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off the record, they say the opponents are

outright liars.

Walter E. Howard, a professor at  the
University of California who has been resear-
ching 1080_for 35 years, says the conservation
groups are fighting the re-instatement of the
poison because of money. “Unfortunately, too
many organizations cannot afford to ‘lose or
win’ the 1080 issue,” he says, "for that would be
killing the goose that lays the golden egg. To
raise money they must create emotional ‘anti’
.causes, which are often based on unsubstanti-_
‘ated claims.”

Howard contends that the poison is not
indiscriminate, in that it does not concentrate
in the food chain — like DDT — “but rather it
is the most selective predacide for coyote
control available.”

Howard's position paper lays out much of
the sentiments of those who see no problems
-arising from a return to 1080.

“Dogs are the principal nontarget hazard
that must be considered when using 1080 to
control coyotes,” he says, “but ‘other. carni-
vores are vulnerable to 1080, so care must be
exercised. These nontarget animals are large-
ly protected by the formulation, season, lure
used and the manner in which the baits are

-exposed in the field.

“Coyotes poisoned with 1080 do not create a
secondary hazard. It might be possible for
another coyote to scavenge the entrails of a
poisoned coyote and be affected. Sometimes a
coyote that had consumed a large dose of 1080
might vomit. The vomitus might be hazardous
to another coyote or carnivore should it eat it,
but for a coyote to get such a large dose of 1080
is unlikely.”

Littauer, who did a study of the coyote
population for his master’s thesis at New

Mexico State University, says opponents to -

the poison have twisted the data — what there
is of it — to their own ends. ,

“What.reaily upsets me is the clamor that is
being raised and the reputation that has been
applied to 1080,” he says. “The poison is only
one of a number of predator control tools, yet
it has been singled out for criticism. 1080
causes far less environmental damage than

the insecticides that are being sprayed on

crops.”

Perhaps one reason the proponents feel so
put upon is that they have failed to reduce the
issue. to its lowest common denominator, to
put their finger on the nubbin of the con-
troversy. They have been so busy trying to put
out brush fires that they have nearly forgotten
the major conflagration. Like a lot of govern-
ment agencies, they might feel naked without
reams and reams of technical data, figures,
charts and other statistics. -

Although it could have eluded them by now,
there is nevertheless a succinct summation of
their contentions. It is simply this: the return
of 1080 would be applied so selectively that the
hazards to other animals and humans would
be reasonably negligible.

Even if the judge’s ruling did not come out to
their liking, the conservation groups picked up
some ammunition for their cause in his

_preliminary findings of fact.

For one thing, the number of sheep lost to

_predators did not increase during the past 11

years, the time 1080 was locked away and not
being used. The record did not support a
report that lamb and sheep losses had gone up
in 15 Western states. “In fact,” the document
says, “lamb losses to predators appear to have
declined since 1978."
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A goat fitted with
an anti-coyote
coflar, the lower
portion of which
is filled with

a solution of
poisonous 1080

Still, there is a- qualification to this. “Indi-

'vidunl' _producers have, however, suifered

increased predation losses since 1972 and for
some producers it is clear that predation is a
very serious probiem.” .

The judge obiously feit those increased
losses were sufficient reason to approve the
return of 1080. Opponents contend that to bring
it back for some stockmen will open the-fieid
to widespread abuse and an excessive
distribution of the poison.

Backers of the poison admit that it might-
indeed claim other animai victims — rodents,
foxes, skunks and badgers, however infre-
quently. “Those are the kinds of tradeoffs
you're looking at,” Littauer says. “You have to
decide if you can live with them in this game.
There’s no question in my mind that we can do
a service to the stock industry without being a
hazard to the environment.”

Although the poisoned tallow balls will be
placed on both private and public lands,
Littauer sees no undue hazard of human
contact. He says warning signs will be posted
on baited property, and dogs and children will
have to be controiled to prevent an accidental
poisoning.

Litiauer says the reason for the red dye in

‘the collar solution is to determine if the device

is leaking. Accidental puncture by barbed
wire, cactus or thorns has happened. Most of
the time, the poison dribbles out slowly and
falls on the soil, where natural bacteria soon
renders it harmless. It does not percolate
down to the water table, Littauer says, and
leakage into stockwater would render it so
;iiluted that it would become relatively harm-
ess.

“I've had the stuff leak out on my hands
without any ill effects,” he says. “All you have
to do is be careful to wash it off.”
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griends like these,

~fenders of Wildlife Rields an
~ugypert” to support its ar
gument -against sre-registra.

‘Rion of mpredacide 1080, the

witness ~either ecomes away
}-testimony for - 1080's "-sup-
tporters .instead. - . .-
They -recently -sent .a&
-sheepherder to the stand to
estify thai herders £an pro-
4ect sheep without toxicants,
.and he conceded dnstead
 that good herders ean’t be
} found at any price. They sent
a female “sheep rancher”amp
there to say she'd done
fine without 1080 and -
one else could do as awell I!
“they took care of their live-
k instead of clamoring
or poisons that destroy the
nvironment. . It turbed out
at her excellently managed
P=ranch” was an 80-acre affair
§which she later sold for de-
lopment, and she begged
g;e Fifth Amendment when
pasked whether 1080 or those
adevelopers posed the greater
nvironmental threat. )
Defenders -then supplied a
all herd of - toxicologists,
c¢h of whom testified that
1080 - §s  extremely toxic.
nder Tross - examination,
ch also admitted that his
testimony dealt only - with
11080 in theory and in the ab-
{ stract, ignoring mumerous
-counterbalancing - gprinciples
which lie at the heart of
eir profession. 3
. And so it went last week,
as well . -t
. F Slad Suchl UL S
" .Defenders -~ -eent -federal
imal damage control em-
oye William Pfeifer to ’the
stand -to dback up & -recent
tudy in-which he weported
t guard dogs were effec.
in wirtually stopping
losses on 86 No
Dakota ranthes. i° "= }
- Pleifer’s wstudy .gave a
glowing account of successes
sttributable to guard ‘dogs
during = period running

sheep

from 1076 to 1881, but ob-

00 Supporters Stil wcu_ni__lﬂin'g' |
Oppon enf Witness In Heorings

enemies '&easu
would just be .everkill. Late- ! giving

: : nor
-ly, it eeems, every time De-;ﬁ'&?‘ rtinent fact that

reoyotes .
1the bighly-to
rpriced guand

bloody or ends up providing -

8o be.

sy e e g

: y " fe -edmitted,
By Steve Kelton . = 1 “The gtudy, he mitted,
- WASHINGTON = With lidntmnkingther oben

—aredit for weduced
did it men-

lled a mumber of
uted and

munder
30RO i3 a

'selective predatar -control
ool Guard dogs, of rourse,

may or may not meet any of
those eriteria, depending on
the circumstances. . : -
. ‘But that wasn't the svorst
‘-Ht.by}n.yx_neans.' -

-

government 4rap-
Dick Randall was one of
enders’ star performers.
At least they'd intended bim

~-Randall had more - than

fwo decades of trapping ex-
perience when he took dis betw
lblhﬂ ility retirement
He
fenders early in 19874 snd
began writing anti-predator
eontrol tirades im-
smediately. Defenders bas
&ince made
mileage out of Randall as an
“expert” who's
light” and chosen to reveal
all sorts of improper animal

_in 1873.
went to work for De-
almost

considerable

“geen the

* vontrol activities

from the viewpoint of a pen-

‘former “‘offender”

$tent
arith fnside information. -

‘Predator control support-

.ers, meanwhile, lacked ac
eess to the sort{ of broad me-
@ia exposure Randali enjoy-
<d. They also lacked a prop-
which to challenge wvarious
Inconsistencies and -contra-
dictions.

structured forum in

Defenders’ provided “That

forum last week when they
pu;nnandsll on the stand. -
rth Pplasted the animal damage
" comtrol  program and the
methods employed. 'He re-
#erved his strongest condem-.
mation, maturally, for 1080,
P Following the Defenders

his testimony, Ranpdall

high.
dogs them-

Worse, ‘Fleifer “gestified
ross-examipation that
safe. etfective and

-

WEEKLY

= SR 2 i
fine, Randall panned 1080 as
an unselective toxicant and &
secondary poisoning hazard.
He introduced as supporting
evidence a summary of a
:study he claimed he con-
-ducted for mon-target animal
\casualties during - ‘his last
*¥ears as a trapper. )

s v g ap—
-

. ‘Randall :claimed 10 have .d

~conducted the sorvey during
‘the .baiting seasons of 1870

72. As he explained it, the -

Fish & Wildlife - Service
began adding a_heavy metal
‘tracer to its 1080 solutions
In 1963 to combat lawsuits
.by individuals claiming the
rogram's baits were killing
ocent dogs. The tracer
was supposed to differentiate
een government poisop
and any used by the public.
_Randall said he begap
checking - .dead .mon-target
animals found in the ereas
of his bait stations for evi-
dence of the tracer. He pre
-sented as evidence s list of

animals ranging from badg- -’

ers to golden eagies, all of

-wwhich he claimed tested posi-
tive for, the 1080 tracer.

under ultraviolet - light. " To

strengthen his claim, he alsc,
: presented copies of what he

said awere  his daily field

motes indicating the warious.

Tarcasses .ms he

discovered
them. X

“Defenders nsed' much. of

this information in its pub--

licity efforts some weeks
ago, and Livestock Weekly

' contacted .Randall " at the

time for confirmation. Asked
H tracer was used only in
1080, Randall .admitted - it
wasn't _He explained that a
tracer was also added to th
government’s individua

i strychnine drop baits but

-insisted that -different trac-

. er materials were used. Thus,

be said, -he was mble %o
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credit etrychnine kills to
:&ybchnine and 3080 kills to
-Randall. eaid the same
:thing on the stand, but 1080's
supporters had the govern
ment files. They forced Ran-
dall to admit that the govern-
~ament wused ounly one tracer
uring the period of his sur-
.vey and -that be eould mot
. ibly dave differentiated
tgtween - i - and
.1080 kilis on the basis of the
-tracer, - < .
‘“They slso established that
&t least some of the smimals
he claims were poisoned by
1080 had, in fact, been shot
Other eonflicting seccounts
were not fully resolved on
the stand. Among them was
that Randall's daily *“feld
notes” which form the basis
for his survey often eontra-
dict his officiz]l weekly e
ports for the same period

- Observers familiar with both

sets of records say Randall's

places at the same time.

In an attempt to coumter
that evidence, Randall in-
gisted that the “field notes”
weren’t field notes after all,
just a log of his mon-target
survey findings. However,

: they list precsely tbe sort

of extraneous information
that would be found in field
notes and are described as
his field notes in Bandall's
written testimony. -
Randall’s appearance as a
witness opened bim wp fo
the sort of crossexaminstion
he'd so far avvided during
his career - &5 4 Defenders

spokesman. -

Compound 1080 support-
ers, ded . Pacific Legal
Foundation ocounsel Ray
Momboisse, hit

Randall
hardest with some of his

— el
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Poison Use for Coyote
A Again

BY KENNETH T. WALSH

Denver Post Washington Bureay

WASHINGTON — Prodded by cat-

tle ranchers and woolgrowers, the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
¢y is reopening an issue which has in-
furiated and perplexed Westerners
since frontier days — control of the
hardy, resourceful coyote,

The EPA has scheduled hearings
Tuesday and Wednesday in Denver
and Friday in Washington on whether

enough new evidence exists to again

legalize a poison known as Compound
1080 for use agamst coyotes and other
predators.— -

“PBEDATION is considered a seri-
ous economic issue for sheep and cat-
tle ranchers,” says EPA Administra-
tor Anne Gorsuch, a lawyer from Den-
ver.

“They have informed the agency

that their losses from sheep, lambs .

and calves killed by coyotes and other
predators in 1979 alone totaled well in
excess of $100 million.”

The EPA banned use of all predator
pesticides, including Compound 1080,

. in 1872, In 1975, the EPA modified the

ban and allowed use of one pesticide,
sodium cyanide, under restricted con-
ditions, an agency spokesman said.

But now, livestock producers say
their predator losses, meostly from
coyotes, have grown so much that
they need use of Compound 1080 rein-
stated, and Gorsuch has agreed to
consider it. -

REOPENING the questxon is likely

to pit environmentalists against the
sheep and cattle growers. It also

- means another skirmish in the age-old

conflict between two tough wily inhab-
itants of the American West — the

_rancher and the coyote.

“Predator control with the live-
stock industry has been around as
long as there have been livestock, and
you can go back to biblical days,” said

© Joe Helle, a woolgrower from Dillon,

Mont.

. see e s

_ disagreed.

- e re not trymg to kil au wne eoy-
otes,” Helle said in a telephone inter-
view. “We have lived with this for life-

. times, for generations. And for envi-

ronmentalists to accuse sheepmen of
inflating their losses is irresponsible.”

Helle is chairman of the animal
damage control committee of the Na-
tional Wool Growers Association.

But William Turnage, director of
the Wilderness Society, a Washington-
based -‘environmental

“It’s a very emotional issue,” Tur-
nage saxcL “These things that have
been rhetérical shibboleths (in some

political -circles) aren’t accepted in ‘

the country as a whole.”

TURNAGE SAID how much of a -
. rproblem coyotes pose for the livestock

industry and how much good Com-
pound 1080 would do is disputed.

In many cases, ““the poison never
quite works, it just breeds a more har-
dy population,” Turnage said. -And he
described the coyote as ‘‘a rather re-
markable animal” that has a *‘very
important function in the ecosystem.”

Turnage said that, while the ranch-
ers have a “legitimate concern’ over
predators, he fears that EPA will go
too far and legalize 1080 again. And he
questions the purpose of this week’s
hearings

“I'm concerned this is a way to jus-

tify a decision that’s already been
made,” Turnage said in an inter-
view.”

THE NATIONAL Wool Growers As-

‘sociation and the National Catile-

men’s Association have asked EPA to
concur that a predator control “emer-
gency” exists, Gorsuch has said, and
they want her to consider allowing
emergency use of pesticide products
containing Comnpound 1080.

Ron Michieli, director of govern-
mental affairs for lands and natural
resources for the cattlemen’s associa-

* tion in Washington, said his group has
" complained to the Reagan administra-

tion that losses from predators haye
“increased dramatjcally.” ~

group,

R
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Michieli said one Agricuiture De-

partment study suggested that cumu-
lative losses to livestock in all cate-
gories from coyotes alone amounted
to $130 million annually to the pro-
ducer and consumer, based on 1977
livestock values.

“The previous administration
wasn’t willing to reconsider the situa-
tion in toto, " Michieli said. *“This ad-
ministration shows a willingness to re-
view anything that has an adverse
econornic impact.” :

THE CATTLEMEN’S spokesman

" said his group is compiling “new sci-

entific evidence” showing that 1080 is
effective and that the poison has “a
minimal effect on non-target species.”

As of now, the only basis for using
Compound 1080 is in ‘‘experimental
programs,” Michieli said, arguing that
such usage isn’t enough.

“We want to be able to use it as a

management and control tool,” Mi-’

. chieli said.

Dan Murphy, director of govern-

_ ment affairs for the National Wool

Growers Association, said, “We are
losing about $10¢ million a year to pre-
dators and that's predominantly the
coyote.” He estimated that the cattle-
men lost an additional $70 million, but

noted that loss figures differ. |

- Murphy thinks the EPA is receptive;

to lifting the ban. “The fact that they

are holding hearings indicates they
are open-minded,” Murphy said.

HELLE WHO raxses 4 000 sheep on
his southwestem Montana ranch, said

Compound 1080 “‘has proven to be one
of the most selective predicides that

- has ever been designed.

“A very small dose is very, very se-
lective to canine species’” and it takes
2 much greater dose to kill birds and

~ other species, he said.

Helle explained that the federal
government has allowed use of 1080
only in exiremely limited experiments
involving “toxic collars” that are fas-
tened around the necks of livestock.

ﬂ;//f
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“A COYOTE bites a lamb in the
throat — which is his normal way of
Killing a lamb — and breaks the collar

- and gets a lethal dose,” the rancher

S

said.

However, the collar method is cost-

- ly and impractical to use with large
- numbers of animals, Helle said.

Before the 1972 ban, the customary
method of using 1080 was to inject it

~ into 25- to 30-pound chunks of meat

and leave thern as bait for coyotes,
Helle said. .
The Montana rancher said livestock

‘losses to predators have been

. “staggering” since 1080 was prohibit-
ed

“We have done everything conceiv-

- able to reduce predation without the

use of toxics and we have not been
successful,” Helle said.

AMONG THE control measures at-
tempted have been herding, fencing,
trapping and aerial gunning — and all
have failed, the woolgrowers’ official
added. - '

Helle charged that coyotes have
killed 8 to 19 percent of his lambs this
summer alone.

“With all other methods, we just
haven’t been able to bring the preda-
tor losses o a level we can live with,”
he said.

“All we're asking for is reinstate-
ment of a tool that was proven effec-
tive and environmentally safe years
ago.”

He argued that Compound 1080
“was taken away from us through the
biased maneuvering of the euviron-
mental community.”

Scott Feierabend, wildlife research

" specialist for the National Wildlife

Federation in Washington, said the

- EPA appears to be moving toward le-

galizing Compound 1080. “I'm sure
that’s the direction in which they’re
heading,” he said.

THE WILDLIFE federation is on
record in opposition to legalizing the

_ pesticide, which it says was developed

in 1944.

The federation, a large environmen-
tal group, says Compound 1080, when
it was permitted, killed thousands of

| _ dogs and other animals.

"
112,. 22
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3080 Supporters |

}{(Comtinued from Page 1)

# Incidentally, -the - -etter fgenerous car
reame at the end of the peri- I *“T've mnever seel tlu,g
‘od during which Randall now ‘mnch money in all my life,
xlaims to bhave been con- e wrote. . - - P
ducting his . ewn personal : A few months later Ran-
survey of nontarget deaths. ‘dall wrote that he’d accepted
Not only does it contradict Pefenders’ proposition. The
Ais current claims of such a isecond letter, in a terse -
dy, it also casts .serious mtyle entirely uonlike ‘the
ubts on his insistence that : ling, loosely - construct-
had already become gis ®d and friendly epistle
with the program. ;.hichm-ee'ededn,mddenly
E = - T sounded like .3 Defenders
Saly a prefua to the two release. - emer
e 0 : his
© . .In answer, his former su-
Mater, = lwrote o Randall:
{ Just over a yesar after the ! “I can only conclude that
mm'mm,bythen Ehﬂ;eryoudidn't_behmln
$is former t you did while working
fretired, wrote to j
? inp advice oD gor that organizmation for
supervisor seeking acvice 7n ver 20 years, or that you
icareer moves. With~his fife- don’t believe .in what you
ime of wildlife experience, gre doing now. In either ease
said, -he 't see must be very difficalt for
to work as a security Good Ruck™ .x.- -
X Co‘u.ld ~ PRI AP VPP
former boss steer him
Soward a position sore
’m? ":“:_“‘..1.‘1""' - -4



‘Call of the Wild

Ranchers name their poison

mortal enemy of the $70 billion
American livestock business is the
wild coyote. Ranchers claim that last vear
alone predators—mostly coyoles—ma-
rauding from Montana to Texas devoured

stray livestock worth 3200 million. They -
have tried fencing off their land. trapping -
the animals and even shooting them from

low-flying airplanes. But ranchers argue
these methods always proved unrealistic.

inefficient or too expensive. The most ef-
fective means of controlling the predators
was (o scatler animal carcasses laced with .

a strong poison agross pastureland.

For decades. the most widely used poi- -
son was a chemical known as Compound
1972, however, the Environ- |

1080. In
mental Protection Agency prohibited is
use on the grounds that the chemuical
was not only decimating the coyote pop-
ulation but aiso destroying untold num-
bers of dogs. foxes. birds and other an-
imalis that happened to eat the tainted
meat. Livestock herders. who expect that
the Reagan Administration may be less
concerned about

now asking the EPA (o reverse the ban
on Compound 1080.

Last week the ranchers loudly argued -

their case at EPA hearings in Denver

! and outside Washington. D.C. Said Don-

ald Meike, board chairman of the Na-
tional Wool Growers Association: "Every
method of counting shows an increased
loss of sheep.” But John Grandy IV. ex-
ecutive vice president of Defenders of
Wiidlife. contended: “Returning to 1080
would bring back the specter of mass. non-

+ selective killing of animals.”

Pvv ~ prlyiLr 2y

Although the amount of money in- !
volved is not astronomical. both environ- .
mentalists and businessmen are closely !
watching the case for an early sign of Ad- !
ministration policy. Reagan officials have
been promising that the new Wasnington
rule makers wiil consider both the costs
and benefits of regulations in deciding 1s-
sues like the outlawing of Compound
1080. The battle concerning a coyote poi-
son is thus turning into a conflict between |
businessmen and environmentalists over .

the role of Government regulacion. L

——

those environmental :
considerations than its predecessors. are -

TIME. A UGUST 10. 198}
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Return of coyote poison sought

By MAGGIE ERICKSON
News Staff o .
Sheep producers need the use of a poison
so deadly that it has been been banned for
eight years because losses to predators,

particularly coyotes, i3 causing=an “exo--

dus” from the industry, a Montana rancher
testified Tuesday before government offi-
cials in Denver.

Two days of hearings by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency opened Tuesday
to determine whether the use of Compound
1089, a highly toxic and controversial poi-
son, should again be permitted in the West.

The informal hearings were cailed by
EPA Administrator Anne Gorsuch aiter
sheep and cattle ranchers told the agency
that losses to predators in 1979 cost them
$100 million.

Chase Hibbard, a fourth-generation-Mon-
tana rancher, said his sheep losses grew
from 5 percent in 1970 to 35 percent in
1974, following a government ban in 1972
on the use of 1080, which was widely used
{0 control predators.

The government banned the peison after
reports that it was a “secondary killer”
that remained in the ecological chain. The
poison ailegedly destroved not only coy-

* otes, but thousands of non-target creatures,

such as eagles, badgers, foxes and house-
hold pets that fed on poison-laced bait.

Since 1972, western cattle ranchers and
sheepmen have repeatedly asked for the
reinstatement of 1080, claiming it is the
most cost-effective predator control avail-
able: and, if used properly, will not adverse-
ly affect other forms of wildlife.

Hibbard testified before a five-member
EPA board that his ranch “was able to
survive, but only by switching to cattle.”
The sheep operation has all but been
phased out, he said.

Hibbard suggested:that ranchers be al-
lowed to “treat” areas before the animalis
are moved in for summer grazing.

Jack Grieb, director of the Colorado Di-
vision of Wildlife, called the use of 1080 a
necessary management tool in the control
of wildlife.

He said that while he believes the ban on
1080 should be lifted, there shouid be con-
trols placed on its use.

Before 1972, ranchers throughout the
West commonly used “bait stations,” the
carcass of an animal laced with the poison.
But opponents claimed that animals for
which the poison was not intended were

_ being kiiled as well as predators.

Witnesses Tuesday called for the “single
lethal dose” concept, in witich just enough

poisoned bait would be left on the range for
a coyote to eat all at once.

In addition, several witness advocated
the use of toxic collars placed around the
necks of lambs. A coyote that bites the
neck of a lamb would receive a lethal dose
of 1080.

The drawback to the collars is that
they're expensive — about $510 for 30
collars — and difficuit to place on grazing,
animals.

Barry Patterson of the New Mexico De-
partment of Agriculture said only “seven
lambs need be saved to recoup the cost of
the collars.” He said with increased use,
the cost of the collars would drop.

Reid Keiley, vice president of the Colo-
rado Wildlife Association, urged “careful
monitoring by both state and federal offi-
cials” in the use of 1080, and said he felt it
should not he used on public lands.

“Animals have a right to be there,” he
said, and “‘poisoning public lands flies in
the face of the multiple land use concept.”

Others, however, disagreed with Kelley,
saying much of the grazing cceurs on pub-
lic lands, and it's there that coyotes prey.
on stock.

Following the hearings n Denver, and a
Friday hearing in Washington. D.C., the
EPA will decide whether a formal hearing
should be held on legalizing the use of 1085,



VM- PNV ~ Phesewe’s

5 October 1981 p"W

Dear John:

Thank you for your recent letter and
documentation concerning the Department
of Interior's Animal Damage Control
Program. Danny Boggs is handling this
issue from here, so I have forwarded

your letter to him for further attention.
I appreciate your letting us know of your
concerns.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

EDWIN MEESE III
Counsellor to the President

The Honorable John Tower
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

cc: E@/MEEEE;;; i
cc: Danny. B¢ w/copy of incoming, for further response
EM:ES:vml-IIB-16



Animal and . Nashinglon, DC
Piant Health 20250
Inspection Service

Auvgust 3, 1681

SUBIECT: Animal Damage Control
TO : The Secretary

Through: €. W. McMillan, Assistant Secretary
Marketing and Inspection Services

Enclosed is the document you requested during our July 27 meeting on
animal damage control (ADC).

7/
Extensive studies, including some by our personnél, have been conducted on
the subject. There isn't any doubt in our minds that a program can be
implemented that would effectively manage depredating animal populaticns.
Contemporary ADC programs reguire a balanced mixing of all availzble tactics
and strategies Iinto a realistic program.

Current operational costs of ADC approximate $17 wmillion annually supported
by €600 people. TIf the program cannot be finmanced and supported at this
minimum level, it is better not to get involved. ADC could be structured in
the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service which, as you know, deals
cooperatively with all 50 States.

D A B TR L g ooy

Though ‘ve T :oppnly sonﬁhfm nsfer of this program™from- the
UI8.. Départment ot ‘the Tntéerior  we fﬂrm1} ‘belicve .it ‘belongs in USDA; =
If you concur, we stand ready to assist you in whatever manner you decm
necessary.

Enclosure

'L’L ;J dof );}“"Q



The Sccretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed by the Animal Danmage
Control Act of March 2, 1931 (7 U.S.C., Chap. 370, 51, 46 Stat. 1468;

8 3.46 Stat. 1469) to conduct investigations of methods and application of
programs to control predators, rodents, and other animals which are injurious
.to agriculture and wildlife; and for the protection of stock and other domestic
animals to conduct campaighs for the destruction or control of such depredating

animals.

Functions of the zbove-menticoned authorities of the Secretary of Agriculture
were transferred to the Secretary of the Interior im 1939. TIncluded with the

transfer of functions were records, property, personnel, and funds.

@

The-current U.S. Departmeént of the Interior:(USDL);agg@al;damage“coﬂtfaf:ZAﬁb)

program does not constitute a systematic approach to zpply thé comprehénsive

T I CON

body of experience of bdth‘AhC'énd-égricﬁltural‘pfaguéfidn;“fThg;problem

gL o o

context relates to all forms of vertebrate pest injury #nd damzge to dgriculture.

Further, the current USDI- program-is not~likely.to be:conducted within the overall

contextof livestockK and '¢rop production. " The basis of this situation is

)
=
o
o]

died in a conflict of mission znd goals of USDI with the intent of ADC.

e
£
oy
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C
[t
7]

}

-gment of USDI's stated chartggﬁ%;ﬁ;gwggpsg;xg_and protect wildlife
jvhereas the intent of the 1931 Act is for Eontrol‘or des€fuction of predators
and other wild animals. No such conflict exists betwecen the mission znd goals
of USDA znd the intent of ADC. The legislative mandate to the Secretary of

Agriculture should be made effective by transferring all ADC records, property,

personnel, znd funds back to USDA from LSDI.



Presidential Documants
Title 3 - The President

Executive Order

Policy on Management of Federal Animal Damage Control Programs

By virtue of £he authority vested in me as Pfesideﬁt of the United States and
in furtherance of the purposes and policies of the Act of March 2, 1931, (7
U.S.C. 426-426(b)); the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended,
(42 U.S.C. 4321, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.), the Endangered

Species Conservation Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and the Regulatory
Fléxibility Act of 1981 (5 U.5.C. 601 et geq.), Execuéive Order Nos. 11643 of
February 8, 1972, 11870 of July 18, 1975, and 11917 of May 28, 1976, and
Section 4(f) of Reorganization Plan II of July 1, 1939 (4 FR 2737 53 Stat.

1433) are superseded, it is ordered as follows:

Section I-—Policy. It is the policy of the Federal Government to (a) control
inuey Gnd
predatory, depredating, a§d pest animals which causs@damage to national
resources; (b) permit the use of pesticides to protect national resources when
other control methods are 1neffective or insufficient to prevent injury and/or
damage of these resources; and (c) conduct the animalldamage control programs
based upon optimization of risk management procedures for the protection of all
ﬂational resource units. All such programs shall comsider productivity
enhancement of national resource units balanced with speclesdamage, optimal
alterations in the productive use of the land, production facilitation,
markéting/distribution, research/development, and benefits to national

environmental objectives.



Section 2-—Definition. As used in this order, the term:

(a) "Anlmal” means all vertebrate and invertebrate specles including, but not

limited to, mammals, birds, fish, reptiles, amphibians, and crustaceans.

(b) "Pest”™ means any mammal, bird, fish, reptile, amphibian, shellfish, or
other vertebrate or invertebrate the Secretary of Agriculture declares to be an
animal pest to protect natural and national resources.

(c) "National Resources”™ include, but are not limited to, those agricultural,
forest, and wildlife resources which represent essential components of the.

nation's economic, social, and environmental structure.

(d) "Productivity” means the increased capability of national resource units

to achleve their goals and objectives through the use of flexible alternatives.

(e) "Pesticide” means any registered substance or mixture of substances

intended for prevénting, destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest.

N

-Section 3——Transfe£ of Animél Damagé Contrblréuhétidné.. The functions‘of the

Secretary of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, relating to the management,

control, suppression, and research of animal pests (animal damage control) are
" hereby transferred to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant

Health Inspection Service (APHIS), and shall be exercised by the Secretary.

Section 4—Transfer of Records, Property, Funds, and Personnel.

A. All records and property (including office equipment) of the Agencies, all



records and property used primarily for administration of these functions in
Plan II relating to management, control, suppression, and research of animal
pests except as otherwise provided, and all personngl used in the
administration of those functions (including officers whose chief duties relate
to such administration) are hereby transferred to the U.S. Department of

Agriculture.

B. So nmuch of the expended balances of appropriations, allocations, or other
funds available for use of the U.S. Department of the Interior in the exercise
of the functions transferred by this plan, or for the use of the head of the
Department of the Interior or Agency in the exerciselof any function so
transferred shall be transferred to the bepa%tment of Agriculture for use in
;onnection with exercise of the functions so transferred. 1In determining the
amount to be transferred, 1t may Iinclude an amount to provide for liquidation

of obligations incurred against such appropriations, allocations, or other

funds prior to the transfer.

C. All functions relating to appointment, fixing of compensation, transfer,
promotion, demotion, suspension, or dismissal of persons to or from offices and
positions relating to these functions are hereb§ transferred to the Secretary
of Agriculture, Department of Agriculture, to be administered by the

Administrator, APHIS.
Section 5—Rules of Implementation of Order. Heads of Departments and Agencies
shall issue such rules or regulations as may be necessary and appropriate to

carry out the provisions and policy of this order.

Section 6—Supersedling of Previous Orders and Plans. This Executive Order



supersedes Executive Orders 11643, 11870, and 11917 and Section 4(f) of

Reorganization Plan IT, July 1, 1939.
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L7 MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS

not otherwise approprintcd, such sums as may be necessary.

19, 1930, c. 203,°§ 2, 46 Stat. 248.
rary references: Agrlcurturc C=>2; Unlted States 79 et seq.; C.J.S. Agricul-
.6y C.J.8. United States § 120, )

i26. "Predatory and other wild animals; eradication and
controly investigalions, experinents, and {ests by

Secrelary of Agriculture; cooperation with other

- agencies

he Secretary of Agriculture is avthorized and directed to con-
% such investigations, experiments, and tests as he may deem
pssary. in order to determine, demonstrate, and promulgate the
L methods of eradication, suppression, or bringing under con-
on national forests and other areas of the public domain as
i 13 on State, Territory, or privately owned lands of mountain
15, wolves, covotes, bobceats, prairic dogs, gophers, ground squir-
., Jack rabbits, and other animals injurious to agriculture, horti-
ture, forestry, animal husbandry, wild game animals, fur-bear-
+ animals, and birds, and for the protection of stock and other
mniestic animals through the suppression of rabies and tularemia
wredatory or other wild animals; and to conduct caripaigns for
: destruction or control of such animals: Provided, That in carry-
i out the provisions of this section the Secretary of Agriculture
;v cooperate with States. individuals, and public and private
encies, organizations, and institutions, Mar. 2, 1931, c. 370, § 1, 48

at. 1468. _
ibrary references: Agriculture &2, 0; C.J.8. Agriculture §§ 8, 30 et seq.

Historical Note

Functlons of 1039, sct out In note under section 133t
~retary of Agriculture admlnistered of Title 5, Executive Departments and
ough the Burcau of Blologleal Survey, Government Officers and Employees. See
ating to conservation of wildlife, also wections 401-40% of sald plan for
me, and migratory Ulrda wore trans- provislons relating to transfer of func-
ted to Sccretary of Interlor Ly 1029 tlons, records, property, personnel, and
org.Flan No. TI, § 4(r), eff. July 1, {funds. .

fransfer ol Yunctlona.

426a. Same; appropriations

Historlcal Note B

Codileatlon. Scctlon, Act Mar. 2. 1931, ¢. 370, § 2. 46 Stat. 1400, related to author-
z2lon of §$1,000,000, per year for fiscal years 1922-1941, Incluslve

Same; expenditures; execution of functions by Sec-

relary
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to make such expendi-
re: for equipment, supplics,-and materials, including the employ-

307
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SREA1 BN Srent. MW,
Wxshm;zwon D.C. 20008
{202) 32¢7-59548
Nztional Centlemen’s Asspcistion Nztional Woo! Growers Association
PO, Bor 559 . §00 Crandz2i Buliding
(1001 Linceln Siceat) Lah Leke Ty, Lheh B&30%
Denver, Coloratt BD201 Phone (B07) 363-2483
(ROB) BE-1504

Mey 6, 19BL

Frahe

[N

The Bonoxable James wWatt

Secretary of the Interior
Rocom 153

18th & © Streets, M.W. -
wWashingten, D. C. 20240

De=py Jaimas

Enclosed isx 2 copy of a position pipar which represents tha
views of a numbey of magriculturel and conservation intersests rae—
garding the Animal Dbamage Control :Progra.m.

This pegition papexr h&s been enacrsed by these groups be-
causae of their intense interest in maintaining mnd improving ouor
agricultural productivity f£or food and fiber,

We wouldl appreciste vour consgideration of our recommendationsg.
Further, we trust thaet you wiil provide wg wirth your views on .
them. Epecifically, do you sgrese that the Animal Damage Control )
Program showuld be rerturned o the Department of Agriculture and
what is yYour reaction to our other recommendationsg?

Mm_
Den MeilkKe, 25 rrman o

Bill Swan, President
watianal Woolgrowers : Fational Cattlemen's Assax::.atibr
ARBRCCiation QJ’

Sincerely,

' i
rob E‘f;ui-m:y, Pressideht
Publiec Landas Counc

[=Tud Ray Arnatt



(=ecocmme 2oc Commaitties
-_=
Foxr =

ective ADC Frogram)

We receocnize &2nd supvort the intent oI the Animald DeEma g

Control) XRot of Mereh 2, 1821 (7 V.5.C., Crap., 3720, 81, 6 stat.
1468 E3.45 Stzt. L469) which zutheorizes =nd diverts the Sec—
retary of Agricrliiture

z to comduct investigrtions of methods and
applicetion of programs Lo controel preiators,

; . T . = rodents, and orh-
ey snimals which are induriowns To z2griculiuvre &£nd8 wilglite.

The curren®ts cooperalhive animal aaﬁage sentrol {(ADC) pro-—
grem and this document Geal primerily with those vertebrate
animals which are recerdec as mgriculturzl pe=sts.

CRegonmenfed LU0 Policy SAstement

Wa recormend thet the following e =dopted as
cial sStatement of Policy on Bnima]l Cdanag®s CcoOntIol:

" Recognition ol Ghe importance of the
acrienliturel Iindustry of the T.S.,
&nd 2 corresponting ernpheasiz oo its
rroteciion from vertébrats Dezts iz

imperetive. Thig is nokt to be con-—-
strued £ A policy for eradicetion .
of any species, but instead iz =

. Ppolicy for p coorddneted 2nd co—

cperetrive professionsl program fox
erevention of and protettion againsg
agpriceiturel losses. Such & program
must be practical =2md coxt effective.
The texmE: "przcticel”™ and "cozt ef-
Fefrvive” shell relamte to both the
costs: 2nd effects on the ADC pro-
cram and ©u the afifscted industry
and Aind&ividualsz.

Vertebrathae pests e 2 sericus orob-—
dem 30 =gTriculture Bn@ in cexrtain
imstahces are Setrimental +£¢c cther
WwilZdlife species; therefors, RDC
=heowld® be En iftegreal componant

of agyicuvitural E¥nd Wildlife pro—
cuction.







JOHN TOWER

COMMITTEES:
TEXAS

ARMED SERVICES

2 5 SEP 1381 . CHAIRMAN

BanxinGg, HOUSING, ARD

: URBAN AFFAIRS
Wlnifed  Hiafes Henafle Bumasr

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

September 24, 1981

Mr. Edwin Meese, 1II
.Counsellor to the President
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Ed: d

I wish to call your attention to the attached documents concerning the Department of
Interior's Animal Damage Control Program. These documents deal with the transfer

of the Animal Damage Control back to the USDA.

It is my understanding that USDA and Interior are very close to reaching an agreement.
This is an issue of importance to me and western state senators who have attempted

for some time to get this program back into the Department of Agriculture where

control of predation can be realized. Our livestock producers have a tremendous
interest in this decision.

I would appreciate any assistance you would lend to this matter.

Sincerely,

John Tower

JGT:ts

Enclosures
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Chase Hibbard, 2 Montana rancher, ‘“d;e,-b AT 0f The 2 e o
told the five-member panel that he iS' Apimaj bimgg’o‘; ;Ssgcwmﬂ's
- -an example of someone Who Was TUN mitiee gaid fhe olicy Com-

: predator “has n
Testimony at a government hearing out of the sheep business by coyotes.  peen Properly managed during u?é

in Denver Tuesday about whether use’ IN 1872, the year the ban on 108( Past several years.
of 2 now-banned poison shculd be al- went in, he lost 20 sheep. He said the  The poison can be yseg in three
lowed to Kill coyotes who attack live- next year he lost 33, and the numbe: Ways. Oue involves putting i inside
stock indicated that almost evervone fell to 35 in 1974. That isn’t counting - - o
supports such 2 proposal. . the weight his sheep lost by runming .o jiars worn by the sheep, When the
That's because almost evervone from the coyotes or the number of - 2nimals are bitten on the neck by coy-
who attended the first of the two Envi- 1ambs lost before birth because of the otes — the usual means of attack —
rommental Protection Agency hear- prédators’ harassment, he said. the attackers puncture the collars and
ings was a stockman or otherwise in-  The coyotes, Hibbard said, persuad- . "5t 5 dose of poison that kills them
volved in the Livestock industry. That = = * Tier. Another method-involves ‘‘sin-
£ould even out Wednesday, though, as- ©d him to get out of the business. - sle-dose baits,” small pieces of meat
almost everyone signed up to talk at  Compound 1080 is the most fogical =, eniough poison on them to kill one
the second session is affiliated with an ~ hethod of controlling coyotes, he saids /00 e’ third way consists of
environmentalist group. as alternatives-are getting too expen- “bait stations,” which involve 25 or
= The two EPA sessions were called sive. Shooting the predaiors from 2 nore pounds' of meat. with enough
to diseiss Compound 1080, a poison | JcLCOPLer, he sald, costs §200 an hour . - Fovod n 1o kill several ani
that former Preg?dent Ricr;ard F".)\?ixon | now. The po is_on ;hat was put' back on g.iaxs o . - ‘
banned, with 211 ather predator pesti- the al;oyed st in 1975, sogmm cya- : ; PA hearing on
: R = nide, is “totally ineffective,” Hibbard The third and fmglE Fridavg n
cides, in 1972. Sheep producers and, 1o 2" © Compound 1080 will be ’
2 lesser extent, cattlemen have been - The Denver session attracted about W 2snigtom. -
-complaining since. _ 100 to 150 people. Forty had signedbe-  The hearings are for the purpose of
Don Meike. chairman of the Nation- fore the meeting to speak to the panel, athering information -that Gorsuch
al Woolgrowe_ers Association, told the with James A. Thompson Jr., counsel gwm use to. determine’ whether she
TU?SG‘EY session at the downtown Post for EPA Region 8, as chairman. - should call 3 formal-session to Teview
ALffice auditorium, that the U.S, sheep . * the 1080 policy Sk :
_population has shrunk to 12 million  Other members of the group were L0€ 1980 poucy. C b - :
from 21 million in 1969, Edwin L. Johnsen, executive assistant e
NOT ALL that loss is attributed to >0rnistra crams; “’Jro‘,fnm; E\};,ﬁoff peassusis?adni
coyotes killing sheep. It also is seen as g;(j)ei staff officer fo.r the environmen-

an indication of how hard it is for a i ;
sheep producer to survive financially. tal evaluation office of the US pe-

On top of inflation, fuel prices and ~
the financial realities everyone eise Chandler, assistant to Anne Gorsuch,
faces, the sheep industry has had to EPA administrato .
deal with coyotes and other predators Aad raor. ‘
-eating 10 percent of its product last Several officials in fish and game
yegr, Meike said. agencies also spoke.

ompound 1080 is being used in Can- ) ib, di-
ada, Mexico, Australiz and New Zon. AMONG THEM was Jack Greib, di

. . ] i - rector of of the Colorado Division of
land, Meike said, which he said puts  widife, who said he was speaking for

TAmerican sheep producers af an even. the International Asscciation of Fish
greater disadvantage in the market- and Wildlife Agencies. That group be-
place. : lieves, he said, that coyotes should be

Compound 1080 is the best means: treated the same as other wild ani-
developed so far to control the coy~ mals and that sometimes controlling

-otes, he contended. *“Every method of, ,-1he population in an area is necessary.
counting shows an increased loss” of®
sheep to coyotes since it was taken off

-

he market, hesaid. -~ :

Denver Post Agriculture Writer

partment of Agriculture; and Nat






EO——

a0

Friday, June 25, 1982 THE WASHINGTON POST
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New Mother Crane
Killed by Raccoon

BARABOO, Wis.—Tex, the rare four-foot-tall
whooping crane that performed a mating dance
with a human, was killed in her pen by a maraud-
ing raccoon only a few weeks after she became a
mother. :

+ George Archibald, director of the International
Crane Foundation center, had spent years per-
fornting mating dances with the whooper to in-
duce her to lay an egg after being artificially in-
seminated.

- The chick, the first born to Tex, hatched 3%
weeks ago and is named Gee Whiz.

.. Although saddened by Tex's death, Archibald
said “there’ll be whoopers to dance with in the
future” because the genetic line is continued in
Gee Whiz. “We feel that our work has been suc-
ceasful,” he said.

Tex, 15 years old, wes killed Tuesday night in
her pen, where Crane center spokesman Scott
Freeman said a raccoon was found early Wednes-
day with her remains. B
* The raccoon, which had broken through an
eight-foot nylon mesh ceiling designed to protect
the cranes, was shot to death, he said.

e et ————————————

__—'D—:__—_
Tex, Whoopine'&m’

LK E‘ligd b{ a l’?gccoon

BARABQO,. Wis., June 23 (UPI) —
Tex, a whooping crane that attracted
national attention when she gave birth
after going through intricate mating
rituals with a human, was mauled and \

killed by a raccoon Wednesday.
| oOfficiais at the International Crane %\

Foundation said the raccoon apparently
elimbed over Tex’s pen and chewed
through the netting to gain entry.
Tex’s only offspring, Gee Whiz, was
i e
i Archi-
baid, the foundation’s director and co-
founder. For six weeks, Mr. Archibald
spent an average of 16 hours a day danc-
ing with the bird and working to bring
her into breeding condition. :
Reached in California, where He was
scheduled to appear on & television
show, Mr. Archibald said, “I was at-
_tached to that bird.” '
The police were calied to remove the
raccoon from the pen. A spokesman
said the attack was the first in the nine-
year existence of the foundation.
Officials called Tex's death “a major
setback” for the foundation, but said
Gee Whiz would carry forward her
mother’s unique genetic line. Gee Whiz
is *‘a healthy, growing chick now close
toone foot tall,” the spokesman said.
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1 tIARD TIMES FOR NATURE LOVERS i
. E . .. Attendance i
about 15 percent, to 396,600 visitors, at the Shenandoah nﬂggfﬁ

Park . . "
aF l:nf;r lO!thl:' year, the fault of hghter National 'Park Service

'Wehavvefewerpeopleineve ivision,” Sh

: ry division,” Shenandoah inten-

:dent Bob Jacobsen said. “We made the cuts in places whe:: r:tel:l.gt:;
visitors the least. We've had g few complain

toundemtand."Hesnidthisyaar’lbudgetf illi '.
! s ] of $4 million is actually
ah:ﬁotiyhlgherthanhstyear&bm?tmo'ughmkmppmwithin-

, —Sandra Sugawara
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1601 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009

CABLE: PANDAFUND TELEX: 64505
TELEPHONE: (202) 387-0800

July 29, 1981

Mrs. Ann M. Gorsuch
Administrator

Environmental Protection Agency
501 M Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20450

Dear Mrs. Gorsuch:

To my dismay, I have learned that the EPA is embarking on
a plan to consider registration of Compound 1080 for predator
control.

Compound 1080 is a deadly, non-selective and, thus, eco-
logically unsound threat to wildlife. The World Wildlife
Fund, as a matter of policy, has opposed its use on public or
private lands. WWF supports the long-standing public policy
articulated by President Nixon in EO 11643, a scientifically
supported, rational approach to removing Compound 1080 from
the hands of even the professional animal damage control
agents.

The World Wildlife Fund also supports former Secretary Cecil
Andrus' November 9, 1979 decision outlining a revised policy
framework and future directions for animal damage control.
The decision followed a review and recommendation by an
advisory committee well-balanced in its representation of
interest groups, publication of an advisory committee report
(Predator Damage in the West, 1978), publication and public
comment on draft and final environmental impact statements,
numerous public hearings, and recommendations by several
federal agencies. After two years of deliberation, the
Secretary made his decision. It was founded in a compre-
hensive, factual, administrative record developed under the
regquirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the
Administrative Procedure Act. I see no benefit to the
American people in reopening this costly process in an
attempt to reverse a decade of evolving public land policy
and progress in the field of wildlife management.

The proponents of 1080 are placing much faith in the
prospects of a new "delivery mechanism," namely the so-called
toxic collar. The collar by its very nature is, however,

a misguided approach to damage control. Fundamentally, it
has the following disadvantages.

1. The collar can be punctured by barbed wire, cactus,

bushes, or other objects, and livestock have been
known to chew through the collars.

100% RECYCLED PAPER
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2. When the collar breaks or is punctured, the solution
can be absorbed through the wearer's skin, causing
death.

3. The 1080 collar is applicable primarily to pasture
situations.

4, Since professional ADC personnel cannot monitor every
livestock operation to determine how the collar is
used, operators would be left to their own discretion.
If so desired, the 30 cc's of 1080 solution could be
extracted and used in baits, magnifying the non-
selectivity of the poison.

5. Predators attacking a collar-wearing sheep from the
flank would not be poisoned.

6. Compound 1080 is a slow-acting poison which produces
a violent death. This is a poor, inhumane method of
wildlife management.

7. The pasture situations where the 1080 collar is
applicable are the very places where non-lethal controls,
such as guard dogs, night lights, coyote-proof fences,
aversives and other techniques would be most likely to
succeed.

Finally, two highly relevant questions at this time are

1) whether or not the livestock producers are experiencing
a predator-related emergency, as is claimed in the hearing
announcement (46 FR 34698, July 2, 1981); and 2) whether or
not 1080 in any form can supply meaningful relief.

A window to the first question is provided by a committee
report of the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and
Forestry (G.P.,O. 72-550, March 1981) titled Costs of
Producing Livestock in the United States - Final 1979,
Preliminary 1980, and Projections for 1981. The report sum-
marized the economic picture for the sheep industry, showing
that the rising costs of feed (up 5% in 1980, expected to be
up 17% in 1981), fuel and power (up 37% in 1980, projected to
rise another 22% in 1981), and other cash costs for essen-
tials such as veterinary, medicines, trucking, shearing and
marketing (expected to increase at an annual rate of 10 to
12%) are currently hurting the industry. The report pointed
out that:

"Production of lambs and wool had declined for many
years. Prices and the resulting gross income have
generally trended upward. Relatively favorable
returns in the late seventies, however, finally
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induced a slight increase in production in 1980.
Moderate increases are expected in 1981 and suc-
ceeding years. Unless production expands at a more
rapid rate than in 1980, however, the increased
supply will probably have only a minor depressing
effect on lamb and wool prices."

Thus, the industry is experiencing difficulties, as are many
industries in these times, but is not experiencing an
economic emergency. No mention was made of predation in the
report. Finally, the report concluded that:

"Sheep producers can expect to receive enough over
cash costs to earn a full return for labor and
management in 1981, but continuing increases in
costs, the possibility of future increases in
production dampening prices for lambs and wool, and
the gradual decay of returns over costs are cause for
industry concern. The outlook is further darkened,
especially for new entrants, by the exclusion of land
costs as a component of cost of production in these
estimates. Land is needed only as a site for
buildings and lots for some types of livestock
enterprises, but it is a major part of the investment
for most sheep enterprises."

Again, the sheep industry's problems are genuine but do not
represent emergency conditions. Further, the major economic
problems are not solvable through predator control.

If federal help is appropriate at all, it should be directed
at relieving the rising costs of inputs and, as the Senate
report implies, land.

The second question, whether 1080 can provide meaningful
relief, is related to the magnitude of predator losses.

On page 26 of Predator Damage in the West, it is reported
that a nationwide mail survey conducted by USDA estimated
that predator losses in California claimed 2.7 percent of the
ewes and 9.7 percent of the lambs in 1974. However, these
are maximum estimates.

A comprehensive survey by Nesse et al. (1976) in the same
year in California showed only 1.1 percent of the ewes and
2.7 percent of the lambs to have been killed by predators.
Furthermore, the same USDA nationwide mail survey shows that
in Kansas in 1974 3.2 percent of the lambs and 3.4 percent of
the ewes were lost to coyotes. A Kansas study by Meduna
(1975-76) , in which losses were verified and 25 percent of
ranchers were contacted, shows only 0.7 percent of the ewes
and 0.9 percent of the lambs as being lost to coyotes.
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Robel (1981) reports losses in Kansas of 0.9% of the stock
sheep inventory and 0.9% of the lambs. He believes the
personal contact with producers and the monthly reporting
system used in his research increased the accuracy of these
estimates. "Predator loss estimates from mail surveys,"”
Robel states, "are subject to the 30 to 200% positive bias
commonly associated with mail surveys concerned with
emotional issues." Even taking the high estimates, and
assuming 1080 would be 100% effective in eliminating losses,
which it obviously was not prior to 1972 and would not be
today, the poison would not begin to compensate for rising
costs, inflation, and basic market fluctuations in response
to supply-demand relationships. The use of 1080 is clearly
an unnecessary environmental risk.

cerely,

el %ﬂwm

Russell E. Train
President

cc: The Honorable James G. Watt
Secretary of the Interior

Mr. C. Raymond Arnett
Assistant Secretary of the Interior
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
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Release #12-81 CONTACT: Neill Heath (202) 387-0800
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ~- July 30, 1981

EX~AGENCY HEAD RAPS EPA PLANS TO REOPEN "COMPOUND 1080 ISSUE

Russell Train, former head of'the Environmental Protection Agency, said
today in a letter to present EPA administrator Anne Gorsuch, that he could see
no benefit to the American public in EPA's recent move to reopen the costly process
of considering registration of compound 1080. Train called the move an "attempt
to reverse a decade of evolving public land policy and progress in the field of
wildlife management."

Train's letter was in response to an announcement by EPA that hearings would
be held July 31 to collect information for further study on the use of compound 1080.
Compound 1080 was banned in 1972 by the federal government after seven years of
research which concluded that it was unacceptable for use in p-*lic lands. "Com-
pound 1080 is a deadly, nonselective -- and thus ecologically unsound —- threat
to wildlife," said Train, now president of World Wildlife Furd-U.S. "World Wildlife
Fund~U.S., as a matter of policy, opposes its use on public or private lands."
Train was named by former President Nixon as the first head of the Council on
Environmental Quality. He was later named head of EPA,

Until the 1972 ban, compound 1080 (sodium monofluoroacetate) was the favorite
weapon of Western sheep ranchers and predator control agents against the coyote.
Sheep carcasses injected with the solution were placed in the open to attract the

coyotes. This method of predator control was not selective and killed not only

-~ more --








