur in the Ely District. Also there are 2 
designated Wilderness Areas totaling 6,438 (acres on BLM), neither 
area is in the proposed Control Zone for ADC activities. 
The Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under 
Wilderness Review, BLM Handbook H-8550-1, dated 11/10/87 outlines 
how these lands under wilderness study must be managed. The 
September 24, 1981 Wilderness Management Policy guides management 
of designated wilderness areas. 
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Jv,::mev,'.'):c, when used by profc.::-sionals z~ccorc.~ing- to established 
guidelines; the ris~..:s to humc. n,,; and ,Jornesticatc~d animals are 
minimal. Of secondary concern would be the anticipated impacts en 
the overall populations of individual pr2.c!ators. 'l'hcre >':','.)Uld be 
the unavoidable impact of stress, injury or dea~h affecting 800 l~ 
1 , 300 animals each year. This particul~r issue is discussed below 
for each spec ie s that may be i mpacted as a result o f the pro9ram. 

Tar g et Spe ci e s 

Coyot e 

The ecological implications of the propo se d control effort ar e 
r e lated to its effect on the ov er all coyote population rather than 
on the individual, as it is the integrity of the population that is 
important biologically. · · 

coyote populations have the reproductive capacity to recover 
rapidly following a r e duction in number (assuming adequate prey are 
available), regardless of whether these reductions are a result of 
natural causes or of man's activities. 
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Menn ca.i.:-1 lion 

AY• •. id.pated irnp,1ctr·, i1:cl udin~· ecologi c2l impl icatin11s 1 ~::co::'t1 tl 
p.·(;posed control ef:ort a.1..·"'--,. re .,..:1+:.._) 11C~I"C' to their effcc:..: c n tl.i.J 
o70rall mountain lion population rath0'-1.· t-.ha11 on tie i_ndivid.ia.l. 

Mountain lion habit...,_[-: _·s prim rily limited to mountain ranges, 
c- ny ons an d b ad] ands 1here quit often t h e en t i r e a rea may be 
inh~bited by relat i vely f ew lions dependi n g on natural prey basis. 
Howc:ver, cur;.:·ent. mou11tc.,in lion po~-1uJc ti.011 l0ve l s are 2.t or near 
maximum density ( 90-100 p ercent). NDOW a nd ADC estinatc that 
appr oximately 150 mountain lion~ live ~~~hin the 8. 0 mi l l ion acres 
in the Ely Di s trict. 

The re l ative l y few number of mountain l i ons taken by thr.:? Ely 
Distr i ct ADC a nn ual ly , (15 in 1990-19 9 1) plus t e adjustable ta g 
q uota/sport harvest a dmini s te red by t h e Ne v ada De p artment of 
Wildlife, has rel a tiv e ly no i mpact on t h e tota l populat i on . 
Appen di x F s how s sport take versus ADC k ill i n 1990 -91 in NDOW 
Mana ge men t units in the Ely Di st rict (a lso includ e s ar ea ou t s id e 
di s t rict and on other federal l a nds). ADC took an aver a ge of 48% of 
total lions killed in 1990-91. · · NDOW biologists state in the 1991 
Mountain Lion Status a nd Hunting Season Recommendations: 
"Documented mortality in the form of harvest and accidental loss 
does not appear to have exceeded the reproductive/recruitment 
capabilities of the mountain lion resource. Based upon population 
estimates and recorded mortality, the trend in Region II mountain 
lion population is considered to be stable" and "With lion 
populations near maximum densities and lion harvest - goals de s igned 
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to take no more th;-rn annual recruit.mr:;r,:.: ( but only 5 2% attai110c~ 
a'.'C·r.:1.c e) there still 1:cri:t:i.n:; a enrplnr; c,t lions availab1e for taJ.., ,_ 
i n Rei::rion IIJ: 11 

Bobcat 

Antici ~;-=:..t ~d ir.,:)actP, a:;,~e minirr.a:1. "t·.7i th respect to this Gpe::cies. 
Control ma~sur,s a~B seldom ta}~~~ OD bo~~~ts and always aimed at a 
partic ular an.ir.:,i':'!.l. Ap_,cmdi D s:Jw.rs onJ y 9 bobcats killed a1 d 37 
released as a ~esult of AJC ac · ivities statewide from 1987- 9. 
Ely District ADC did not kill any in 1990-1991, whil e :d.vat.e 
trappers took 240 bobcats for their fur value in White Pine County, 
Lincoln and Nye counties. 

Raven /Starlings 

No ravens were taken in 1990-91 by ADC personnel, 2 requests wero 
received reporting -l osses to ravens. Ravens can be a problem 0 1, 

sheep lam _ing areas fo r limit ed periods. No Starlings were take~, 
st arl in g control is limited to feedlot situations where tl1e birls 
are eating live s tock feed. The se conditions do not occur on public 
lands. 

The conclusion of the August, 1990 report by the Gen era l Accounting 
Off ice Number RCED 90-149 , Effects of ADC Program on Predc~t.ors ,_ 
was: ''According to available informatio n, the number of predators 
killed under ADC pro grams has not thre at ened state-wide predator 
populations". They also state ADC activities can "contrib ut e to 
decreases in populations of certain predator species in loc a lize d 
areas with heavy li vestocJc grazing." 

Nontarget species 

One of the adverse effects of the ADC program is the direct impact 
on nontarget wildlife species accidentall y killed or injured as -
result of ground control activities. Nontarget wildlife caught 
and released or destroyed as a result of the program mig ht include 
such species as kit fox, badger, rabbit, birds of prey. Also 
domestic dogs and cats can be taken accidently. 

The coyote, mountain lion, and bobcat also play an important role 
in a complex of predator-prey relationships. The ADC control 
program therefore, has the potential to change (in the areas where 
it occurs) these relationships, to a degree, causing indirect 
impacts on other taxonomic groups. 
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'l'hq d.iroct and indil..~ect eff r,,cts o ...... non target spec i es suc.1 as ot.b ·r 
caxni vo1:·c,,r-:, rc1ptor!:-,, gams s'",ecie .. ,, roe ent~:;, 1 ag:i.mo:rphs, 2.uc1. 
thieatene~ and end·ns r0d SJ?cies are addressed below. 

Rarto"".'S c·,n ,)2 aff ,,:::t:ed hy certai ADC tP.c hniq ue• ·; the steel +:.r- p 
.,;..;ry,:J.C:. pr 1.J1·,,: bl:- b:. o-::' m-~::-·,• t. 1... :)nc,3::cn, 1 le!'-~-:: strici: pre .::;-,.u · .. :.. · 
(c;,~e:.ly th 1y,e of :::;:,2:c2.~s) 2r:-e t·al:en. fdrd", of prey loce,t. L.>t 
focc'.1--::l.rn.,~.::;~1y by s.'g'.::, no~: srn.~11. S::r2<?J tra1~s ,.;;et for cc.yotcf; ,' t 

nor:i,1c::d.ly S(;E:ntcd wi.'.h clfactcry attrcct&.~1ts and, there:Zor,l, se:J," , ,::,t 
con·: ~j_t.ute a ha;c:a1 d to th A so birds. Current.: st:.:.te reJul::,"·d.o r;s 
rec_...11i!:e 2. 3/16 L-1cll Fp,·cc : ... : in traps tn protect 
r aptors. 

Predator control for the protection of l ivestock can have a limited 
effect on local pnpulatiorn:, cf game species. The extent depenclP, 
upon where, when, and to the i ntensity i t i s conducted. PrcCato~s 
c an be co ntro l led specifi c ally for th e benefit of game species, 
u suall y at the r equest of the Nevada Department of Wil dlife. Thus 
t he sele ct ive re moval of in d ividual co yotes th at are killing 
l i vestock in a p ar t icular area is unlikely to have any majo:c 
i nflue nce on game populati on s , unle ss predation were th e lirnitin~ 
factor for a particular game spec ies in a given geographic area. 

Pop ula tio n of rats, mice, and rabbits are not directly affected by 
c oyote con trol methods used by ADC. The most sign ific ant imp2cL 
upon these s peci e s probably occurs in d i rect ly as a result. of 
changes within complex coyote-prey relationships. 

T&E Species 

The endangered wintering bald eagle could be impacted by the ADC 
program. Some incidents of eagles being caught in steel t raps 
occur when sight baits are suspended over traps. This practice is 
now illegal and not used in ADC activities. Law enforce ment 
activities have reduced this type of losses in commercial trappin g . 
The toxic characteristics of sodium cyanide make it highly 
unlikely that scavengers including eagles would be killed 
from eating a coyote killed by a M-44. 

However, to in sure that bald eagles are not taken or otherwise 
impacted, the APHIS issued policy guidelines and provided specific 
instruction to field personnel, directing them not to place 
potent ially hazardous devices · i n areas of known T&E species 
occurrence. 

The Draft nationwide E.I.S. on ADC activities lists the American 
peregrine falcon as possibly impacted by ADC activities. These 
birds feed primarily on small passerine birds which could be 
impacted by the use of Starlicide (DRC 1339). This would have to be 
a secondary poisoning. No starlicide has been used to date in the 
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El.y District. Three p0n:•3rinR "hack" or nest sit.es ~. re scheduled by 
NDOW within the di.strict o,.-er th0. nc;:t few years. 

Impacts on the CiJ. t0qoL-y 2 c:ar·- 1 idate 'J.'/ E fon:u9inons ha.wk wonlr-: J ,._, 
in,li1_·cct: .?!lid i-tL1i;r•1_. 'J'h, f,~. 1:uginc,uc, he.,;k's pL•_;_m tcy p1_·ey SJ. · j, 
in the Ely Dif;tri ct ha; Jv.P:-1 dc:te -r,i.,c: ~- to b· t.rH! rrown,,_,r;.( r_ r c 1 ' 
squ.irr.e:J_. Thi .. · al:::,c: ;_C':r'\C-'~-' ;:,::, 0:.1.~ of r,.a111 p:cl=c.:· s._:1.:ciC::s fo:,_· co:i•ol , 
By reduc:ins_; coyo-:.::c, J sve1 · 7..1 nr~.3.s ;•,'jacent to fccn.1.,Jinm,-_ r L 
nc~r.;t si tE?s tb _Ls cc"t.1.J. (~ he. vc a slight b0ref icia l effect by rcc~uc,j_i ,g­
co~·ot:e predatior, on th( f,rey base ( squin:-els and other roc1c•r.'-~·) 
\1sed by thr he wkr-::. 'l'llis potential im1:·act hris never be'" ·1 

quantitatively men sure:" and would be expected to be minh1c:d. in 
nature. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service lists the Sierra Nevada R0d FGX 
(Vu l pec; neca.tor) a.s a citegory 2 candidate T / F. s_,.:1ecies. Reco- c::3 
from the Ely Di.strict a:t:ea include two records by Ha.11 in 19,~6. 
There are no recent records indicating the species o ccurs in this 
a rea. NDOW records show 3 red f ox t aken in Elko County with U,e 
nearest one taken 12 miles north of the Ely District boundary. Mel 
Anderson, APHIS supen·isor in Ely, reports that in his 34 :/E3.?.:-s 
trapping and working around Eastern Nevada he has never seen a red 
fox . NDOW states it is possible that past use of poison baits and 
intense t rapping have removed red fox from it's historic rang2 a~d 
c urrent sport harvest and predator control are preventing red fox 
f rom reoccupying their former range . Impacts, i f the fo x does occlr 
i n t he Ely Distr i ct , wou l d be mi nima l as fo xes are n o t t arget 
s pe c ies a nd are rarely taken dur in g ADC opera tio ns . 

The APHI S-BLM Nevada MOU (Append ix A) req u i res APHI S t o conduct 
Se ction 7 co ns ult at i on as ne eded , c ons ult at ion with th e Reno Field 
station o f th e U. S . Fi s h and Wil d lif e Se r vice r ega rdi ng p ossible 
i mpac t s to li s ted t hrea t en ed of endang e r e d plants or ani ma l s pe c ies 
h as been co mpleted. The prop o s e a c t io n wil l no t affect th e 
c ont i nued ex i stence of any listed threate n ed of endangered speci es . 

Cultu r al, Pa l e nto l og ic a l and Historical 

No i mpacts on cultu ra l, p a lentolo g ical or historical values a r e 
anticipated as a result of the ADC program, s ince t h ere will b e no 
ground disturbance. 

Visual Resource Management 

No impacts on landscape or visual values are anticipated as a 
result of the ADC program, since the program does not involve any 
construction or ground disturbance. 

12 



Recreation Values 

PrPdator control a~tivities arc norma. ly conducted away fro~ h~~~ 
pub1ic use areas. Hm1~vc):, the pnblic caiaot b::o cor1 1)]ct0,y 
c:-:c ~ 1:•lr::: fron :u:- ,: :~, wh :.L. 8 co'"'_~·;:-ol ec;l"!.; ,__,r~ -nt ma . .J be e~~pc<_; .2•:. 'J' · 
)_. ,_(' :c<-; t 'nn ~f"t ha:3 aCC<'" 0 S.3 "le. 1" ,st CV:~ .·y '- --:re of p,lbl ic ] ·"' r (;; 

eitllE!r b:r off ~roa( v· :1:i.c:1.nr- ., b/ foot. o:" by Lorst~'.,, c·c 

Bi rd hunting, with or v1iC10ut the uE·c; cf dogs, may be impc1ctec. by 
control a.ct.i vj tie'3 in cr-;r·i::.ain area:;. Ho·,1ev0r, the ti:ntinrj or 
cont .··ol ···ti\'· ties anc~ h1.1 ,ting s•-:-0.so::1•-! within t · ,e Ely Dist·.·5 r~• ;­

usually c!o no·i.: coincide. On those occc:":;ions w11:~ . they do, A ·)1:. ·r­
notifies by postiny arr>;:,s where cc,,,t roJ act vi ties are h:.i 1c 
c~r1ducted and coverfng traps to prevent unintenLional catches e:~ 
v~ndalism of traps. 

Sport harvest of coyotes by lo c~l trappers and sportsmen may b~ 
iNpacted by ADC activities when fur prices are high and efforts a~ e 
i~tense. In recent years low fur prices have minimized a~y 
conflict.. Since the mctj ori ty of ar,.?.as open for c ontrol a'·:-c 
consider<lble distances from major population centers, i t is 

a,'1ticipated that the proposed action wou l d not i mpact tl•i.:· · 
recreati anal activity. Other recn~ationc:•.l valut:!s should not be 
significantly impacted as a result of this program . 

The ADC APHIS proposed plan c al l s for human safety zo nes where 
control is prohibited around streams, developed ca mpgrounds 
(Illipah Reservoir, Cleve Cree k , Goshute Cree k, Cold Creek, Meadow 
Valley and Spring Valley Reservoir ) and along major highways. NDOTT 
beaver damage control c an be conducted in the human safety zone 
with no n- leth a l methods. 

Soc ia l and Economic Values 

since t h i s program directly benefits a se gment of the local 
econom y, it i s viewed by the l ivestock ranch i ng interest s as highly 
needed and benefi c ial . The ranching c ommunit y i s the only segment 
of the popu l ation that is directly depende n t on this program . 
However , o f t he 98 l iv e s t ock operator s pe r mi tted t o graze on 
pu blic l a nds within t he Ely Dis tr ict, only 29 (30%) of the 
op erators requested control on their allotments during the pa st 
year . (Appendix G). 

Employees of the ADC program · and hired aircraft operators also 
benefit directly (i.e., salaries and cost of aircraft rental) from 
the program. Services generated directly and indirectly by the 
program are almost infinitesimal compared to the total economic 
picture in White Pine County {the ADC program sold no ' pelts in 
1990-91 ) . 
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Livestock produc ers without predation probl ems may benefit 
economically from the lower marketing caused by the coyc~e 
predation suffered by other livestock operators. The impact nf 
li vestock losses to r.oyotes on consurners is the result of reduc - , 
supplies and corre spondingly h.i ghe·: pric,?.G. Th e greater ovr--,:._:. ~. ·: 
economic impac t of ] ivcstock p::-.·<.datior- is pro 1Jably on the cor FT,_~: 

rather tla n the produce~. 

The reluti.onship bet.ween the commercia l harvest of coyote::--:; f-:11: 
their fur value and coyotes taken as a re lu lt of the ADC program 
impacts the e conomic return of the trapp cx and sportsmen. 'l;he. 
value of the average coyote pelt has varied over the past ye~rs 
from $40.00 i n 1980-81 to $13.02 in 199 0-9 1. As price s decrL2s• 
for this commodity, the number of ani~als taken commercially also 
decreases. 

However, the coyotes harvested commercial l y are se l dom associated 
with live stock damage situations. To have any commercial val~ e, 
coyotes must be harvested in late fall or early winter when furs 
are prime. Livesto ck damage is usually at a minimum during this 
time. Salvageable hides taken by the ADC program are sold, anrt the 
proceeds are r eturned to the c ooperative program. Last ye ar l he 
ADC program sold no salvageable hides i n the Ely Di strict . 

A growing segment of the U.S. population find killing animals for 
sport or t o benefit the livestock i ndustry as offensive and are 
op posed to all lethal ADC activities as well as sport hunting and 
trapping. Others are concerned with cruelty to animals and oppo se 
all methods th ey view as inhum ane. The battle to ban or withdraw 
funding from ADC activities is being fought in federal and state 
legislat ures a nd courts. A potential negative i mpact to the 
halting of regulated animal damag(~ control would be that some 
live stock operators may turn to using unapproved chemical control 
which could be very harmful to both targ et and non-target specie s, 
as well as to domestic animals and humans. Present laws and 
regulations allow ADC control to continue with proper restrictions . 

Wilderness 

The W.S.A. guidelines include the following restrictions: 

"Animal damage control activities directed at individual offending 
animals, and not indiscriminate control of population, may be 
permitted, so long as this will not jeopardize the continued 
presence of any species in the area." 

The Wilderness Policy states: "Approval of predator control actions 
must be contingent upon a clear showing the removal of the 
offending predators will not diminish the wilderness values of the 
area , because these kind of wildlife is an integral part of the 
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wilderness , as well as adjunct to t he v i sitor ' s exper i ence.", 
Control i n designated wilderness areas can only be authorized by 
the State Director and will be considered on a ca~e-by-case ba~is. 

The proposed action is designed to fully i ncorporate thes: 
restrictions. No i ·:pact:: to 1.'1i" derne::-'s. of w ild,_.-cness study a:·c-,>..r, 
a re expected as a result of this action . 

Wi l d Horses and Burros 

Th ere could be some nc g c: t i v e imp acts to wild horses in t he d i st rict 
due to aerial gunn i ng acti vi t i es used t o c ontrol c oyotes. 
Ha r a ssment o f wil d horses i s ill ega l u nd er th e Wild Fr ee - Roamirs 
Horse a d Burro Act. Disturbance. of wild horses is expected t o br~ 
minimal . Low l e vel flights f ro m Marc h through J une c ould have ~-. 
negat i ve effec t on f oaling act iv it i es. Intensive ADC efforts m~y 
benef i t ho r s e s as coyotes hvve been observed to take newborn foal~ 
on occ asion . 

Prov i s i ons f or Emergency Contro l 

All emergency control ( requests for control i n areas l iste~ as ~o 
Control Zones) will be handled with the same li mitation and 
restr i ct i ons as analyzed i n the Planned Control Areas. Therefore, 
impacts are expected to be the same as those already covered. In 
t he l ast 10 years t he Ely District BLM has received no requests fo;: 
emergen c y c ont ro l. 

Ot her re s ou r c es 

No i mpacts f ro m ADC a c t i vities are expected on Fl ood p lain, W~tlands 
and Ri par i an Areas ; Areas of Criti c al Env i r onmenta l Concern; Prime 
or Uni que Farmlands ; Water Qua l ity or Quantity; Wastes , Hazardous 
or Sol i d ; Nat i ve Amer i can Religious concerns ; or Ai r Quality . 

Miti gat i ng Meas u r e s 

In ord e r to be tte r docum e nt imp acts on non-targe t s pe cies at t he 
dist r ict level, a li s t of a ll non- ta rg e t speci es ta ke n will be 
inclu de d with the AWP each y ear ( fo r t h e p r evio u s y ea r ). Th i s wi l l 
s p e cify anim a l s pe cie s , numb e r k illed, nu mber rel e a se d, me t h od o f 
take and location (inclu de s allot ment) of incid e nt. Control 
methods will be continually revie wed to eliminat e any whic h 
continue to result in capture of non-target species. Areas wer e 
non-target species are regularly taken (2 or more per year) will b e 
remov e ct from the Control Zone or methods will be chang e d to 
minimize the take of non-target species. 
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In o rder to mitigate any potential i mpacts on endangered falc ons .• 
APHIS will not use Starlicide (DRC 1339) within 10 miles o f an 
active peregrine f alcon hack or nest site. 

No ADC aerial operations will disturb wild horses or burros durin g 
the foaling season. This in~ludes no low level flight s (below 500 
feet) where wild horses or b•-rro::; ar J present from March 1 th:r:ough 
J une 3 0th annually. 

ADC operations will report any sitting s of red fox immediate l y to 
the BLM and control me~sures will be limite d in the identified area 
t o measures which will not adversely i mpact the fo x . This will mean 
usin g direc t control methods only. 

At th e annual APHIS-ADC/BLM meeting, any problems in co mpiling with 
a ll manual, MOU and other restrictions will be identifi ed. Needed 
changes in operating procedures will be incorporated in the next 
year s AWP in order to assure clo se conformance a nd resolve any 
co nflict areas. 

Allotme nts with co nsistent ly high predator loss e s will be 
co nsidered fo r con version from sh eep to cattle if permi ttee are 
willing and allotment monitoring s hows no resulting negati ve 
impa cts to forag e or riparian areas. 

Fi na l mit i gating measures and stipulations from t his EA will be 
in corporated in the Record of Decision and will becom e part of t he 
finalized ADC AWP. APHIS signatur e on the AWP will signify 
accept ance of all r equ ir ed mitigating and monitoring measures. 

Required Monitoring 

Th e Nevada BLM/APHIS MOU r equ ires "In areas where ADC is con ducted 
on a re gul ar and int ens ive basis , effects of control on targ e t and 
non-target species will be monitored" . APHIS will be responsible to 
see that allotments which receive regular request for control will 
receive adequate monitoring of target and non-target species 
occurs. This may incl ude conducting predator scent stations before 
and after con trol efforts are completed -or other ade qu ate methods. 
In addition on all ani mals taken by ground meth ods, the a ge and sex 
o f each target animal taken will be reported in order to detect any 
a dverse sh ifts in loc a l populations. On non-target species APHIS 
must certify annually that efforts are not adversely effecting 
populations. State-wide figures (Appendix D) show badger are the 
most common non-target species taken, p ar ticular emphasis should be 
placed on reducing badger losses/captu res . The ADC AWP submission 
each year must include the results of all monitoring efforts to 
verify that target and non-target species population levels are not 
being adversely impacted. Monitoring methods will be reviewed 
annually to reassure that they are adequate and that information is 
sufficient to conclude that impacts on target and non-target 
species populations are not significant. 
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INTENSIT Y OF PUBLIC INTEREST 

The 1979 FWS Draft Environmental Impact St atement (EIS) of 
Mammalian Predator Damage Manage ment for Livestock Protection in 
*the Western United States rec eive d 1,559 letters plus 150 persons 
at tended public meetings i11 Wash ington, D. C. and Salt Lak e city, 
Utah. 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION (P reliminary EA sent for comment) 

Nevada Department of Wi ldlife 
-Region II Elko 

Region III Las Vegas 
Headquarters, Reno 

_New White Pine Sportsmen ' s Club 

Animal Plant Health Ins pection Service­
-Anim al Damage Contro l, Ely and Reno Offic es 

U.S. Forest Service-
-Humboldt National Forest 

Eastern Nevada Trappers and Takers Assoc. 

Advisory Board to Manage Wildlife 
-Whit e Pine Co . 

Lincoln Co. 

Nevad a Cat tlemen ' s Associa t ion 

Nevada State Clearinghous e 

Nevada Wool Grow ers Association 

_N-4 Grazing Board 

Nevada Wildlife Federation 

Sierra Club, Toi y abe Chapt e r 

National Pa rk Service-
-Great Basin National Park 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv ice 
Ruby Lake National Wildlife Refuge 

Great Basin Complex Office, Ren o NV. 
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Internal Review 

Ron Sjogren, Lands 
Harry Rhea, Forestry 
Bill Lindsey, Range 
Bill Coulloudon , Rang e 
Bob Brown, Wild Hor ses 
Mark Henderson, Cul tural 
Brian Amme, Cultural 
Mike Bunker , VRM, 

Recreation, Wilderne ss 
Loran Robinson, Wat ershed 
Mark Barber, Riparian, 

T/E Animals 
Jake Rajala, Planning and 

Environmental Coard. 



Bureau of Indian Affairs, Elko 

Duckwater Indian Reservation 

Gosh ute Ir d ian Reservation 

_Ely Indian Reserv at ion 

Bureau of Land Management 
-Elko District 

Battle Mountain District 
Las Vegas District 
Salt Lake District 
Cedar City District 
Rich field District 
Carson City District 
Nevad a state Office 

_Resource Concepts Inc . 

Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association 

The Wilderness Society 

Hal Bybee, Operations 
Tim Reuwsaat, ADM­

Resources 
Gene Dr ais , Area Manager 
Gerald Smith , Area 

Manag e r 
Mike Perkins , Wildlife 
Paul Podborny, Wildlife 
Chris Mayer, Range & TE 

Plants 

Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horse and Burros 

Animal Protection Institute 

Humane Society of the US 

Paul C. Clifford 

Dr. Donald Molde 

_Wildlife Damage Review 

_University of Nevada, Reno 

Alliance for Animals 

Am. Mustang Assoc. Inc 

Am. Mustang & Burro Assoc. 

National Park & Cons. Assoc. 

Public Resource Assoc . 

Tina Nappe 
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_Marjorie Sill 

_Western States Public Coalition 

_Predator Proje ct 

-~ild Horse Organized Assistance 

In addition to those listed above involved in the formal review a 
total of 72 letters were sent to potentially interested parties in 
1991 asking i f they were interested in reviewing the preliminary 
EA. Only those whc replied are being included in the revie w 
process. 

SIGNATURES 

Prepared 

Reviewed by : 

Date 

Date 
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ANIMAL DAMAGE CONTROL - ANNUAL WORK PLAN 
ELY BLM DISTRICT 

1992 

I. Introduction 

This and the associated map constitute the Animal Damage 
Control (ADC) program's annual work plan for the public 
lands in the Ely District of the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) for the period January 1, 1992, to December 31, 1992. 
This plan specifies where, when, and under what conditions 
ADC functions will be carried out as mutually agreed by the 
signatory parties hereto. This plan is supplemental to the 
national level memorandum <MOU), dated September 28, 1990, 
by the same parties. The purpose of this plan is to 
formally outline the anticipated animal damage control 
activities that will be conducted during the covered time 
period by APHIS-ADC personnel an the public lands 
administered by the Ely BLM District. 

II. Basis_far_Program 

Predators and rodents are integral components of natural 
ecosystems and as such are valued resources. The natural 
behavior of these species however, frequently produce 
financial losses to the livestock industry, threats ta human 
safety, and damages to other natural resources. Because of 
these losses and conflicts, effective animal damage 
management efforts are necessary. ADC program activities 
are directed at damage causing individuals or localized 
populations. The overall objective of the ADC program's 
planned activities is to protect human interests while 
minimizing the direct and indirect impacts to wildlife and 
other resources. 

During FY-91, the Ely ADC office received 148 requests for 
asststance <Coyote 1E2, Lion 22, · Bobcat O, Eagle 2, Raven 
2). Losses for the year October 1, 1990, to September 30, 
1991, were as follows: (Coyote) 294 lambs confirmed and 33 
reported, 125 ewes confirmed and 8 reported, and O calves 
confirmed and O reported. <Eagle) 5 lambs confirmed. 
<Rive~) 5 confirmed. (Bobcat) 0 lambs confirmed. (Mt, 
Lion) 82 lambs confirmed and 8 reported and 43 ewes 
confirmed and 1 reported and O buck sheep. Total reported 
losses by all predators were 604 animals~ 

The estimated value of losses were: ewes $22,125, lambs 
$22,935, bu~ks o, and calves O. Tha total estim~ted value 
for confirmed lo~ses w~~ $45,060. Without \he curre~t level 
of control th~ _expected losses . would have bee~ --several . times 

,·· ,,., ' ,' ' :.f... . [ , "',,I,, ·•,, : 1 '•, 

. higher. · 
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In responding to requests for assistance, there were 286 
coyotes and 2 dens taken by aerial hunting, and 806 coyotes 
and 15 lions taken by gfound methods. The Ely District 
office received 1 request for assistance in Wilderness Study 
Areas (WSA) (0 lion, 1 coyote). There were O coyotes taken 
in WSA's, 0 by trapping, 0 by aircraft and O lions taken by 
dogs. Six coyotes were taken with M-44's during this 
per i ad. < No war k was done on the eag 1 e and raven 
complaints.) There were 6 reported losses of nontarget 
animals during this period (1 bobcat, 3 kit foxes, 2 
badgers). Nontarget animals that are inadvertently captured 
are always released to the wild unless they are determined 
to have suffered mortal injuries. Incidental take of 
nontarget animals_ in recent years has been minimal and is 
not expected to increase. 

Sustained control operations have been occurring on the 
planned control areas for the last 15 years. ADC records 
and Nevada Department of Wildlife statistics indicate that 
coyote populations are currently estimated to be stable or 
increasing in numbers. Mountain lion populations are also 
stable to increasing with ranges expanding throughout the 
State. Raven and golden eagle numbers also appear to be 
increasing in the control areas. 

Comments from the 1989-90 NDOW Furbearers Season 
Recommendation Summary indicate "coyote populations are 
estimated to be increasing at moderate to high levels." 
Also comments on mountain lion populations indicate that the 
mountain lion population is considered to be stable." 

NDOW reported harvest of 38 coyotes by trappers in Region II 
in the 1990-91 season. In comparison, ADC take in White 
Pine County (part of Region II> was 771 and 336 coyotes 
taken in Nye and Lincoln Counties (part of Region III). 
Mountain lion take was 26 in White Pine County and 2 in 
Lincoln County by ADC in 1990-91. Harvest estimates by NDOW 
for areas 10, 11, 12, 13, and 22 were 67 lions for the 
unit(s) which cover (most or all) of the Ely BLM District 
(and some areas outside). 

The above discussion of losses, harvest statistics, stable 
to increasing predator population levels, and lack of impact 
on nontarget species, establishes the need and basis for the 
continuing animal damage management program on the Ely BLM 
District. 

III. Results of Previous Year's_Pr~qram 

A. A~imals taken Ctarg~t a~d noQtarge~> Cby species) (by 
method) _ • . Coyotes: sh □ t -' 101,called and ' shot 97, 
denned 4~, 286 aerial ·, dogs 4, M-4't's , 6, ~snares 7, 
tr;-apped • 543 ~- Mt. lions= -~ dogs 13, fo6 ~'. snar:e 1. , 
Nci~t~rg~~~ !ox (kitf 3~ : b~~ge ~a 2~ ~obcat 1~-
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8. Animals taken by spo1- t and fur harvest. 

County Coyote* Fox Bobcat Badger 

White Pine 38 14 Gray 122 2 
Lincoln 20 15 Gray 67 0 

6 Kit 
Nye 199 91 Gray 51 1 

*The actual number of coyotes taken is higher than 
indicated because of unreported sport harvest. 

C. Population trends by species. NDOW estimates 
population trends through sport and fur harvest. ADC 
estimates population trends through predation and 
predatory animal take. Both estimates show that coyote 
and mountain lion populations are stable or increasing 
in numbers. 

D. Monitoring. Monitoring efforts include initial and 
continuing assessments of resource losses to determine 
the species responsible for depredations and the need 
for control efforts to begin or continue. These 
assessments include consideration of depredation 
patterns observed in previous years to identify areas 
where losses can be expected to reoccur. The 
evaluations are used to determine the need ta initiate 
or continue both preventative and corrective control 
efforts. 

The relative impact of ADC operations in previous 
seasons to both target and nontarget species has been 
determined to be minimal. Records are collected to 
document all animals taken as a result of ADC 
operations. This data provides the basis for the 
program's annual report of accomplishments and a means 
of evaluating the relative impact of ADC actions to 
sport and other harvest. ADC and NDOW meet annually to 
discuss management issues of mutual concern - including 
the impacts of depredation control to both target and 
nontarget species. This coordination effort provides 
and annual reassessment to assure that depredation take 
in conjunction with sport ' and other harvest does not 
significantly impact the affected species. 

The ADC harvest . of coyotes and mountain lions declined 
slightly in 1991. This slightly reduced harvest was 
not ·.'a sigpi ficant departure , from , the previous year Is 

·· harves 't. '' Population estimat~ ·s " for both speci 'es . 
' ~ . ' . • - ,! '1 ? . ' . ' ' • 

remained : relatively ~tatic; · therefore, . the relative 
impacts continued to be · minimal fa~ both species. 

,,, .: ·, ... i'J· :,. "-1- .J .•.. ,_ . _. -__ -.,, .. - .. : ·1 · .... :-~ . .G~-... -

ADC ' actioDs ~ere negli~ible . i~ relatio~ 
affected spec1.es. ' -· :, :;·I •l( ''•/. < ·. 

,? w ~- ._/ i ~ .,.,. .. .' ~,. i. ·, ~ ,.,, • .r. ~ ' •. •r,! .,f -~ . - . 
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IV. Re~onsibilities 

The responsibilities of the BLM are the same as given in 
Article 7 of the Nevada MOU dated September 28, 1990. 
APHIS-ADC responsibilities are the same as those given in 
Article 6 of the above MOU. See Appendix A for a copy of 
the MOU. 

V. Planned_ADC Activities 

A. Livestock Protection 

1. Sheep Protection 

SEASONS OF CONTROL - Control will be conducted 
year round on summer and lambing ranges. Control 
emphasis will be placed on the time period 
immediately proceeding and during actual livestock 
use. ADC work on ranges exclusively for winter 
use will occur just prior to and during periods of 
livestock use. 

TYPES OF CONTROL - Leghold traps, aerial hunting, 
shooting, denning, snares, M-44's, and trained 
dogs will be used as appropriate. Emphasis will 
be on coyote damage control, but bobcat and lion 
control will also be accomplished when these 
species are found to be responsible for losses. 

The chemical DRC 1339 (Starlicide) may be needed 
to control raven depredations an lambs. APHIS 
will complete the requisite Pesticide Use Proposal 
(per BLM Manual Section 9011) which will then be 

submitted by BLM to W0-230 for approval prior to 
any pesticide use CM-44's are considered a 
pesticide). Advance notification will be given to 
the district manager before pesticides are used. 
Use of the pesticide DRC 1339 will be restricted 
primarily to lambing ranges and the lambing 
season. DRC 1339 treated eggs will only be used 
to control ravens found when they are found to be 
responsible far lamb depredations. No 
preventative raven control is proposed. Na 
pesticides ar~ pr~pas~d -- f □ r use in Wilderness 
Study Areas or designated Wilderness Areas. 

2. Cattle Protection 

SEASONS OF CONTROL Any time of year that losses 
occur. Losses are n6r~ally confined to the 
sei~6~~ wheri small . calv~s ar~ : pr~sent. 

·' ' t,, · ', ., 

I, ,),, I \ "f • 

TYPES ·OFf CONTRO~_-- Aeri~l 
~; 

will ~e _the 

• . I 
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primary control method used, but steel traps and 
·trained dogs may be employed as appropriate. 

8. Special Considerations 

1. All control programs will be conducted within new 
and existing APHIS Animal Damage Control policies, 
BLM Manual 6830 (8/90), Nevada State APHIS-BLM MOU 
and all applicable State and Federal laws. 

If M-44 use is found to be appropriate within 
planned control areas, all use will comply with 
the 26 use restrictions associated with these 
devices. Signs will be posted at commonly used 
access points and other required locations in 
accordance with APHIS policy, and EPA's 
regulations in order to insure proper public 
notification. 

2. Prior to deplbying M-44's, notification will be 
provided to the appropriate SLM Area Manager. 
This notification will include a written statement 
to include the following: 

a) the general area where the M-44 units are 
proposed for use, b) the expected period of use, 
and c) the losses documented to justify their use. 
During M-44 use periods, monthly reports will be 
provided to the BLM Area Manager to summarize the 
number and species of animals taken, the number of 
M-44's being used, and the losses documented in 
the areas where M-44's are being used. 

3. All ADC control activities within WSA's will meet 
the following stipulations: 

a. Prior authorization will be sought from the 
BLM District Manager before any control 
action is implemented. In the case of 
confirmed losses to mountain lions which 
occur outside normal duty hours, control 
efforts may proceed with notification to 
occur as soon as practicable but no later 
than the following working day. Case by case 
authorizations will be sou~ht to insure that 
all appropriate precautions are exercised to 
presirve the state of wilderness which exists 
iri .. these sensiti~e area~ •. 

b. Dis -tri.ct-wide WSA maps wi 1 l · only be used for 
general . reference;. , Maps with , a scale of at 
le~ -st :'o·ne;; h\alf inch to . .-the mile will be . used 

·_(,, ,' t h·e "f i'e 1 d du r i ng ADC act iv i t -i es to 
. determine WSA b~u .ndafi'es. ,· , ::' 

,•:.,, '~ ·-, ~ ) 



c. All control operations to be conducted in 
WSA's will be in compliance with "The_Interim 
Management_ Gui de 1 i nes_ for_ Lands_ Under 
Wilderness_Review. 11 These guidelines read 
in part: 

"Animal Damage Control activities directed at 
individual offending animals .... may be 
permitted, so long as this will not 
jeopardize the continued presence of any 
species in the area." 

The primary (selective) method of removing 
offending animals will be with firearms 
either from the ground or air. Other control 
methods may be proposed on a case-by-case 
basis as appropriate. Offending animals will 
normally be taken within two weeks of the 
depredation episode. Any extension beyond 
two weeks will be justified by ADC and 
approved by the District Manager. 

d. Control actions and losses within WSA's will 
be documented to provide a complete record 
for the WSA managers. 

4. It is understood that all proposed control 
activities within BLM administered WSA's require 
prior approval by the BLM State Director in 
accordance with BLM Manual 6840 on Animal Damage 
Control (8/4/88) Section .4C. Additionally, they 
must meet other stipulations specified in the 
manual. The use of M-44's is restricted in 
accordance with the current Nevada ADC MOU between 
BLM and APHIS (9/28/90). 

VI. Coard i nation _with _Nevada _D~ar tment _of _Wildlife 

A. The continuation of control activities as outlined in 
this plan have been determined not to pose a 
significant effect on target or nontarget species in 
the control areas as the result of combined sport 
harvest and ADC activities. 

8. 

C • . ,_ 

The Nevada Department of Wildlife has no current 
requests pending for ADC to control predators or 
rodents on public lands in ~he district to benefit 
othei wildlife species such is bighorn sheep or 
~~onghor~ ~nt~l~pe that hav~ been reintroduce~ into 
once ~ativ~ ; anges • . This type of req8est if received 
wo~ld i b~ handi~d ~nder t~~ same conditions as listed 
·e1 _se~henf! · . in ·:· this plan ·: 

NDOW meet . annually on a . statewide 
•, :i..,.' If i 



to discuss mutual interests, coordinate 
responsibilities and activities, review control and 
management accomplishments, and ta resolve potential 
conflicts. 

VI I. Ma~_of _Contra 1 Areas 

Color coding is as follows: 

B~9 - Human safety zones. Areas where control is prohibited 
except in case of emergency. 

These are areas around streams, developed campgrounds and 
along major highways. 

~~~~~ - Planned control areas. These areas include buffer 
zones in close proximity to livestock ranges where control 
measures may be necessary to effectively limit depredations 
on the livestock ranges. The buffer zones normally will not 
exceed five miles. 

BLUE - Designated Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study 
Areas. Operations in these areas will follow the 
stipulations associated with wilderness and wilderness study 
areas found elsewhere in this plan. 

UNCOLORED - No control zones. Areas where no control is 
scheduled. In cases where local damage problems may arise 
that jeopardize health, safety or property, immediate action 
may be taken to eliminate or curtail the problem upon 
receipt of a request by BLM or APHIS-ADC. The request for 
such action will be coordinated between ELM and APHIS-ADC as 
soon as practicable, even though emergency steps may have 
been initiated. Follow up reports of requests received, 
action taken, and results realized will be provided. (The 
district recreation map used with this plan has a yellow 
background color, but for this plan the yellow represents 
the uncolored portion. 

VIII. NEPA C□ mEliance 

The mammalian control actions contemplated in this plan are 
equivalent to those evaluated in th~ Mammalian Predator 
Damage far Livestock Protection in the Western United 
States, Final Environmental Impact Statement CUSDI 1979). 

IX. Endan~ered_Species Act Compliance 

Consultation ~ith the Reno Field station of the u.s: Fiih 
and Wi-ldlife Serv1ce regarding p 'ossible impacts ' to : 1~sted 
thr~atened or ~ndangered plant or animal ~pec:ies ha~ · been 
comp let_ed for this proposed ac ,t ion ~ The proposed ac: t ion · 

" wil}' ~.□ .t affec! .,th~ , continueq · exist'er,ce of a!1y listed · 
t~re~tened or end~n~ered 1 spe~ies. · : 

' ,,i,: ' ',. ./,,' ~·. . ·• , ;. • " 1' ~ •. i. . {,_ 



X. Review , and_Concurrence 

This is the Annual Work Plan covering the anticipated Animal 
Damage Control program activities for 1992, on the Federal 
lands administered by the Ely District, of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

This plan is based on past and anticipated requests for ADC 
services by grazing permittees, NDOW, BLM, and other 
agencies and individuals. It is mutually agreed that all 
ADC activities will be conducted as contemplated in this 
plan or as further stipulated and approved on a case by case 
basis. 

An annual meeting will be held by the participating parties 
in October or November as schedules permit to review the ADC 
plan for the next calendar year. 

Submitted by: 

Ely District Supervisor, ADC Date 

Reviewed by: 

Supervisor Region II, NDOW Date 

Ely District Manager, BLM Date 
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APPENDIX B 

1885 -

1887 -

1888 
to 

1914 -

1915 -

1925 -

1931 -

1939 -

1948 -

1964 -

1965 -

1969 -

1972 -

1972 -

1974 -

1975 -

1976 -

HISTORICAL OUTLINE OF ADC 

Division of Economic Ornithology and Mammology of 
U.S.D.A. mailed questionnaires to farmers, asking 
about bird damage to crops. 

Division began recommending, in letters to 
farmers, ground squirrel control methods developed 
in 1878 by Professor H. W. Hilgard, University of 
California. 

Studies and demonstrations of animal control in 
Western States. 

First Congressional appropriation ($125,000) made 
for predator control under the Bureau of 
Biological Survey. 

Division of Predatory Animal and Rodent Control 
formed. 

Animal Damage Control Act. 

Predator and rodent control moved from UDA to 
USDI. 

Branch of Predator and Rodent Control formed. 

Leopold Report. 

Division of Wildlife Services formed. 

National Environmental Policy Act. 

Cain Report. 

Executive Order 11643 banned toxicant on Federal 
lands. EPA cancels registration of 1080, cyanide 
and strychnine. 
Animal Damage Control Program formed . 

Executive Order 11870 allowed experimental use of 
sodium cyanide. 

Division of Animal Damage Control is formed. 

20 
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1976 -

1982 -

1986 -

1987 -

1988 -

1990 -

1990 -

Executive Order 11917 allowed operational use of 
sodium cyat:ide. 

BLM Ely District Animal Damage Control Program 
Environmental Assessment NV- 040-1-41 

Animal Control Division transferred from U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to U.S.D.A. Animal Plant Health 
Inspection Service (APHIS) 

Memorandum of Understanding signed between BLM and 
APHIS on Animal Damage Control activities nation wide. 

BLM Manual 6830 Animal Damage Control released 

Memorandum of Understanding signed between Nevada BLM 
and Nevada APHIS on Animal Damage control ictivities. 

APHIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Animal 
Damage Control Program published. 

21 
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Appendix c 

ELY DISTRICT ADC PROGRAM 1981-1991 

YR REQUESTS OPERATORS SHEEP CATTLE HORSES MTN LION COYOTE 
FY (#) SERVICED LOST LOST LOST TAKEN TAKEN 

81 76 11 222 0 0 2 785 
82 119 13 359 2 0 6 1078 
83 186 17 703 0 0 13 1082 
84 129 25 518 4 0 6 906 
85 127 22 456 3 0 11 746 
86 268 31 492 1 0 5 866 
87 288 29 365 0 0 6 768 
88 133 31 478 0 0 16 838 
89 130 26 462 0 0 13 1060 
90 171 27 614 2 0 16 1292 
91 148 29 604 0 0 15 1092 

AVG 178 26 527 1 0 11 1051 
-1 

0 

22 
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Appendix D 

Non-Target Species take for entire State of Nevada ADC Program 
1987-89 (this data is not for Ely District only) 

1987 

Species 

Badger 
Bobcat 
Kit Fox 
Porcupine 

1988 

Badger 
Bobcat 
Kit Fox 
Raven 

1989 

Badger 
Bobcat 
Fox 
Skunk 

Total 87-89 

Badger 
Bobcat 
Kit Fox 
Porcupine 
Raven 
Fox 
Skunk 
Total 

Destroyed 

49 
5 
2 
1 

62 
2 

11 
0 

31 
2 

21* 
5 

142 
9 

13 
1 
0 

21* 
5 

190 

*None of these were taken on the Ely District 

23 

Released 

12 
14 

3 
1 

16 
10 

6 
1 

26 
13 

0 
0 

54 
37 

9 
1 
1 
0 
0 

102 
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Appendix E 

FEDERAILY LISTED AID CAN:>IDATE SPECIES - ELY BIM DIS1RICT (2/91) 

PI.ANTS 

~ 

Asclepias eastwoodiana 
Astragalus eurylobus 
Astragalus oophorus var. lonchocalyx 
Astragalus uncialis 
Castilleja salsuginosa 
Cryptantha welshii 
Erigeron ovinus 
Frasera gysicola 
Penstemon concinnus 
Sclerocactus blainei 
Silene nachleringae 
Sphaeralcea caespitosa 
Jamesia tetrapetala 
Townsendia jonesii var. tumulosa 

ANTh&\LS 

~ 

White River spinedace 
Hiko White River springfish 
Pahrump killifish 
Big Springs spinedace 
Railroad Valley springfish 
Peregrine Falcon 
Bald Eagle 
Spotted bat 
Relic dace 
Bonneville cutthroat trout 
Newark Valley tui chub 
Railroad Valley tui chub 
Preston White River sucker 
White River speckled dace 
Preston White River springfish 
Duckwater Creek Tui Chub 
Pahranagat Speckled dace 
Moorman White River springfish 
Baking Powder Flat blue butterfly 
Moapa Warm Springs Riffle Beetle 
Northern Goshawk 
Pahranagat pebble snail 
White-faced ibis 
Ferruginous hawk 
Swainson's hawk 
Loggerhead Shrike 
Western snowy plover 
Sierra Nevada red fox 

CATEa)RI 7.ATI CN 

C-2 
C~2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 

CATEOORI7.ATICN 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Endangered 
Endangered 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
C-2 
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Appendix F 

Mountain Lion Harvest 1990-91 Nevada Department of Wildlife 

Management Areas in Sport Harvest Animal Damage Control Ely BLM District* Lions taken Lions taken 
10 1 1 7 11 10 8 12 5 8 13 0 3 14 7 5 22 5 6 23 5 2 

Total 43 39 (48% of total) 

*Includes areas outside district also 
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AOC Operations on Public Lands in Ely District 
October 1, 1990 to September 30, 1991 

Total Number 
of livestock 
operators within 
Ely District 

98 

Number of 
requests for 
target species-

mountain lion 

22 

Number of 
mountain lions 
taken as a result 
of AOC requests 

15 

Number of 
livestock 
operators 
that 
requested 
control 

29 

Number of 
requests for 
target 
species-
bobcat 

0 

Number of 
coyotes taken 
as a result 
of AOC requests 

1092 

Total Number 
of requests 
on public 
land 

148 

Number of 
sheep reported 
killed 

26 

604 

Number of 
requests for 
target species 
Golden Eagle 

0 

Number of 
livestock 
operators 

who license 
sheep 

23 

Number of 
requests for 
target species­
Raven 

2 



MAP 1 

ELY BLM ADC CONTROL AREAS 1992 

Human Safety Zone 

Planned Control Areas 

Wilderness, W.S.A., I.S.A. 

UNCOLORED - No Control Zones 

District Boundary 

Resource Area Boundary - -
Humboldt National Forest 

Indian Reservation 

Ruby Lake NatlOftOI 

Wli,tfe Refuge 11.L. 

ELY DISTRICT 
BUREAU OF LANO MANAGEMENT 

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

0 20.25 

1"• approx. 20.25 MILES 

40.5 



V 

WBOA 
WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE 

P.O. BOX 555 
RENO. NEV ADA 89504 

(702 ) 851-48 I 7 

Mr. Kenneth G. Walker, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Ely District 
HC33 Box 150 
Ely, Nevada 89301-9408 

Dear Mr. Walker: 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVID R. BELDING 
JACK C. McELWEE 
GORDON W HARRIS 

In Memoriam 
LOUISE C. HARRISON 
VELMA B. JOHNSTON , ''Wild Horse Annie" 
GERTRUDE BRONN 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the preliminary 
environmental assessment for the 1992 Animal Damage Control 
Annual Work Plan for the Ely District of BLM. (6830 NV- 043) 

Several events recently have called to my attention the fact 
t hat ADC is flying in areas that have wild horse populations. 
The first instance, was a call I received stating that a local 
permittee was flying and shooting coyotes in the allotment 
pr i or to any sheep being present. I inquired and found that 
the sheep were in Ione and that the liscense was not for 
at least six weeks. I would like to know the policy of the 
BLM regarding the spring foaling season, wherein the BLM 
a llows no helicopter to capture wild horses in this ~eriod, 
but evidently allows ADC to fly and shoot coyotes during this 
same period. I also would like clarification of whether I 
am in error that only those offending animals can be shot on 
public lands. 

I just returned from a capture in another herd area in an 
adjacent District, where I saw an ADC aircraft flying low 
shooting at coyotes from a fixed wing aircraft, on public 
lands, despite the fact that it was not allowed. I would 
like to know whether the permittee must file some intention 
with BLM prior to requesting this "service" when it is done 
on public lands and whether you have any prohibition of this 
activity at certain times of the year. 

WHOA understands the necessity for the humane destruction of 
specific offending animals, but vehemently protests the 
indiscriminant destruction of large scale animals; and most 
certainly are gravely concerned regarding this activity during 
a season of the year when winter has caused extreme stress 
on wild horses, in addition to the fact that many are carryin~ 
foals. A time, when BLM specifically disallows its' own people 
from the use of aircraft during this period. 

Most sincerely, 

Dawn Y. Lappin (Mrs.) 
Director 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

TAKE 
PRIDEIN 
AMERICA 

Ely District Office 
HC33 Box 150 

Ely, Nevada 89301 -9408 

Dawn Y. Lappin, Director 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
P.O. Box 555 
Reno, NV 89504 

Dear Mrs. Lappin: 

@)- -
- ■ 

IN REPLY REFE R TO: 

6 8 3 0 ( NV - 0 4 3 ) 

FEB I 8 19Qll 

In reply to your letter of February 18, 1992 regarding the 
preliminary environmental assessment (EA) for the 1992 Animal Damage 
Control Plan, we have forwarded a copy of your letter to our state 
office for a reply. The questions you ask and issues addressed 
mostly involve other districts and questions of state-wide policy. 

Our preliminary EA under Mitigating Measures, Page 16 states: "No 
ADC Operations will disturb wild horses or burros during the foaling 
season. This includes no low level flights (below 500 feet) where 
wild horses or burros are present from March 1 through June 30th 
annually". 

If you have further questions we can address, please feel free to 
contact Mark Barber, District Wildlife Specialist or Bob Brown, 
District Wild Horse Specialist at (702) 289-4865. 

cc: Nevada State Office 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth G. walker 
District Manager 



WIIOA 
WILi) HORSE ORGANIZE!) ASSISTANCE 

P.O. BOX 555 
RENO. NEV ADA 89504 

(702) 85 1-48 1 7 

March 6 , I '..J ~) ~ 

Mr . I, P n n e: th I,' al k er , l) i s t, r i. c- r ~1 n nag e r 
E 1 ~' D i s i. , · i r· t O f f i_ c e 
l' ,u ,· F:?au o [ i.;.:.r,d ,x-ina~ emeni 
J!C.1.'1 bo~; lS(J 

8~. 0 l -\J40k 

ll e ar Mr·. h'-"l lke1_··: 

:,.· ,) 1 I 111uch for :-,· oti r pro mpt. 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVID R . BELDING 
JACK C. McELWEE 
GORDON W. HARRIS 

In Memoriam 
LOUISE C. HARRISON 
VELMA B. JOHNSTON . " Wild ll orsc Annie ' " 
GERTRUDE BRONN 

T h.,ink 
concerns p E~l'i .. f1 ,1111,,,: t(• 0 1ir · r·nme n ts r e ga.rdin!; thc- t" n v ·i r r.111 r.1 ( • n i n I 

; ' l -. l. . f a {F tn,=· 1992 Anim;;-,J. Damag , ~onir,·,1 

I✓•:: cr)n!m(-nd _v, ·,t1 Anrl ,vc, u1· f•;t.n ff f or pr r..•rnr•t ir ,'.,'. '. i,,. 111.i 1- i cc·;_,t I t l:..· 

meas t1r es in I: 11"-' hc hFI I f o f h j I d lwr ses. Thott ~ h we dn n' L ni2c,I .'111 
official resr•'HlS "' , h'C: a1, 0 ,·1irin 11s i f t.be AD<' mtt sl· . fil, ::. an ann, iu! 
fl:j.ght plnn rc>g;-..r·<'.illg i ts ' ac: I i v it:i e s? Tt does w .d . ta ]-,, llll l('l1 

cl c t' i. v i t. y t o mov e ho 1 · s e s j n t. o a 1 · c· as the .v· a r P 11 o !· ,;;; up po s ,., d l o L, P . 
When o ne o f y ou r r' ('.SO t lJ 'C e pr-,opl e lta s th e nppor·tu11.i. t v pr •r l ;.'lJ•'" I h,:•:,. 
could giv ,~ rnc~ ;:1 r·, 1; 1 . 

Most s.i . n ce ~:r1c~ l '.'' , 

Dawn Y . L ,:'\ r, p i. 11 ( '-1 1 · '.- . 

D i. :r (' c i o r 

cc :fjles 
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