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Reproductive inhibitors for coyotes appear to be receiving little 

attention at present. This is partially due to the need for compounds 

effective over a greater part of_ the reproductive cycle and for more effective 

methods of delivery. Additional difficulty is caused by the need for 

efficacy data and effects on nontarget species prior to any possible 

registration by the EPA. Current interest and research in control of dog 

and cat populations by this method may provide useful information to develop 

control of predator reproduction in the future. 

Toxic chemical control methods now under review include the M-44 on 

which experimental data is being gathered in several western states for 

possible registration by the EPA. Some results will be available in 1975 on 

these experimental projects which are not. associated with the emergency 
. ------- . -- . 

. ---- ..... _ .. 

.Also 'tiein& evaluated by the Denver Center is a toxic 

collar which is designed to kill the predator attacking the neck of the prey 

animal. Preliminary tests have apparently indicated some degree of success 

but results have not been released. 

In sunnnary, it may seem that little has been done since 1972 despite 

well over 100 research projects related to predators and predation. Nonetheless, 

there has been substantial progress considering the relatively short time 

period since chemical controls were restricted. The growth of predator 

research is only one example. There is now administrative recognition that 

a predator problem exists and research is well underway to outline its extent 

and effects on the industry and the economy. There is also official recognition 

that mechanical controls alone are not adequate and that management of predator 

populations may in fact be essential to protect certain agricultural crops. 
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Testing of alternative techniques and methods to prevent predation 

has provided some essential information on those which are likely to be 

ineffective for various reasons, while predator population surveys have· 

provided ample evidence that the coyote is not an endangered species. The 

orders issued to restrict chemical controls and subsequent policy statements 

de m o n s t rate that these concepts were not accepted as fact in 1972. 

Additional concepts which cannot be attributed to the predator 

controversy still bear directly on the.need to insure survival of agricultural 

resource units. Pressures for land use zoning to maintain land in agricultural 

production reflect a growing concern over critical food shortages in many 

parts of the world where human starvation is real. Eventuallys that concern 

must include animal damage control to prevent excessive waste of food. 

Simtlarl~ ... ene-rgy demands and tile: use o.f~_natm:a.l .. fuels. t.o produce:.synthetk 
_:;. "">~-' -~:~- --~-~~:2'--._,~-- -=~:~-~=- :~-r~~-- 7=---- .: --~--~\ 

fiber must..lecUI to concern- over :production and waste of natural fiber ~ro-vided 

by photosynthesis rather than by oil and coal. 

Other reasons expressed for land use zoning include the desire to 

curb urban sprawl and the destruction of aesthetic values associated with 

agricultural land now covered by concrete and subdivisions. The importance 

of agricultural land to game and nongame wildlife species has not been fully 

appreciated. There is, however, growing recognition of its contribution to 

the public benefit by preserving much of the land and habitat essential to 

wildlife and to outdoor recreation, a contribution far greater than that of ' 
any other private sector within the United States. 



Political Factors in Animal Damage Control 

Most of you here are perhaps lvell aware of the kinds of problems caused 

by animal depredations and that vertebrate animals, particularly the carnivores, 

seem to generate the greatest degree of interest and emotion. Most people 

seem either to support or oppose the concept and programs dealing with 

predator control. Few seem to be indifferent or to have no opinion. 

The effects of political and administrative influence on direction and 

effectiveness of such programs are often thought to be clear and obvious.' In 

reality such influences and results are usually complex and often obscure. 

Any attempt to analyse, document and thoroughly discuss such cause-effect 

patterns would require an immense amount of time and voluminous writing. 

Perhaps, therefore, a relatively simple discussion of trends, programs and 

the cancellation process for the three major chemicals employed in predator 

control may serve to illustrate a rather complex pattern. 

Animal damage control has always been an essential element in protection 

of human interests. No country, including this one, could have progressed 

from a primi~ive stage without such practices and control has been employed 

in the United States since the first European settlers arrived. Indian history 

records some similar activities. 

Early in this century professional rodent and predator control was 

initiated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Bureau of Biological 

Survey on federal lands for protection of agricultural interests. It grew 

during the first World War in the interest of providing essential food and 

fiber for a nation at war. It continued under ~SDA direction until 1939 

Presented by Dale A. Wade, Extension Wildlife Specialist, University of 
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when the program was transferred to the Department of Interior (USDI) and 

became the Branch of Predator and Rodent Control (PARC) but \~ith little change 

in responsibilities. Its purposes remained primarily those of protecting 

agricultural crops, animal and human health, forest and range, wildlife and 

other resources. It continued with these duties and programs. for 26 years. 

Following recommendations of the Leopold Committee (1964), in 1965 PARC 

was given a new name, Division of Wildlife Services (DWS), with increased 

duties in wildlife enhancement and management. These have continued to the 

present time with a greater emphasis on enhancement and a lesser emphasis on 

damage control. 

Prior to 1915, animal damage control had primarily been the responsibility 

of individuals, producer groups, counties or states, with additional effort by 

municipalities and public health agencies. Growing federal involvement by 

USDA, USDI, and public health agencies has occurred since that time. Concern 

for human health and .safety, cleanliness of human food 10 public utilities, 

aircraft safety and other factors have dictated more extensive and intensive 

state and federal involvement for several decades. 

Gradually, various cooperative arrangements have evolved between federal, 

state, county and municipal agencies. Producer and other interest groups have 

often been a part of such programs. Several types of programs exist, from 

professional federal, state or county activities, to Extension predator control, 

or completely independent efforts. In most localities, professional control 

is augmented by individual effort, producer groups and sport hunters. Bounty 

programs still exist in sone areas although they appear to be losing their 

appeal. In general, they seem to be considered ,expensive, wasteful, ineffective 

and often abused. This seems particularly true where highly intelligent problem 

animals exist and continue to cause depredations. 
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Until recently, USDI-DWS had contracts with state and county agencies in 

16 of the 17 western states. Kansas was the exception. Some USDI officials 

have repeatedly expressed a desire to return these program responsibilities to 

the states. Since 1972~ several bills have been introduced in Congress in 

attempts to accomplish this change. Federal funding to supplement state 

efforts has been proposed in most of these in the attempt to secure 

congressional and local support. In most of these bills~ however~ some 

reservation of authority to direct or control the extent of damage control 

and methods to be employed by the states has been reserved to USDI. · 

For different reasons, therefore~ agricultural and environmental groups 

have occasionally found themselves aligned in opposing similar bills. Usually~ 

this has meant opposition to state-controlled programs by environmental groups 

because they foresee a loss of their influence if state programs are more 

responsive than USDI to agricultural concerns. In contrast, agricultural 

groups have often opposed these bills because they felt that ·· 

proposed restrictions on control methods were too severe. 

As a result, no feneral bill has become law, although the states of South Dakota, 

.Colorado and Washington have adopted state control programs in the past two 

·years. Thus, there appears to be at least a partial return toward more state 

and local responsibility in such programs, although far greater restrictions by 

federal regulations and policy have been imposed and options in control are 

largely limited to mechanical control methods. 

Methods employed in predator control may include exclusion by fences, 
close of 

some repellent techniques,jherdingjlivestock, guard dogs and lethal mechanical 

or chemical techniques. Lethal chemicals have b~en severely restricted since 

1972, however. Repellent techniques have shown little but short term benefits 

and effective reproductive inhibitors have not been developed. Taste aversive 
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agents and collars containing toxic chemicals are being evaluated but are 

not proven effective methods. There has been a great deal of political and 

administrative pressure recently to adopt the toxic collar~ however. 

Suggestions for control methods and sources of program funding are many 

and varied~ including those denying that a problem exists and insisting that 

damage control is not needed. Others prefer a return to the so-called "balance 

of nature" in the belief that this would provide an immediate and painless 

solution. Opposition to predator control is at least partially due to the 

tremendous shift of population to metropolitan areas during this century. 

More than 90 percent of Americans now reside in urban centers~ some removed 

by several generations from an interest in or concern for the agricultural 

sector. 

The majority of antagonism to damage control is centered in urban areas. 

Among the reasons often cited are opposition to hunting~ trapping, firearms~ 

killing of animals, multiple use of public lands and abuse of land by 

• 
agriculture interests. Others are a disbelief that damage occurs, or that 

it is a problem cf any magnitude, and often a belief that "management" would 

solve any problem that does exist. Occasionally, the belief that man is 

vegetarian by nature and should neither kill ~nimals nor eat meat is given. 

These beliefs and support by environmental groups, primarily from urban areas, 

have led to extensive continued efforts to prohibit animal damage control 

methods and programs. ' 
Such efforts are evident in current restrictions and in bills introduced 

by state and federal legislators to further restrict chemicals and mechanical 

control methods ,including traps and firearms. Numerous bills to abolish 

control programs have also been proposed. It has become increasingly 

apparent that a much greater degree of public understanding and kn3wledge 



•· 

of the need for control is essential. Factual information and education 

programs are obviously the only solution if effective control programs are 

to continue. 

5 

Opposition to predator control programs, particularly to the use of 

chemicals~ increased in the decade pr.ior to 1972. The Leopold Report (1964) 

increased and focussed attention on these activities and opposition became 

highly critical with reports of eagle deaths due to shooting and chemicals in 

1970-71 in the mountain states. These were.apparently major factors in 

appointment of the Cain Committee in 1971 to review predator control in 

the western states and in cancellation of the major chemicals used in control 

programs •. 

Somewhat unique in the Leopold Report (1964) and the Cain Report (1971) 

were the differing conclusions, even though there had been no basic change in 

the livestock industry, the predation problem, the extent of the control 

programs, the chemicals employed, -and the area and techniques·.for application 

of control methods. In addition, both committee chairmen served on the other 

committee. 

The Leopold Committee concluded that the steel trap is one of the most 

damaging control methods in the sense of its being nonselective and that much 

unnecessary killing of wildlife in the western United States has.resulted 

from the use of such traps in coyote control. It is further stated that wh~n 

properly applied, 1080 (sodium monofluoroacetate) meat baits are effective 

and humane in control of coyotes with very little damaging effect on other 

wildlife. 

The Cain Committee did not agree. It stat~d that the use of chemicals 

is likely to be inhumane and nonselective and recommended that landowners be 

trained in the use of steel traps as a major method of coyote control. 
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Ostensibly. the decisions to cancel predator control chemicals and 

subsequ'ent orders and actions by the President and agency administrators were 

based on the Cain Report. This report was released to the public following 

Executive Order, No. 11643, issued by President Nixon on February 8, 1972. 

Evidence has gradually accumulated since then, however, indicating that other 

administrative and political influences were major factors. Some review of 

chronology is necessary at this point. 

The Cain Committee was appointed in early 1971 and apparently began its 

review in late July under contract to the President's Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) and USDI. The contract supposedly required completion of the 

report by October 30, 1972, allowing approximately t~ree months for data 

gathering, review, and writing of the report. Apparently the report was 

completed by November and first printed in December 1971, although there are 

statements of record that it was not printed until January 1972. 

On July 9, 1971, at Estes Park, Colorado, USDI Secretary·Morton included 

the following statements regarding the Cain Committee and its findings in 

his address to the ~arional Wildlife Federation Conservation Summit. 

"Well before the Jackson Canyon eagle kill last month, I 
agreed to cooperate with the Council nn Environmental Quality to 
initiate a complete review of predator control activities to 
identify problem areas and seek their resolution. This study 
team will be composed of seven non-governmental professionals 
recognized for their expertise in the wildlife field ••• 

The Task Force has been charged with the responsibility of 
examining all aspects of the issue, including poisoning carried 
on by the private sector and state and local government as well. 
They have been instructed to examine with care the economics of 
national insurance programs as a possible alternate to predator 
control and to·recommend any changes which may be needed in our 
present administration of this program. 

Let me add that I absolutely guarantee that the findings 
of these experts will be given a full hearing and review by wool 
growers and cattlemen, as well as wildlife interests. The study 
already has received funding from Interior and the Council on 
Environmental Quality, and I personnlly pledge that performance 
will follow program so that our :Imperiled predators will not 
perish in a sea of platitudes." 
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Although public hearings were "absolutely guaranteed," none were held. 

The Cain Committee Chairman stated on March 14, 1972, in Mexico City irt a 

panel discussion that "I should say that we first considered public hearings. 

We decided, however, that there simply was not enough time to hold public 

hearings, to gather testimony, and to digest it because of the slowness of 

the hearing process. 11 One is forced to wonder why there was such a shortage 

of time. 

During this same panel discussion in response to a question regarding 

public hearings not being held, USDI Assistant Secretary Reed stated: 

"I would be delighted to give you the answer. I think 
it is about time that it came right out onto the surface and 

. everybody knew. l-le all understand the political truths of 
life. The President received the recommendation sent by the 
chairman of the Committee to the Secretary of the Interior, 
and said: :It's about time I got a recommendation 1ike that 
and I intend to act upon it. However, I think that it is of 
such national interest that I reserve it as my right to give 
it in the Environmental Hessage which is scheduled for 
February 8th. There will be no disclosure of the repor~ nor 
your recommendations to me until that time. 111 

. 

If Secretary Reed was accurate in quoting the President, there would 

appear to have ber11 prior decisions made with regard to cancellation of these 

chemicals. That this.was the case appears to be supported by a stipulation 

filed in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia, apparently 

late in 1971, in relation to two civil actions filed in that court early in 

1971. The relation of the stipulation to the civil actions appears to be as 

follows: 

Civil Action 564-71 was filed with the Court on March 16, 1971. The 

action filed by Counsel for the Defenders of Wildlife and the Sierra Club 

against USDI and individuals within the Department contained a series of 

allegations that USDI activities in damage control were damaging to wildlife 

including endangered species, particularly with regard to chemicals used in 

damage control. The action requested an injunction prohibiting USDI from 
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conducting control activities alleged to be seriously affecting certain 

wildlife species. A second Civil Action, No. 775-71, was filed in this 

Court on April 14, 1971, by the Humane Society of the United States and its 

California branch against USDI and these same individuals. This complaint 

contained a series of allegations with regard to .the use of predacides and 

requested a permanent injunction to prohibit USDI from conducting such control 

activities. 

The related stipulation was apparently filed in late 1971 with ,the District 

Court and contains the following information: 

STIPULATION FILED UNDER SEAL 

Defendants, by their attorneys, have requested that 

plaintiffs not pursue, before February 15, 1972, their motions 

for permanent and/or preliminary injunctions, and have repre­

sented to them as follows: 

1. ·That the draft of a study under the direction • 

of Dr. Stanley A. Cain will be finalized and published in early 

January 1972; and · 

2. That as a reshlt of recommendations contained 

in the Cain st~dy and other considerations defendants prese~tly 

intend to mak~ -~jar changes in policies and programs relating 

to the existing animal damage control program now conducted by 

them, and publicly to announce these changes on or before 

February 15, 1972; and 

3. That defendants will need, following publication 

of the Cain report, additional time, to February 15, 1972, to 

finalize such plans·; and . 

4. That defendants intend to conclude the present 

predator control program insofar as killing by poison is 

concerned, except that defendar:-ts intend to continue bird and 

rodent control programs and animal control research; and 

5. That after the changes in policy and programs 

have been publicly announced, defendants intend to implement 

such policies and programs as soon thereafter as is practicably 

possible; and 

6. NothJng horeln shall bC' U!:ied hy nny party as nn 

admission or as a statement against interest by any party. 
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As a result of the foregoing representations 

plaintiffs agree not to pursue on or before February 15, 1972, 

their motions for permanent and/or preliminary injunctions and 

further agree not to pursue, on or before February 15, 1972, 

other motions or discovery in connection with their lawsuits. 

In the event that plaintiffs thereafter reactivate their law­

suits, defendants agree to forego any contention that plaintiffs 

are foreclosed from relief on account of the delay. 

This stipulation shall remain in camera and sealed 

until this litigation is concluded. 

9 

The stipulation was signed hy counsel for the plaintiffs in both civil 

actions and was apparently sealed until July·l972. 

Disposition of these two Civil Actions apparently was as follows: 

a stipulation of ·dismissal of Civil Action 564-71 was filed with the Court 

in March 1972 stating that "It is hereby stipulated and agreed that the 

above case is dismissed without prejudice." In May 1972, a similar document 

dismissing Civil Action 775-71 was filed with the Court. _Both documents were 

signed by counsel f0r plaintiffs and defendants. 

On February 8, 1972, Executive Order, No. 11643, prohibiting use of the 

major predacides on federal land and by federal employees was issued by the 

White House. It provided for emergency use of these chemicals only if in 

each specific case the head of the agency involved provided written 

justification for use following consultation 'tvith the Secretaries of Interior, 

Agriculture and Health Education and Welfare and the Administrator of EPA. 

Additional criteria for emergency use were an essential need for protection·of 

human health and safety, or wildlife species, or "prevention of substantial 

irretrievable damage to nationally significant natural resources." 

' 



On February 10, 1972, USDI i~sued a news release indicating that it 

had ceased to formulate, distribute or use these chemicals for predator 

control on federal lands and had ceased use of any toxic chemicals with 

secondary effects in control of rodents, .birds or other species •. Only 
for use 

mechanical methods were authorized/by USDI personnel and chemicals were 

removed from field use as rapidly as weather conditions permitted. 

On March 9, 1972, the EPA Administrator issued orders cancelling and 

suspending these chemicals (sodium cyanide, strychnine and sodium 

monofluoroacetate) for use in predator control. In that Order (PR notice 

10 

.72-2) the Administrator expressed the agency's commitment to review.the status 

of registration for these three chemicals for use in predator and rodent control 

in rangeland areas. He indicated that "this commitment grew out of g.rave 

concern surfaced by the reported deaths of some 20 eagles killed by the 

misuse of thallium sulfate." Since this compound hadnot been an operational 

USDI professional control tool for some 15 years, the "misuse"' presumably 

would have been by non-professionals. Perhaps the interest in reviewing 

the professional~~· 9f chemicals was wholly desirable. It is difficult, 

however, to see any direct relationship between correct professional use of 

the three major chemicals and illegal non-professional use of a completely 

different·compound. 

In addition, the EPA Administrator cited the Cain report and "a detailed 

petition submitted to this Agency by several distinguished conservation groups 

urging that the registration of these compounds be cancelled and suspended 

immediately." It appears, therefore, that political and administrative 

influences were significant in the cancellation.process. 

During this same period and continuing into late 1973, testimony by.EPA 

and USDI administrators at congressional hearings for review of predator 
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control policy and related matters repeatedly emphasized that chemicals 

were not needed in such programs since other aiternatives such· as mech~nical 

methods and livestock management practices were effective and adequate. 

Testimony, speeches and news releases by administrators also indicated that 

losses to predators were likely exaggerated and were not as severe or serious 

as livestock interests considered them to be. Many individuals in livestock 

production and operational predator control programs disagreed substantially 

with some of these premlses but had little effect on agency or administrative 

policy. 

It appears, therefore, that there are some aspects of the cancellation 

process for these chemicals which at the least are somewhat unique. In addition 

to the conduct and dismissal of the civil actions against USDI mentioned 

earlier, there are others which might·be considered. Comparison of the use 

J and cancellation of these chemicals with DDT points to some major differences. 

The predacides were used largely in. the 17 western states in contrast to 

DDT which was used rationwide. The amount of.DDT used annually exceeded the 

amount of the predacides used by several thousand fold.. DDT l1as shown adverse 

effects on several nontarget wildlife species whereas the profession3l use of 

the predacides has not shown such effects. DDT was cancelled following 

extensive public hearings over an extended period whereas no hearings were 

held prior to cancellation of the predacides. The predacides were cancelled ' 
for professional use without prior knowledge by the affected industry and 

largely due to illegal use of a different compound by non-professionals. Of 

all the chemicals registered for control of plant and animal species, only 

those used for predator control were cancelled by executive order. 

In the President's message to Congress, August 1972, the restrictions 

on DDT and the predacides were cited as significant contributions of his 

.. 
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Administration to protection of the environment ; 1972 was a presidential 

election year and from the revelations of Watergate one is led, inescapably, 
concerns 

to wonder what effect election / had on earlier administrative decisions 

which were widely supported by environmental groups. 

Despite earlier insistence that chemical.methods were·not needed for 

predator control, USDI requested and was granted emergency use of the M-44 

sodium cyanide device by EPA in May 1974 for protection of sheep and goats 

where mechanical controls alone were found inadequate. A USDI report on the 

use of that device for the period from June through October 1974 indicated 

that in some areas and·under some conditions mechanical controls were 

ineffective and that combined mechanical and chemical predator controls were 

necessary to prevent or reduce severe livestock losses. Experimental permits 

for the device were also granted by EPA to several w~stern states in 1974 to 

determine if it was effective in reduction of losses. USDI has since requested 

EPA to allow registration and full operational use of the M-44. A hearing on 

that request for registration and others from several states was held by EPA 

in August 1975 and apparently · registration will be allowed. 

It appears, therefore, that political and administrative influences were 

significant in altering predator control methods and programs, first- by 

removing the chemicals and secondly by attempting to bring at least one of 

them back into operation. 

Of additional significance was the notice of intent by the EPA to hold 

hearings in regard to cancellation of these chemicals for rodent control filed 

in June 1973. "Informal hearings" \vere announced and held in September and 

October 1973 at Washington, D.C.,-Denver, Colorado, Dallas, Texas and 

Sacramento, California. All interested parties were invited to produce 

relevant evidence. The cancellation notice was withdrawn in December 1973 
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with the following statement as part of the withdrawal: 

"Based upon both the informal hearings and the Agency 
review, EPA has concluded that sufficient valid scientific 
and economic data do not exist at this time to justify the 
continuation of the procedures begun by the June 19, 1973, 
Notice. Accordingly, I hereby withdraw the Notice of Intent 
to hold a hearing and thereby withdraw the proceedings 
initiated by that Notice." 
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The significance of this statement is that far more hard scientific data 

existed with regard to rodent damage and chemical rodent control than existed 

on predator damage and chemical control. Therefore, if insufficient evidence 

' existed for cancellation of these chemicals as rodenticides., it is difficult 

to assume that evidence existed for cancellation of them as predacides. 

It seems apparent that a suit brought by the state of Wyoming and other 

plaintiffs against the EPA and other defendants in regard to ·cancellation of 

the predacides was a factor leading to review of the Executive Order (11643) 

and agency policies. On June 12, 1975, the District Court.in Cheyenne, 

Wyoming, granted the state a temporary injunction setting aside the EPA order 

which cancelled and suspended registration of these chemicals. The Court 

also ruled that th~ EPA was required by its own regulations to follow due 

process by allowing t~e livestock interests to be heard and that it must file 

an environmental impact statement relative to the cancellation of these 

chemicals. That ruling is now under·appeal by the EPA. 

A new Executive Order, No. 11870, was issued by President Ford on 

July 18, 1975. It replaced Order No. 11643 but with few real changes. Section 

1(5) adds constraints on devices and additional concerns for individual 

animals which were not included in No. 11643 and is, therefore., more 

restrictive than the earlier Order if strictly ~nterpreted. Section 3(c) 

allows the head of an agency to authorize the use of sodium cyanide on an 

experimental basis to control predator or bird damage to livestock on federal lands 
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or in federal programs for no more than one year. Environmental groups 

appear to feel that except for Section 3(c)~ there are greater restrictions 

on use of chemicals than existed in Order 11643. 

There appears in reality to be very little real change from Order 11643 

since the emergency permit authorized USDI to use the M-44 in protection of 

livestock, except on federal lands. Insofar as experimental use is concerned, 

there appears to be no obvious advantage .on federal lands since similar 

conditions for research can readily be found·on private or state land. 

There is the possibility of different methods of application, i.e.: 

the toxic collar, which can be used experimentally by USDI under Order 11870. 

USDI has applied for registration of this device, a toxic coliar fitted to the 

neck of sacrificial sheep, to provide a somewhat different approach as 

indicated in the following cormnents from Science, August 1, 1975: 

"The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has announced that 
the government will permit new experimental use of sodium cyanide 
to kill coyotes that attack sheep. The latest decision .. is a modi­
fication of a 1972 executive order that bans predator poisoning on 
public lands except under emergency conditions. 

Coyotes are responsible for the death of 3 to 5 percent of 
sheep herds in Lne t.Jest (25 percent in some areas), said CEQ head 
Russell Peterson. Shepherds find the losses hard to bear, since 
the sheep industry has been steadily declining since t}:le 1940's. 

The simplicity and restraint that characterizes the new idea. 
perhaps explains why it wasn't thought of before. Most coyotes 
don't like eating sheep (rabbits are their staple), but a few love 
them, and will attack again and again. They prefer lambs,- preferably 
tethered, and they attack by lunging at the neck. So a poisonous 
collar--a necklace of sodium cyanide capsules--has been devised. 
A few lambs will be tethered at the edge of their herd and fitted 
with the collar. A passing coyote with an eye for sheep will leap 
at the animal's neck, his teeth will puncture a cyanide pellet, 
the poison will squirt in his mouth, and voila! he will drop dead. 
Peterson says .tests in large pens show that this works, and further­
more, the lamb generally escapes unharmed. The project has virtues 
ecologically not only because of its selectivity but because carrion 
eaters happening upon the dead coyote will not be poisoned by eating 
the flesh. 
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Peterson, in answer to a question, said it was possible the 
technique could have an adversive conditioning effect on whole 
populations of coyotes--one day, perhaps, breeding an antisheep 
attitude into the subconscious of the race, as it were. 

Defenders of Wildlife, a Washington group that fought for the 
1972 poison ban, has criticized the recent action on the grounds 
that it opens loopholes for indiscriminate poisoning programs to 
resume. The government argues that relaxing the order to allow 
experimental programs will permit development of more effective 
and environmentally sound means of predator damage control." 
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CEQ appears to have had, and still to have, substantial influence on admin-

istrative decisions related to the predacides and appears to be pushing heavily 

for adoption of the collar as a totally new concept. However, neither the concept 

or the collar are really new, but came from suggestions of control personnel in 

field operations and are several years old. Reasons they were not adopted are 

several, but included are these: physical limitations in applying these to 

animals weighing from 6 to 150 pounds or more and logistic problems of applica-

tion, including the number of sheep that must carry co.llars, 'or placement of the 

few sacrificial sheep into suitable locations to intercept the coyotes. 

Equally as great are the limitations due to intelligence and behavior of the 

coyote species. However des:i,rable the toxic.collar may be, it is questionable 

that it will be effec.tive as the major method of coyote control. 

Experimentally, the toxic collar should be extremely interesting to test 

and, hopefully, will be at least partially effective. It does seem, however, 

that widespread application would provide a logistics problf~m to stagger the 

imagination, particularly where coyotes are travelling long distances to kill, 

where their travel routes and direction are unknown, and where tl1ey fail to see 

the attraction in tethered lambs compared to those running free. These factors 

appear to carry little weight in CEQ if the reP.ort in Science is accurate and 

there remains little doubt that political and administrative factors 

continue to function; 1976 is also an election year. 
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Political and administrative actio~s normally occur in response to the 

interest~ activity and size of pressure groups. In numbers, the rural popula-

tion is distinctly outweighed. The 1973 census revealed that.4.5 percent 

(9,472,000) of the total u·. S. population (210,0~6,000) were farm residents. 

The total number of U. S. farms reporte.d in 1975 was 2,819,000, of which 

146,200 were involved in the sheep industry. If one ass~es th~t the rural 

population is evenly distributed across these farms, approximately 5.2 perc~nt 

of rural residents were involved in sheep production in 1975, less. than one-

fourth of one percent (0.23 percent) of the entire U. S. population. It is 

not surprizing, therefore, that agriculture, particularly s~eep producers, 

has relatively little influence on political and administrative decisions. 

The livestock industry has been furtherhampered by a lack.of unified, 

clear, "consistent opinions, policies and objectives on the predator issue. 

·Individual violations of laws and_regulations, including the use of toxic 

chemicals, have also contributed to a loss of influence and to increased oppo-

sition in all aspects of animal damage control. The extension of opposition 

. to include other w~ldlife management practices, particularly hunting and trapping, 

has occurred. In many instances, a lack of understanding of carrying capacities 

and population dynamics seems to be coupled with a belief that "the balance of 

nature" is all that is needed. 

Particularly critical has been opposition to animal control on public 

lands, accompanied by growing opposition to multiple use of such areas for 

hunting, grazing and other purposes. The benefi.cial effects of hunting to 

protection of habitat by preventing overuse by game animals and damage to adjacent 

agricultural crops is often not recognized. Wi,thout question, overuse of ·land 

by game animals as well as livestock contributes to loss of vegetation, de-

creased water retention and erosion. However, moderate grazing by livestock 

, 
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increases forage by reducing wildfires, by suppressing some plant species and 

stimulating regrowth of others. Grazing, therefore, is not necessarily unde-

sirable. This depends on the intensity of use and moderate use can benefit 

wildlife in many areas. 

Private agricultural land is at least as important to wildlife as public 

land by providing habitat the year around for many species_and critical habitat, 

particularly in winter, for such species as deer and elk. Thus, the importance 

of agricultural land to wildlife as well as food production suggests that 

economic survival of producers is essential. 

Given the opposition to control programs and the influence of opposition 

groups, it is not unusual that "panaceas" such as repellents, aversive agents 

and "livestock management" are so appealing to legislators and administrators. 

From any point of view an effective nonlethal method which offered both the 

relief sought by producers and acceptance by opposition groups would be ideal 
J 

and highly attractive politically. However, all methods are subject to limi-

tat ions imposed by physical, biological and climatic factors.. From current 

knowledge of preclator biology, behavior, intelligence and adaptability, it is 

evident that a wide range of options and flexibility in application are essential 

to solving individual problems. Livestock management, repellents, predator-

proof fencing and other nonlethal methods may be useful in many situations but 

they cannot be effective under all conditions. 

Theoretical approaches to "solve" the predator issue·have often been directed ' 
with little prior knowledge or consideration of limiting factors and many "simple 

solutions" have been offered. The difficulty in application has been the lack 

of simple problems to which they apply. 

A quote attributed to P. A. M. Dirac, Nobel Laureate, seems particularly 

appropriate: "It is also a good rule not to put overmuch confidence in the 

• 



·. 

observational results that are put forward until they have been confirmed by 

theory." It often appears that this philosophy has been applied with little 

restraint in administrative approaches to anitnal damage control over the past 

several years. It would seem even more valid to apply the inverse~ that con­

fidence in theory can only be supported by confirmation in fact. 

18 

It is possible that additional new control techniques stich as specific 

attractantsand reproductive inhibitors may be developed. Such methods could 

provide alternatives for management of damaging species and may offer one·of the 

best options for nonlethal control in the future. It is highly unlikely, 

however, that nonlethal methods can ever provide all necessary control in the 

immense variety of habitat types, climatic conditions and damage situations 

that are known to exist. Management of predator populations will be necessary 

and political reality suggests that this too must be recognized. 
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