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siNecanicum Watershed Council

The Necanicum Watershed Council is a 501 {c)(3) non-profit organization of community volunteers who work o ensure
that our watershed is o healthy and functioning ecosystem. Through community outreach and education, landowner
partnerships, and on-the-ground habitat development profects, we worl to further understanding about the Necanicum
Watershed and to make sure it has a sustaingble future.

August 1, 2014

Madame Chair Bobby Levy

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Comm|55|0n
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive S.E.

Salem OR 97302

Re: Exhtblt B - 2015-2017 PROPOSED AGENCY BUDGET
Dear Madam Chair and Commissioners: |

I am writing and speaking to.you today to express my concern over the potential loss of the Western Oregon
Stream Restoration Program {WOSRP), and the profound repercussions this decision will have on the habitat
restoration-efforts in western Oregon.

| am no stranger to agency reductions and the State layoff process. After graduating from Oregon State
University with a bachelors of science in Fisheries and Wildlife, | immediately went to worl for ODFW. After
years of seasonal employment, | found a full time position within the Department of Forestry. Then, 5 years
ago, ODF experienced similar agency wide reductions and my position was eliminated. [ know firsthand how
this process works, and how difficult decisions have to be made. | don’t envy the managers and staff that are
tasked with deciding what programs stay and what programs will go. 1 very clearly understand that thisis a
complicated process and there is no good, clear answer. Yet, | plead with you to re-evaluate the budget and
look for General Fund reductions that are equitable across the state, don’t include cutting an entire program
limited to a SpElelC reg!on and where these reductions won’t have Iastlng effects.

One of the biggest effects from this cut I see s the [055 oftrust from partners I was one of the watershed
council representatives on the agency’s multi-species plan. | participated through the whole process, from the
beginning. A number of other organizations and agencies participated as well, and we worked under that
operating assumptlon that “habitat is important, but specific actions will not be considered during the
stakeholder process” because habitat was addressed by the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. Partners
trusted that ODFW would be true to their word, and now feel lied to. By eliminating the WOSRP, you are
sending a clear message to partners that ODFW is not committed to, and or can no longer support, the future
of salmon habitat restoration.

Commitment to the Oregon Plan & ODFW Conservation Strategy ! Goa!s EEO S : RRRE
The Oregon Plan for Saimon and Watersheds was created in 1997, “with the support and part:c.rpation of a
wide spectrum of stakeholders from alf sectors and regions of the state, the Oregon Legislature and then-
Governor John Kitzhaber. Motivated at first by the conviction that the state must devise its own home-grown
response to listings of coho and other salmon species under the federal Endangered Species Act, Oregon
expanded the plan into an unprecedented statewide program to preserve gnd profit from Oregon’s natural
fegacy” {Oregon Plan Brochure). The ODFW Conservation Strategy was created in 2006 by a Stakeholder
Advisory Committee “which helped the Department identify six key conservation issues, large-scalfe issues that
present the greatest threats to fish and wildlfife populations and their habitats throughout Oregon. These
formed the framework for the Conservation Strategy” {pg 7, Conservation Strategy). By eliminating WOSRP,
ODFW is effectually saying they no longer support the Plan or Strategy, and will look to other agencies and
organizations to implement the identified actions and goals.

PO Box 474 * Seaside, OR 97138 *° 503.717.1458 * necanicumwatershed@gmail.cormn




Abtlity to leverage funds toiincrease effectlveness S AL s REEE Y X
it is simply not enough that other agencies and orga mzations are performlng habltat restoratlon Many
depend on the WOSRP to provide the technical assistance necessary to leverage additional foundation funds,
or qualify for other state and federa! funds. Without the key support from the WOSRP, the ability to leverage
funds or implement projects will be significantly reduced, and for some watersheds could mean the end of
funding and executing complex yet necessary, habitat restoration efforts.

Technical Assistance - SEReOy, - TR S R
Watershed Council Coordmators wear a varzety of "hats” to be effectlve at therr Jobs, %) manv councrls have
compiled technical advisory committees or teams of state and federal staff who provide critical assistance with
a variety of task, By cutting the WOSRP, along with many of the assistance district fish Abiologist positions, and
the watershed council liaison positions, councils’ abilities to address many Issues will be significantly reduced,
which will in turn increase Implementation timelines along with increased project budgets.

These positions to provide critical technical assistance in a variety of areas, from grant writing, to designing
and/or vetting our projects and plans. WOSRP and District staff also often helps us through the permitting
process, or allows our restoration work to happen under existing ODFW permits, which saves us valuable time
and grant resources so we may put more of our dwindling funds into direct habitat restoration efforts. These
biologists also help coordinate on-the-ground activities including implementation and project management.
Staff also assists councils and other organizations with intra and inter-agency contacts and relationships: They
provide a direct fink to ODFW's Fish Passage & Screening programs, Restoration & Enhancement, and Corvallis
Research monitoring and data collection crews. They also assist us in working with other departments and
agencies, including BLM, NOAA/NMFS, USFWS, ODOT, ODF and the list goes on.

Losing the WOSRP biologists would also mean losing a wealth of institutional knowledge & assistance in cross-
watershed, basin-wide coordination. In addition to the technical assistance, the staff in these positions has
also often alded watershed councils experiencing their own staff transitions, ensuring restoration activities are
continued or completed and valuahle conservation dollars are not wasted In the interim. :
Long—term Effects : _ R .' R '- R : . : BE
While eliminating the Western Oregon Stream Restoration Program may alfevrate |mmed|ate budget shortfalls,
and minimize the effects felt state-wide across the Department, the lasting and Iong—term effects on western
Oregon salmon habitat will impact future salmon populations, which will then impact harvest rates, which will
continue to negatively impact license and tag sales. If healthy salmon populations and habitat ish’t addressed -
now, there won’t be salmon to fish for in the future, which is exactly what the Oregon Plan for Saimon and
Watersheds was created to avoid.

Please, see that the‘burde_n of reduced staff is not felt so intensely in the western region of the state, and
particularly along the coast. Please, demonstrate a commitment to the Governor-directed Oregon Plan and
continue to fund a program that aflows for “coordinated state and federal agency and tribal actions to support
private restoration efforts, effectively administer regulatory programs, soundly manage pubhc lands, and
promate public education and oworeness about watersheds and salmon.” Please.

Sincerely,

Melyssa Graeper
Executive Director
Necanicum Watershed Council o : . -

PO Box 474 ° Seaside, OR 97138 ° 503.717.1458 ° necanicumwatershed@gmail.com
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Nestucca, Neskowin & Sand Lake
Watersheds Council

PO Box 86 Pacific City, OR 97135 [¥] (503)965-2200 fax; 965-2200 [®] nnwc@oregoncoast.com

C&:ﬁcﬂ; éoﬁrd Member.;
Guy Sievert, Chair

Guy Holzworth, Treasurer
Sherry Vick, Secretary
Mike Walsh

Mike Wenands

Meloniie Fergmsor

July 31,2014

Comnmission Members

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife Commission
4034 Fairview Industrial Drive SE

Sulcm, Orcgon 97302

Dear Commissioners,

The Nestucca-Neskowin Watersheds Council is a Non-Profit org;amzatmn established in
1996 to dio ilzee things: 1) movide  fonwm for watrnshed anfumeeme , )
work with landowners to address factors that affect fish and habltat in the local watersheds
and 3) actively pursue activities that support a healthy ecosystem within our watersheds,
Our work has been successful for 20 years, success that could not have happened without a
key partner: ODFW fisheries habitat staff,

We are writing to express our grave concern regarding the agency proposed budget cuts
affecting fish restoration staff. We were informed only late this month that ODFW
management is proposing Western Oregon Stream Restoration Program staff reductions.
These local watershed council liaisons and habitat biclogists at ODFW provide valuable
assistance on Council stream restoration work. These same ODFW field fisheries biologists
have many years of critical knowledge of the coastal basins. That assistance includes
identifying, developing and implementing salmon passage and habitat restoration projects

Watershed councils rely on the technical assistance and field experience provided by ODFW
and grant funds to design and complete native saimon population recovery projects. A loss
of the essential assistance provided by key ODFW staff will materially affect Oregon’s on-
the-ground native salmon population recovery efforts. It is not in the best interest of the
Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds and the QOregon Coast Coho Conservation Plan to
eliminate the ODFW positions identified in the ODFW proposed budget. It would be in the
best interests of Oregonians to spread any cuts necessary equally across regions and
programs of the agency. We encourage Commission to reconsider the legitimate need and
high priority of this work and restore these positions.

Thank you for your support in this critical matter.

Respectﬁ:lly,

/-’
Guy Sievert

Chair
Nestucca/Neskowin Sand Lake Watershed Council

www.hestuccawaters.org/

An Equal Opportunity Emplover




Association of Northwest Steelheaders
6641 SE Lake Rd. = Milwaukie OR 97222 503-653-4176 « 503-
653-8769 {fax)
office@anws.org » www.nwsteelheaders.org Established 1960

August 1%, 2014
Re: ODF&W Budget
Dear Chair Levy and Members of the Commission:

Representing 1,600 members and 12 chapters in Oregon and SW Washington, the Association of NW Steetheaders
wishes fo comment on a few issues presented here today. The Association Board of Directors has no official position on
- the overall ODF&W budget at this time.

There are two problematic issues with the current proposal we wish to address:

e The current budget proposal calls for the elimination of 69% of the Stream Restoration and Habitat
Conservation Program Staff on the North Oregon Coast,

e We are appreciative of the level of protection Oregon’s hatchery programs have maintained through this
problematic budget period. It’s imperative that the widely accepted Coastal Multi-Species Conservation Plan
receives the dedicated funding to implement the programs promised to the sportfishing public.

It seems that 69% is a gross misrepresentation of staff cuts to a region of our state that sees the greatest economic output
for fishing, hunting and wildlife viewing. Visitors to this region spent nearly $140 million dollars, the largest in the state,
for recreating in this area. Being so close to Oregon’s major metropolitan area makes this a priority region for our
membership. With the runs of salmon and steelhead that we’ve witnessed here in recent years and the elimination of
monitoring programs such as the life-cycle study, it’s critically important that one of Oregon’s most diverse eco-regions
gels recognized for its intrinsic value for fish and wildlife restoration.,

Countless volunteer hours and challenging negotiations finally led to the adoption of Oregon’s Coastal Multi-Species
Management Plan. Largely dictated by recently filed frivolous lawsuits that the Association is also defending against, the
sportfishing community climbed on board with the Department and partnering conservation organizations with the
expectation that some sacrifice would lead to some benefit. On the north coast, that benefit was additional hatchery smolt
production to offset hatchery programs that suffered in other watersheds within the district. This new management
strategy is ready for implementation and it’s our desire that the agency fulfills its promises to improve hatchery strategies
and protecting wild stocks of fish for future generations.

We will remain engaged in this conversation as it progresses into the legislative assembly but hope you can address these
concerns of ours before you adopt a disastrous strategy. We also hope to work more closely in the future with the
department to grow a stable, long-term funding source so Oregonians don’t have to continue to cut important programs
that this agency implements. Growing the base is the means to the end. Opportunity drives participation, participation
sells licenses and secures the long-term viability of the agency.

Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments. Respectfully,

Rotsor e

Bob Rees
Executive Director

Anglers dedicated to enhancing and protecting fisheries and their hobitats for today and the future.




The Wyoming Animal Damage Management Board

A Story of Success & Partneyships Created

Management Program was creat-

ed by the 1999 Legislature as a
pilot project for the purposes of mib-
gating damage caused to livestock,
wildlife and crops by predatory ani-
mals, predacious birds and depredat-
ing animals or for the protection of
human health and safety.

The ADMB is administered by a 15
member (12 voting, 3 ex-officio non-
voting members) board, commonly
referred to as the Animal Damage
Management Board, or simply the
"ADMB".

The ADMB's mission, as defined by

The Wyoming Animal Damage

the Legislature, is to “coordinate and
implement an integrated animal dam-
age management program, based
upon the best available science, for the
benefit of both the human, as well as
the natural, environment.

The Wyoming Legislature, in creat-
ing the ADMB, stated, "It is important
to the economy of the state, to maxi-
mize agricultural production and at
the same time to promote, protect and
conserve the wildlife resources (of
Wyoming).

The 2007 Legislature, recognizing
the tremendous success of the ADMB
and the partnerships it has created,

removed the sunset provision for the
pilot project and made the ADMB and
its functions permanent. In doing so,
the Legislature recognized what a true
success the ADMB had become!

County Predator Management Programs

Working on-the ground everyday to protect, preserve and
enhance Wyoming’s agricuitural and wildlife resources

yoming has a
unique  system,
unlike any other

state in the Union, through
which it manages the effects
of predatory animals,
predacious birds and depre-
dating wildlife, as well as
certain aspects of human
health and safety.

Each county in Wyoming
is authorized to have within
it a predatory animal man-
agement program, overseen
by a locally elected or
appointed predator man-
agement Board (I"MB). Each

PMB is comprised of 6 local-
ly elected livestock produc-
ers, chosen to represent the
interests of producers in the
county who have paid into

the program through locally
asskssed predator manage-
ment fees. In addition to the

six livestock produc-

= ers, each board of
county commissioners
is  authorized to
appoint one member
to the Board if the
county commissioners
have elected to pro-
vide additional funds
to the Board.

In 2004, the Wyoming
Legislature took a
bold and forward

looking step and approved
general fund appropriations
to the ADMB, which then
pass through it and onto the
local county PMB’s. If the
local PMB request these
funds from the ADMB, the
Board then is increased by 3
local residents, appointed
by the county commission-
ers, who represent the inter-
ests of hunters and sports-
men on the Board.

In 2009, nineteen (19)
counties applied for and
were awarded grant funds
from the ADMB. One of the
many positive results of this
is that 57 sportsmen and
hunters joined with 114
livestock producers and 19
county commissioner
appointees to work together
at the local level to identify
and solve problems within
their local area. A tremen-
dous example and testa-
ment of how diverse inter-
ests, who may have been at
odds in the past, can come

together and work proac-
tively and cooperatively to
solve problems right at home.
That's what Wyoming’s all
about!!!




sections. The section entitled "ADMB funded
projects” discusses and highlights a few of the
many projects that the Animal Damage
Management Board itself has funded over the past
few years. These are projects that have gone
through the ADMB's review process, judged against
other proposed projects, and then funded with the
somewhat limited resources of the ADMB itself.
The second section dealing with county preda-
tory management boards (PMB's) contains a short
review from every county PMB that received leg-
islative funding through the ADMB. These reviews

The following "report" is broken into two main

Letters of Introduction......... S,
Animal Damage Management
Board......cooovenvnnirerenomasrnann 4
Animal Damage Management
Board Projects........ciccisniiiiiiicacen 413
County Predator Management
Boards......cccccccnnnniinnneoninniiineiinimenn. 12
Albany County Report.........ccc....... 14
Big Horn County Report................ 15
Campbell County Report............... 16
Carbon County Report................... 17
Converse County Report............... 18
Crook County Report.......cccccveueenens 19
Fremont County Report.................20
Goshen County Report..................21
Hot Springs County Report...........22
Johnson County Report................ 23
Lincoln County Report.................. 24
Natrona County Report................. 25
Niobrara County Reporti................ 26
* Park County Report.................. enn 27
‘Sheridan County Report............... 28
ity Report........... 29

extent that they are a

are intended to highlight and discuss in their own
words, in the limited amount of space afforded each
county herein, some of the many activities each
county PMB has been involved in over the past few
years. Also included on every county's page is a
listing of the most current Board members, as far as
we have been able to determine, for every county.
Readers wishing more specific information about a
individual county and its program are encouraged
to contact one or more of the Board members direct-
ly. These Board members can provide much more
detailed and "site-specific" information about activ-
ities undertaken by each Board.

appropriate atfribution.

Page 2

Anote on the pictures found in this publication. Many , if not most, of the pictures found within this publication did not arise
directly from the projects or activities they may be associated with. They are intended for illustrative purposes and to aid
in drawing the reader’s attention to the subject matter to which they refer or are associated with. Many of the pictures orig-
inated ar were derived from the internet. The authors of this publication have made every attempt to source "open” or non-
copyrighted material, or to make sure that we have received permission to use material which is copyrighted and has

If, however, we have inadvertently utilized photos which do not fall under these guidelines, we (1) apologize to the
owner/photographer; {2) make assurances that the photos were not utilized in any cemmercial manner whatsoever; and
(3) ask that any such owners/photographers notify us so that we may correct our error andfor omission.




Introductory Remarks: Jason Fearneyhough, Director, Wyoming
Department of Agriculture, Steve Ferrell, Director,
Wyoming of Game & Fish Department, Gerry Geis and Mark Semiek,
Co-Chairs, Wyoming Legislature Joint Agriculture Committee

wildlife and citizens of Wyoming. Thanks to the finan-

cial contribution from the State of Wyoming, we have
seen lower death loss in cattle and sheep, concentrated
efforts for increased wildlife
populations, and a greater
i understanding and surveil-
| lance of rabies, tularemia and
| other diseases affecting ani-
i mals as well as humans.
| Research on the effect wolves
1 have on elk and cattle, raven
{ and fox predation on sage
{ grouse, bear/human conflict
| prevention, and rabies educa-
tion and testing have all pro-
vided us with_a better under-

P redator Management is working hard for the livestock,

e'co

* predators throughout Wyoming,. These confhcts mvolve

: Wyommg s prerier big and tro-
phy game herds from excessive
and unmanaged predation.
This is not simply an agri-
cultural or wildlife manage-

Gerry Geis

Chair, Senate Agriculture, State and
Public Lands & Water Resources
Committee Senate District 20 {South
" Big Horn/Hot Springs/SE
Park/Washakie counties)

. Wyoming- ek

_alEy gfewmg number of conflicts between humans and farge "

“beéen“at odds |

standing of how to deal with these important state issues. In
addition, a recent study from the University of Wyoming
shows that there is a financial return to the state of $3-$30 for
every dollar used for predator control. These have been dol-
lars well invested. As the ADMB
Co-Chairs we would like to tak
this opportunity to thank pas
and present ADMB board mem
bers and local District Predato
Management District boar
members who volunteer thei
time to make the program wor
to the best of its abilities in th
state and in the individual coun
ties. We look forward to contin
ued efforts for the people o

ent_ issue, Even the most conservative predictions for
hrin large predator populations foretell an ever increas-
iber of conflicts, and it is imperative that we have an
ch as ADMB to focus on these issues and design
to develop new and improved techniques to man-
nflicts. The ADMB is allowing Wyoming to take
‘ole in the management of conflicts between

" himans and predators and is foraging new dialog and new
: parmershlps in areas.where conflict was the norm.

“In.much the same way, many of our county PMB's have
lved into.entities far different than what they had tradi-
been.. When the Legislature stepped to the plate and
. state -funds to help address these issues, it also
required the county PMB's to evolve. While change is a
'‘buzzword":on the national level, change does not come easy

“in‘a tradition oriented state such as Wyoming. Nineteen of
‘the 22 county PMB's agreed with the legislative suggestion,

however, and now one of the many positive results of this
increased state funding is that 57 sportsmen and hunters
have }omed with 114 Jivestock producers and 19 county com-
missioner appointees to work together at the local level on

- these statutorily created and empowered Boards to identify

and solve problems within their

e past, .can
come togetheér and work proac-
tively and cooperatively to
solve problems right at home,
As is also stated, that's the way
we do things in Wyoming, ]

Mark Semiek

Chair, House Agriculture, State and §
Public Lands & Water Resources §
Committee House 3

District 01

{Crook/Weston counties)




Animal Damage Management Board Projects

The ADMB receives an annual appro-
priation {outside of the funding directed

to local county PMB’s) from the §

Legislature through which it funds proj-
ects and achivities which it determines

meet the Mission and Goals and ¥

Objectives of the ADMB,
These are:

MISSION STATEMENT:

The Animal Damage Management
Board {ADDMB) mission is to coordinate
and implement an integrated animal
damage management program, based on

best available science, for the benefit of human and natural

resources throughout Wyoming,

It is impossible to outline and present every one of the

“To irﬁpie’tnent a Wyoming Animal Damage

Management Policy.

~To implement a coordinated, accountable, animal -
damage management program.

-Obtain and distribute funds for the implementation
of animal damage management programs.

-Develop a public education and involvement plan.
-Obtain credible information to enhance the Wyommg
Animal Damage Management Program.

-Develop and implement legislative strategies.
- Following are synopsis of various notable ADMB

projects which have received funding from the
ADMB. It should be noted that these are only sum-

results of the myriad of projects that the ADMB has funded
over the past several years. In the following pages, several of
the most noteworthy projects are detailed here in order to
demonstrate the type and breadth of the projects and pro-
grams the ADMB has deemed worthy of support. For a
ruore complete and detailed report, contact the ADMB

directly.

‘mary’s of just a few of the many projects the ADMB
‘has sponsored and funded since its inception. For a
more complete description of the projects described =
here, or to review the entire portfolio of ADMB proj- -
ects, please contact the Wyoming Department of .
Agriculture, which provides admlmstratlve functions
for the ADMB. -

Wyoming Animai Damage Management Board

Co-Chairs (2):
Jason Fearneyhough, Director
WY Dept. of Agriculture

Steve Ferrell, Director
WY Game & Fish Dept

Domestic Sheep Producer
Representative:

Bob Innes

Gillette, WY

Term - 8/01 to 8/2013

Cattle Producer Representative:

John Espy
Rawlins, WY
Term: - 7/2007 to 8/2011

State Director, USDA/Wildlife
Services:

Rod Krischke

Casper, WY

Term: Indefinite

Page 4

Sportsmen/Outfitters/Hunters
Representatives (2):

Jim Collins

Thermopolis, WY

Term: 8/01 to 8/2013

John (Dale} Leatham

Casper, WY 82601

Term: &/07 to 8/2011

President, Predatory Animal
Advisory Board:

Gene Hardy

Douglas, WY

Term: Indefinite

Urban Representative:
Amanda Hulet
Buffalo, WY .
Termm: 8/07 to 8/2011

WY Game & Fish Comnussmnet:_ .
“Ronald "Jerry” Galles S :

Casper, WY
Term: 5/09 fo 3/2011

WY Board of Agrlculture

. Evanston, WY 82930
Term: indefinite "

!
i

i

Non-consumptive User of Wildlife

Representative:
Jimn Schellinger
Sheridan, WY
Term: 8/01 to 8/2013

Ex-officio Nonvoting Members

U.S. Forest Service Representative:
Dave Fogle

Cheyenne, WY

Term: Indefinite

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Representative:

Currently vacant

Term: Indefinite

- U.S. Bureau of Land Management
.- Representative: -
. +Dennis Saville -
Cheyenne, WY
4Term Indefm]te




Fremont County Sage Grouse/Mule Deer Project

The goals of this project were 3-fold:

1. Identify which predators/animals
depredate sage grouse nests. Infrared
trail cams were used to record animal
activity around artificial grouse
nests.

2. Measure if possible, the differences
in nesting success of sage grouse in
areas of little predator control as
opposed to an adjacent area with
intense predator control.

3. Enhance a struggling mule deer
population in the area.

The project was conducted in
Wyoming Game and Fish deer hunt
area 90. The Gas Hills highway
(Wyoming State 136) provided an
ideal and almost identical split of the
project for the purpose of having
both a treatment” and “control” area.

During the spring sage grouse
nesting season of 2008, the following
data was collected. Out of 40 different
artificial grouse nest sites {ten cam-
eras moved 4 (imes at one-week inter-
vals), 14 nests were raided. 3 of these
nests had re-occurring damage, giv-
ing us a total of 17 nests raided. The
following is a list of the species
recorded at the damaged nests:

Common raven — 15 damaged nests

Magpie — 1 damaged nest

Red fox — 1 damaged nest

*Both trail cam pictures and animal
tracks present were used fto make
determinations.

In late December 2007 we conduct-

ed our yearly mule deer count in the
treatment area of the project. We used
a fixed wing aircraft with Wildlife
Services personnel, Care was taken to
schedule 2 good weather days in a
row to do the count so as to not
count any animals twice during
normal movements and travel. 489
total mule deer were counted in §
the two day period. This is signifi-
cant as our original count when
the project started was 232 mule
deer.

As a general overview, after 3
years of this project, we believe
that items 1 and 3 have shown
great success. A vast amount of
data has been collected on

has been mostly on coyotes as they
are the dominant predator with very
little red fox, raccoons or skunks
present. In this particular area, it is
impossible to say that this control
work benefited nesting, as we simply




Counting the costs: Study
Investigates Benefits, Costs of

By Tom Foulke and David “Tex” Taylor
(reprinted from the Wyoming Livestock Roundup)

Predator Management In Wyoming

yoming farmers and ranchers know well the costs
Wpredators can impose on their operations.

They are also aware of the benefits of local preda-
tor boards; but trying to put a number on benefits and costs
statewide is more challenging.

A University of Wyoming College of Agriculture team
responded in 2007 to a request from the Wyoming Animal
Damage Management Board to conduct a baseline study
and investigate the costs of predator management in
Wyoming. Board members were interested in not only the
benefifs of the program to agriculture but to wildlife as
well.

The UW team, comprised of researchers in the
Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics, pre-
sented its final report to the board in July.

Predator management has been part of Wyoming’s histo-
ry since its territorial days and part of human existence
since time immemorial; however, in the modern era of tight
budgets and competing interests, it is easy for important
functions of government to become just another line item.
Generating a Dollar Value

Putting a dollar value on costs is relatively easy; informa-
tion is available from the agencies involved. A rancher’s
benefits and costs can be estimated from various agricultur-
al statistics sources, but wildlife benefits are a different mat-
ter. Since Wyoming has always had predator management,
how would we know what the situation would be without
predator management? And, which predators should be
considered since some, such as wolves, were here and then
gone and now back again? And, more fundamentally, what
are the benefits of predator control to wildlife, and how
would we measure them?

they suffer a higher death 1

Other parts of the
sis, an investigation into the
loss on a model ranch'(c
ic impacts of predat nttel «
and a literature review of preda

The study was de51gned to. gzve as
the economic effects of predator co
available tesources. Researchers on the project included’
Professor David “Tex” Taylor, Assistant Professor Ben
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The study lasted

Rashford, Associate Professor Roger Coupal, and Associate
Research Scientist Tom Foulke,

A benefit-cost analysis is accomplished by adding up the
dollar value of the benefits and dividing by the dollar value
of the costs. The resulting number is the benefit-cost ratio,
which is used as a measure of the effectiveness of the effort.
A number greater than one indicates the benefits are greater
than the costs, and the higher the number, the bigger the
benefits relative to costs.

Benefits to Producers $15.5 Million

Total benefits of predator management in Wyoming is
estimated to provide about $15.5 million per year to the
te’s agriculture, based on the estimated reduction in the
f sheep and cattle lost each year. This estimate
sses livestock predation from all sources and all
redator -management, including non-lethal

s, the wildlife analysis was limited
s on mule deer and pronghom
th the understanding there are
cted by predators; however, the
s could not be addressed in the

ts ‘of wildlife, the researchers
ental questions that continue
rs, A major issue with wildlife
arket price for antelope or mule
le and sheep, it is difficult to esti-
alysis, values for antelope and
based on three different estimates, The
Fish Departinent (WGFD) issues a
sed to assign value to wildlife for legal

“The'restitution value for antelope is currently $3,000 per
head and is $4,000 per head for mule deer. WGFD also esti-

Continued on Page 13




Absaroka Wolf.Cattle Project

shift in habitat selection by wolves from winter to

summer months, as cattle move onto their summer
range. The second objective of this study is to determine
summer and fall prey selection by wolves, and to identify
landscape patterns that predispose cattle to a high risk of
depredation by wolves.

Upon initial observation of the data, it appears that wolf
movements in the three focal packs are more constricted in
winter (Fig. 1A), and expand slightly in the summer (Fig.
1B), possibly due to the influence of snow depth and elk dis-
tribution. We are also examining the seasonal differences in
home range size for each study pack.

To meet the second objective of determining highelrisk
areas for wolf-livestock conflicts, two remotely download-
able GPS Lotek collars were deployed in 2008 {with the help
of US Fish and Wildlife and USDA Wildlife Services) in the
Crandall pack and the Beartooth pack. Elk {i.e.,, prey) distri-

The first objective of this project is to characterize the

Figure 1. Seasonal walf locations from the Absaroka (southern), Sunlight
(middle} and Beartooth {northem) packs in winter (A) and summer (B}.

bution is known to drive wolf habitat selection and to influ-
ence the location and patterns of wolf depredations on live-
stock. Within our study area, there are woll packs that hunt
migratory elk in the winter (Sunlight, Crandall, Beartooth)
and a pack that hunts resident elk in the summer and win-
ter (Absaroka).

The total num-
ber of wolf-killed
cattle found within
the study period
including reports
from ranchers and
cattle found at GPS
clusters was 23 cat-
tle (Fig. 3). Wolves
killed a greater
proportion of elk
in the resident elk area of the Absaroka pack (2007), where-
as in areas with migratory elk wolves appeared to kill an
equal amount of deer and elk , and a few wolf-killed cattle
(Figs. 4 & b; see Table T). We also observed three wolves
(from both migratory and resident elk portions of the study
area) take large extra-territorial forays into Yellowstone
National Park (YNP; Fig. 6. With the completion of the final
field season in 2008, we will conduct the habitat selection
and kill site analyses in winter and summer of 2009.

1 Elkresident A
10 9
5
0
0 , —
COWS calves

Figure 2. Wolf depredations on cattle in summers 2007 and 2008 in
habitats where elk populations are rasident (A) and migratory (B).

:5 " Elk migratory B
%0 :
i
8 2
0 | i 1
Calf COW yearling
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Absaroa Elk Ecology Proect

Universify of Wyoming, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service initiated the Absaroka Elk Ecology Project in
January 2007. Objectives of this profect include:

The Wyoming Game & Fish Department, the

e Determine the status of migratory and non-migratory elk
in the Clark’s Fork Herd Unit

e Determine the timing of migrations and routes used by
migratory elk

¢ Incrense understanding of elk use of private lands

¢ Defermine adult femanle survival rates

s Develop habitat selection models to determine critical
habitats for migratory and non-migratory elk

* Evaluate the influence of wolves on elk habitat selection
and movements

Along with information being collected on elk habitat
selection and wolf pack movements, data is being gathered

on the forage quality of habitats that elk seek. This will
make it possible to determine the relationship between elk
habitat selection, habitat/forage quality, and elk body condi-
tion (and thus pregnancy rates), and the possible influences
of wolves and weather upon these relationships.

Data collection will continue through April 2010 when
elk GPS collars are programmed to fall off. The addition of
more data as the project continues should help shed light on
the many complicated relationships between elk, their habi-
tat, and wolves with the ultimate goal of increasing under-
standing and improving elk population and habitat man-
agement in the Absaroka Mountains in Wyoming,.

RESULTS: {(note: only a few of the many results of this
noteworthy study are highlighted here, for a more complete
report contact Kent Drake at the Wyoming Animal Damage
Management Board or Matt Kaufman at the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department.

Blood samples from caphured elk, ac well as hunter-lallad
ulk fivra (i 2007 hunling season reveuled presmey rales
ot nupratory elk (39%-73%) are much lower than nog-
nisratory elk (84%-94%). These data supportand conld
explain amch of the difference obsarved in calficow ratios
Letween migratory and nor-migratory elk.
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When compared to migratory elk, nen-migratery elk on private lands
are more productive with higher calf.cow ratios in recent years.




September body condition sampling revealed that most
(80%) migratory elk sampled were not lactating, while most
(80%) non-migratory elk were lactating, again supporting
other data collected on pregnancy rates and calf:cow ratios.
Body weights increased compared to March, with migrato-
ry elk weighing an average of 228kg (502 lbs) and non-
migratory elk weighing an average of 216kg (476 Ibs).
Heavier weights for migratory elk are mostly a result of the
larger sample of non-lactating (therefore fatter) cows.

Body-fat levels of lactating cows were 10.5% for migrato-
1y elk and 11.3% for non-migratory elk. At this level, delays
in breeding, delays in birthing, reduced growth rates of
calves and yearlings (and smaller-sized adults) would be
predicted, but not the reduced pregnancy rates observed.
The effect of good growing season precipitation in 2008
upon forage condifions, and the interaction of summer calf
predation and adult nufrition could explain these findings

Enhancement, Education and Promotion in the Use of Livestock

Protection Dogs as a Non-Lethal Tool to Prevent Predation of Livestock

he origins of livestock protection dogs can be traced
I back nearly 6000 years, possibly to the upland region
of present-day Turkey, Iraq and Syria. It was not until
the late 1970's, however, that the use of this andent form of
sheep protection was ultilized in the United States. Several
factors contributed to this phenomenon, including Federal
restrictions on the use of substances to kill predators, the
relative inahility of existing techniques to provide adequate
relief from predation in certain situations, and a desire by
some to use nonlethal methods of reducing the loss of live-
stock to predators.

In general, acquiring a protection dog does not offer
immediate relief from predation because mature and effec-
tive guardians are not available to most producers.
Cinsberg and Macdonald (1990) believed that livestock pro-
tection dogs continued to represent "perhaps the most cost
effective method of non-lethal predator control”. Several
US studies have noted that guard dogs can greatly reduce
livestock depredation by carnivores (see USA LPD evalua-
tion). Green et al (1984) reported the greatest benefit of
LPDs was in reducing predation, but 87% of producers also
felt greater peace of mind with their dogs present, 53% said
they reduced reliance on other forms of predator control
and 47% said they eliminated the need for night confine-
ment. These authors concluded that there are few limita-
tions to the type of conditions under which a good dog can
be a benefit.

Since the mid 1980's and throughout the 1990's and on to
this date, there had been very little or near little information
or educational efforts generated on LPD's. While many

producers have become proficient and accomplished at the
raising and handling of LPD'’s, many producers have either
no formal training or educational efforts directed towards
them on LPD's, while many others have an interest in utiliz-
ing this resource but have not been afforded the opportuni-

ty to become informed §
and educated on their
use and how to incor- &
porate them into new

orexisting livestock oper-
ations,
The other [factor

which has now come
into play in Wyoming
is the use, and prob-
lems associated with
that use, of LPD's in
areas which have &
become occupied by
wolves. Reports have been received which indicate that, in
fact, LPD's may actually be a detriment to livestock opera-
tions in areas where wolves are either established or are
transiting through due to the wolves innate desire and ten-
dency to hunt and kill other canids. New ideas and strate-
gies need to be brought forward, researched and discussed
if this valuable tool is going to be utilized in those areas of
the intermountain west which have become endemic with
wolves.

The Wyoming Wool Growers Association (WWGA)
received funding from the ADMB in order to host and spon-
sor a major regional symposium on Livestock Guarding
Dogs. The symposium was to focus on both reacquainting
producers and others about the use and utilization of LPD's,
but would also bring forward new information and new
areas of research which are applicable to livestock produe-
ers from the intermountain west. The symposium would

Continued on Page 10
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North Fork Human/Bear Confllct Resolution

in the North and South Forks of the Shoshone River area
through (1) minimizing and properly managing bear
attractants; (2) employing bear resistant waste management sys-
tems; (3) managing bears/attractive bear habitat where potentials
for conflicts and risks to huuman safety are high; and (4) employ-
ing a public outreach program for education about preventing
conflicts with bears.
To date, this project has accomplished the following utilizing
the indicated fund amounts:

Tuis goal of this project is ko minimize human/bear conflicts

1) $5,242.00 for the purchase of 30 additional 95-gallon bear-
resistant garbage carts. These carts are available to anyone living
in bear habitat for the reduced price of $50.00 per cart. The funds
collected go directly back to the same budget in order to pur-
chase additional carts.

2) $580.00 for the modification of a donated horse trailer
into a mobile, bear-resistant garbage storage shed for a
restaurant/campground owner located in occupied bear
habitat. The garbage carts currently available did not meet
the specific needs of the business,

3) The ADMB awarded $10,000 in FY09 to be directed toward
educational initiatives for the purpose of minimizing human-
bear conflicts in western and central Park County, A total of
$6,415.12 has been utilized for the purchase of the following;

1) 7000 “Be Bear Aware” children’s coloring books, 2) 140 inert
bear spray training canisters, 3) A “Be Bear Aware” highway bill-
board posted on the North Fork highway in Wapiti, Wyoming,

ENHANCEMENT — Continued from Page 9

target livestock producers from the five state area of
Wyoming, Montana, ldaho, Utah and Colorado, but it is
anticipated that producers from other states would also be
interested and attend.

In preparing for the symposium, it became apparent to
the WWGA that the problem of lack of expertise and
resources available to producers on the use and integration
of LPD’s was larger and more endemic than first thought.
The WWGA was forced to change tactics and plans, and
shifted its focus into two main areas. The first was to plan,
prepare and present a symposia on the use of LPD's here in
Wyoming for livestock producers to attend. This was done
and completed as part of the WWCA/Wyoming Stock
Growers/ Wyoming Association of Conservation Districts
Joint Convention, held in December 2008. Over 500 live-
stock producers and others were in attendance, and the
LPD symposia was well received and attended.

The second area that the WWGA directed efforts towards
was on a national level. The WWGA, along with the
American Sheep Industry Association (ASI) petitioned at
the national level, the USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services (WS)
agency, the primary and premier federal agency charged
with "all things predator”, to re-establish a program within
the agency on the promotion of, and education about,
LPD's. USDA/WS answered the WWGA and ASI call, and
established a new position and program within the agency
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4) 300 “Be Bear Aware” refrigerator magnets used in an infor-
mational mailing to North Fork residents,

5) Technical equipment for the “Be Bear Aware” public library
display including a hard drive, 22" touch screen monitor, and
headphones, 7) Preservation of a grizzly bear skull as well as
front and back paws for use in the public library display and

6) Fall 2008 Hunting in Bear Country, 2009 Black Bear, Grizzly
Bear ID, and 2008/2009 Living in Bear Country public service
arnouncemertts that ran seasonally on 3 radio stations in 2-3
week increments,

and charged it to work
with livestock producers
across the United States
on the use and utiliza-
tion of LPD's. The pro-
gram is based at WS's
research facility in Fort
Collins, CO, and profes-
sional staff have been E=E
hired and are in place and working with producers, and
producer groups, on this trernendously important tool.

The first major effort undertaken by this new program
was to work to develop, in conjunction with the WWGA,
ASI and the Colorado Wool growers Association, a set or
recommmended voluntary protocols and procedures that
livestock producers can use in order to effectively and pro-
ductively utilize LPD's. These "best management practices”
have been developed and are due to be presented for
review and possible ratification to the delegates to the ASI
annual convention, scheduled for late January 2010.
Tremendous interest and support for this type of program
have come frorn many sources, including federal land man-
agement agencies, wildlife groups and animal welfare
advocates. If adopted by the industry, the new protocols
and program is expected to begin to be implemented as
early as the 2010 grazing season.




Whiskey Mountaln Bighorn Sheep Predator Project

his project was funded by the

Wyoming Chapter of the Foundation

for North American Wild Sheep
(Wyoming FNAWS) and the Wyoming
Animal Damage Management Board
(ADMB).

Whiskey Mountain bighorns have been
a crown jewel for Wyoming's wildlife for |
over 50 years. This sheep herd has been :
the source for trap/transplant activity and }
herd establishment throughout Wyoming
and 5 other western states, No sheep have }
been available for transplant since 1995, |
due to poor herd performance and low }
recruitment. This high profile bighorn :
herd is one of Dubois, Wyoming’s main
tourist draws. With a population estimat- }
ed at over 1,450 the Whiskey Mountain
bighorn sheep herd unit suffered a die off
in 1991, with several causes being suspected.

Historically, major bighorn dieoffs are followed by sever-
al years of poor lamb recruitment. After 5 years the alarm
was sounded by the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department
(WGFD) and the inter-agency
Whiskey Mountain Technical
Comunittee (WMTC), propoes-
ing “The Whiskey Mountain
Lamb Survival Study” to
. determine why lamb ratios
& were not rebounding.

In 1998 the second year of
the study analyses led to the
E possibility of a selenium defi-
ciency causing symptoms
E similar to white muscle dis-
ease (WMD) in .domestic
sheep. Since that time bighorn
f ewes have supplemented
E with mineral blocks in an
attempt to relieve this defi-
ciency. a

The Whiskey Mountain
Lamb Survival Study brought
up lamb health concerns and
additional concerns of sum-
mer migration to mineral salt
licks and predation during
these movements. The prob-
lems were all addressed and
solved by increasing selenium
and salt in their diets. Four
&= Years of providing selenium

blocks, while beneficial did not improve lamb survival and
yearling recruitment.

Beginning in 2003 the Foundation for North American
Wild Sheep, Wyoming Chapter and the Wyoming Animal
Damage Management Board funded a coyote project to
enhance production on the Whiskey Mountain Bighorn
Sheep herd as a partial solution to relieve the “predator pit”
problem and raise lamb survival, once again giving this his-
torically important bighorn herd a chance to rebound.

The ewe lamb ration from 1991 thru 2002 averaged 13.2
lainbs per 100 ewes the average from 2003 thru present is
alinost 30 lambs per 100 ewes. We have also seen a great
increase in the number of young rams in the population. In
addition to this a great increase in the number of sheep now
living north of the highway east of Dubois, For many years
there was small population of 15 — 25 in this herd. This year

‘Game Warden Cole Thompson reported 105 sheep using

this meadow,

* Many residents feel the coyote control program has lot to
do with these increases. Wildlife Service’s removed a total
of 151 coyotes with this program. Stomach contents for over
30 coyotes examined proved to be sheep or deer, no mice or
rabbits were found. The total cost of this program thru June
30, 2007 is $52,635.50 as of July 1, 2007 the Fremont County
Predator Board has taken over the funding of this program.
The cost per coyote may seem high, but from the beginning
we wanted fo target mainly just coyotes living near the
sheep, not just numbers of coyotes. Many of us think this
was a very worthwhile project. The Wyoming Chapter of
FNAWS would fike to thank the ADMB for all they have
done to make this project a success.
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County Predator Management Boards

yoming livestock producers have experienced
Wpredation on their herds and flocks since domes-

tic livestock were brought to Wyoming in the
19th century. Early efforts to control predators were initi-
ated by individual ranchers or small local groups. The first
federal involvement in wildlife damage control in the
United States occurred in 1885. By 1915, Congress was
appropriating funds for federal predator control opera-
tions directed at wolves and coyotes. In 1931, Congress
passed the Animal Damage Control Act authorizing the
control of injurious animals, which is still in effect today.
The State of Wyoming has also been actively involved in
predator management during most of its history.

Coyotes have been and remain the most significant
predator and are responsible for 66 percent of sheep lost to
predators. Increasing populations of grizzly bears,
wolves, and other species also contribute to increased inci-
dents of livestock depredation. Wyoming Agriculture
Statistics Service (WASS) reported that in 2007, Wyoming
sheep producers Jost 19,600 sheep and lambs to predators,
valued at approximately $1.4 million. Cattle producers
also lose significant numbers of new calves

and some cows to predators. WASS esti-
mates the value of cattle and calves lost to
predation in 2007 to be more than $1.5 mil-
lion. Research has shown that without a pro-
fessional, accountable wildlife damage
management program in place, livestock
losses could be two to three times

greater.

Today, USDA’s Wildlife Services

(WS), the Wyoming Animal
Damage Management Board
{ADMB), County Predator

Management Boards (PMB),

and individual livestock pro-

ducers work cooperatively to
manage predators in Wyoming.
Predators are statutorily defined
in Wyoming as a “Coyote, jackrabbit,
porcupine, raccoon, red fox, skunk or stray cat”; and {(once
delisted) wolves outside of those areas in Wyoming that
they are classified as a trophy game animal. To effectively
address and manage problems associated with the effects
of predation, Wyoming has a program and structure
unlike any other state.

Each county is empowered by state statute to have a
predator management district (W.S. 11-6-201), which is
over seen by a district board (PMB) that is charged under
state statute with the following duties:

(1) Exercise general supervision over the control of
predatory animals and predacious birds that prey upon and
destroy livestock, other domestic animals and wildlife;

(it) Devise and put in operation those methods that
best manage or control damage caused by predatory ani-
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mals or predacious birds;

(iif) Administer funds received from predator manage-
ment fees and from other sources to carry out the predator
management program,;

{iv) Coordinate with affected individuals and entities
to develop a comprehensive predator management pro-
gram for each respective predator management district
which addresses livestock, wildlife and public health con-
cerns.

Up until 2005, most if not all PMB’s operated solely
upon funds derived from a local “head tax” or predator
fee which is assessed by each Board upon livestock within
the county. In 2006, the Wyoming Legislature came to
understand that predation was having negative effects
upon not only the state’s livestock industry, but also upon

the state’s wildlife resources, and appropriated $6 million
to the Animal Damage Management Board through which
such funds were to be distributed to county PMB’s if they
met certain criteria. The criteria to receive state funding
includes appointing 3 sportsmen representatives to the
district board, and assessing the full amount assessable on
the livestock “head tax” or predator fee. In 2009, all 23
counties had county PMB’s and 19 counties had elected to
avail themselves of state funds.




One of the many posifive results of this increased state
funding is that 57 sportsmen and hunters have now joined

with 114 livestock producers
§ and 19 county commissioner
appointees to work together at
the local level on these statutori-
ly created and empowered
Boards toidentify and solve
problems within their local area.
A tremendous example and tes-
tament of how diverse interests,
who may have been at odds in
the past, can come together and
work proactively and coopera-
tively to solve problems right at
home. That's what Wyoming's
all about!!!

Counting the costs - Continued from Page 6

mates an “economic return per animal,” and its data can be
used to estimate an “economic refurn per recreation day”
value for these species.

The researchers used all three values to estimate a range
of benefits supplied by wildlife. The estimated net benefits
to wildlife from predator management ranged from $2.4
million all the way up to $188.1 million depending upon
which value of wildlife was chosen.

Cost of Management is $6.1 Million

On the cost side, it was estimated the total cost of preda-
tor management in Wyoming was $6.1 million. This amount
includes expenditures by the livestock producers, county
predator management boards, U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Wildlife Services in Wyoming, and state gov-
ernment. [t is estimated 70 percent of these costs are borne
by the producers.

By combining the estimates for agricultural benefits and
wildlife benefits and dividing by the costs, the benefit-cost
ratios were obtained. These ranged from 2.9 to 33.4 — mean-
ing that for every dollar spent on predator management in
the state, the people of the state receive between $3 and $33
dollars of “benefits” in return. Although this is a very wide
range of values, even at the lowest ratio it is estimated pred-
ator management in Wyoming generates nearly $3 of bene-
fits for each dollar of expenditures.

In addition to the benefit-cost ratios, the project also esti-

In the following sec-
tions, each of the 19 coun-
ties WHICH RECEIVED
state funding have been
asked to describe their
activities for the purposes
of this brochure/report. As
the majority of the infor-
mation contained within
this publication has been
derived from statutorily
required reports that must
be submitted if a PMB receives state funding, the other
counties which have not requested state funds were not
asked to contribute to this report/brochure. For more
information on those programs in counties which are not
detailed here, please contact the counties directly.

mated the economic contributions of predator management
to Wyoming, Predator inanagement contributes an estimat-
ed 400 to 600 jobs to the state’s economy with an average
income of $28,000 per job and total labor earning of $11 to
$17 million per year.

Predator management has been a part of Wyoming for
more than a century and will likely be for the foreseeable
future. Understanding its benefits and costs is important
not only for agriculturalists and decision makers but ordi-
nary citizens as well,

For a downloadable copy of the complete 69-page report,
please go to http://fageconuwyo.edu/EconDev/PredatorsO1.htm.

Tom Foulke can be reached at 307-766-6205 or
foulke@uwyo.edu, and Tex Taylor can be reached at
307-766-5682 or ttaylor@uwyo.edu
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Wildlife Protection/Enhancement:
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he Albany County PMD

i has focused on reducing

coyote depredation on
mule deer and sage grouse.

The Mule Deer Population
for this area has been below
objective for the past 13 years
(2005 Job Completion Report
WY. G&F), While the fawn crop
averaged 87% as of July 16, 2008;
or 87 fawns per 100 adult
females, since 2001 the WY
G&F’s post hunt eounts (2005 Job
Completion Report) shows a
juvenile to adult doe ratio of:
2001 — 55%; 2002 - 56%; 2003 -
76% ; 2004 — 64%; 2005 — 69%
(Average = 64%). Using the 2008
average of AT LEAST an 87%
fawn crop in the middle of July,
and by December when the Gé&F
counts are recorded, it appears
that predation losses between
July and December are running
between 11% and 23%.

Intense aerial hunting dur-
ing April, May, June, and July
2008 was conducted in an effort
to reduce coyote depredation on
mule deer fawns, antelope
fawns, and sage grouse. Up to
this point we have found
mule deer, antelope, rabbit,
marmot, bobcat, elk calf, and
gopher/rodents. During late
fall we found more mule deer
than antelope until about
mid- May when we started
finding more antelope than
mule deer. And, with gophers
and marmots coming out of
hibernation in the spring, we
found them in the stomachs
more frequently. 64 coyote
stomach’s sampled contained
-7 inule deer (5 in winter), 11
antelope, 23 rabbits, 11
gophers, 4 marmots, 1 elk calf,

P

1 bobcat, and 6 were
empty. An extremely
large male coyote was
taken during May that
had eaten a bobcat and a
local rancher in the area
found a coyote den in
mid-July with a partial-
Iy eaten bobcat carcass.
Also, while per- . .
forming aerial operations, we Livestock Protection:
noted a surprisingly high num- The Albany County Predator
ber of bobcats around the coyote Management Board, in conjunc-
denning areas. We also observed ~ tion  with  USDA  Wildlife
a bobcat trying to catch an ante-  Services, worked on 64 proper-

lope fawn on July 15th while fly- ties totaling 1,049,963acres in
ing in the area. 2008. Surveys and feedback to

the Board have indicated that all
cooperating ranchers within the
wildlife project have reported
very positive results and are
very satisfied with the program
and its effectiveness. At this
point, losses to livestock and
wildlife have not been totally
eliminated, but have been
reduced by a significant num-
ber.

While working on the proj-
ect to enhance wildlife within
this area, personnel also

checked cct)){otesdfor 1heart A]bany COUth

worm, retrieved plague “ »

and tularemia samples, FaSt

researched yearly precipita- |PMB. M_embefs e '

tion within the ACWE, and [Neme .=, . * Representing O
d Ndlif 'b T.C, Page .7t ;ni i Cattle 0 : President

surveyed wildliie NUMDETS. lpooar veyldrk | 0 Sheep ", Vice Pres,

This was done in order to get | David Kaleo .0 " Cattle ' Treasurer

a better understanding of |BrettMoline .. Sheep . "’ Secretary

whether or not removal of La“t‘tm};fe“kms"“ S g-‘:-”B TR

e oz - -oporksmen -

COYOEO&ES has any effect on the Wll!:am Guy Warpness, Jr. -Sportsmen - '

recruitment of mule deer |Gavnsneathen - . - Sportsmen

and Sage grouse. RonHeward *: - @ . .Caitle *

“indicotes "AF Imga memlwrny;nmh‘rf [ly coLily cnpmissioners
Land Distribution {acres) ' -

* Private 1,816,180

o 227,408
Federal......... 755,987
2799575 -

Ag Stats: * . -
Number of Farms & Ranches 20
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches - 2,384,318
Average Size Farm or Ranch o '7,451
All Cattle (head): - - - 46,000 ’
Rank i Cattle of WY Counties 16
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 3,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties ~ 20 -
Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2007)
' : "~ $26,332,000 "

Wyunu_ng Rangefand Reseurces”, UW Agriculture
Experimeng Station, Laramic, WY

2007 Albany County Agriculture Statistics; Nationai

Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming Ficld Office




Enhancement Projects have

been conducted with great
success since April of 2007, In
2008 it was decided to begin a
second project due to the over-
whelming success and positive
results from the first. Field activ-
ities begin April 1st — June 30th
2009. These projects are conduct-
ed under the direction of the
Bighorn  County  Predator
Management District (PMD)
with the cooperation’s of United

The Bighorn County Pheasant

States Department of
Agriculture - Wildlife Services
(WS), State Veterinary Laboratory,
Wyoming Game and Fish

Big Horn

“Fast Facts”
PMBMembers [ A
Name e FRE _Repre_sentmg _Of.ﬁce Cl
Fred Barnett ' '_ ~Sheep . "+ . Chairman -
CJDuncan " Sportsmen * - :
Shannon Ellis -2 Sportsmen ¢ o
Greg Flitner - 1 Cattle Sec [Treas.
Randatl Jones . . Sheep ' .
John Kelso -/ - . “Sportsmen -0 s
Lisa Kimsey . - Cattle " Vice Ch,
Kay Neves * " Sheep L
Carl Nielsen - - Cattle = .
To_d_d S_toe]k - Sportsmen Cc

Land sth'lbutmn (acres)

Department (WGFD), and the
Animal Damage Management
Board (ADMB). As predators are
removed, samples are collected
for plague, tularemia, and rabies
which provide information on
zoonotic  disease.  Coyotes
removed during the project have
been examined for the presence
of canine heartworm as well.
Success of the projects are
determined by analyzing infor-
mation gathered by WS special-
ists in the field and Wyons

Game and E
Department infors
tion collected

sportsmen and &
studies conducted
the  project arg
Damage inform
was tracked by the &
program (WS Data
as  problems w
reported with da
confirmed  where coni
actions were taken. Cong
actions were carried out ug
the best and most humane tg
that provided imme
desired response for
each situation and
location. Live traps
were the tool of choice
by WS specialists due
to the presence of pets
and hobby animals in
the areas.

The Bighorn County
PMD has received pos-
itive feedback from
both wildlife projects.
There have been numerous
reports from farmers and

. Private....339822

“State... 71,640
: -Federal . 1,598,534
Jos Totabi e 2 009 997
AgStats: 2

sportsmen about the positive
impacts the project has had
with reducing crop damage
and improving pheasant

“Number of Farms & Ranches 501
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Rzmch . 822
All Cattle (head): - © 50,000
Rank in Cattle of WY Counhes 15
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) -8,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties  * 14

" $ 30,044,000

t Wyommg Rangeland Resources”, UW Agrlmll‘um
Expulmcni Station, Laramie, WY

22007 Big Hom County Agriculture S’(atlsl‘u:s, Nationai
Agricultural Staistics Service, Wyoming Fietd Office

411782

Cash rex.etpts h‘om livestock marketing (2007} :

production in beth areas.
Many farmers in the project
areas have commented that
since the first year the proj-
ects were initiated they have
ratsed a quality crop of sweet
corn without extensive dam-
age and have observed a
noticeable decrease in the

Big Horn County

amount of damage and conse-
quent maintenance to irrigation
systems, Farmers and sportsmen
have noticed more pheasant
broods in the areas throughout
the summer and into the hunt-
ing season. For all these reasons,
the Bighorn County PMD feels
the projects are beneficial to
farm production and wildlife
protection and the projects
should continue county wide.
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Campbell County

Page 16

he funding that Campbell
I County has received from
the Animal Damage
Management Board has allowed
the county to greatly increase its
effectiveness as a predator
control agency. After receiv-
ing our funds, we hired a
Wildlife Biologist. He has
been busy serving the City
and County needs in the
Public Health issues. Ie
has established a great
working relationship with
many agencies and organi-
zations in  Campbell
County. Most of his con-
tacts and calls are referred
by the Campbell County
Sheriff's Department, City of
Gillette Police Department, City
of Gillette Animal Shelter,
Campbell County Weed and
Pest, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department, Campbell County
Department of Public Health,
and the City of Wright. He is on
call 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week and he assists Campbell
County residents and businesses
in a wide variety of human /
wildlife conflict issues.

The Biologist is also respon-
sible for the rabies monitoring
for the county. The Airport
Board has also called on him for
animal control.

Along with direct control
work, Wade assists with infor-
mation about wildlife nuisance
issues that include exclusion
and harassment of damage or
nuisance causing wildlife. He as
conducted enhanced surveil-
lance activities and public edu-
cation in reference to rabies in
Campbell County. He has writ-
ten public service announce-
ments for radio and for the
newspaper that run for several
months during the summer. He
has also conducted interviews

for the newspaper and
did a public access show
on the local television sta-
tion, He also assists the
City of Gillette/Campbell
County Animal Shelter
during their rabies clinics.
Along with the rabies issue, he
has also tested 125 birds for the
avian influenza and he has had
some positive findings. He has
also been working with the
Wyoming Wildlife Service's

Disease Biologist in Casper by
opportunistically providing him
with raccoons that he catches to
participate in a state-wide rac-
coon roundworm study. He has

also been assisting the coun-
ty coal mines with their
wildlife issues that include
controlling pigeons, badg-
ers, raccoons, and skunks.

hours.
mals for canine heartworms.

Trappers examine ani-

Wildlife health populations
have been enhanced in the tar-
geted areas,

The addition of the three
sportsmen on the Campbell
County Predatory Board has
improved our versatility. Game
and Fish has increased the num-
ber of licenses in every area in
Campbell County and it is large-
ly due to predator control.
Ranchers have seen an
increase in sage grouse,
Hungarian partridge, and
sharp tail grouse.  The
Rochelle hills area have been
= growing in turkey numbers
and more and more young
antelope have been recorded.
Local sporting goods sales
have been good, with more
sales of doe/fawn licenses.

‘Campbell County
‘Fast Facts” B

Due to the addition of Aemb : L
our Wildlife Biologist, we D i '__-"._'-Ic‘,:ftf"”e“_'mg -']?fﬁ_cg. )
have been able to concen- [-70% e R, S residen

he efforts of b TomMJ]ls kv Bheep o . *Vice Pres.
trate the etforts of our veter- ]errym,s L Sheep U BeofTreas,
an trappers toward predator |Gibett i Cattle EERRERIR
control. Our two county [Tom Edw‘ard_s S0 ‘Bheep .
trappers have been busy |KenFord ... " . Sportsmen..
helping the livestock pro- ]Das°f‘d%ef!-ell<°Ye¥‘. . gﬂf; _
ducers and wildlife sports- | 570 MBS . GPOTEHER

. Pete Quinnel Sportsmen

man. Along with the trap- |ghauwn Ty . Sportsmen : <
pers, we -havle had 13 varl- | Land Distribution (acres) '
ous  Wildlife  Service's :
employees participate in Private

P A Y P P State
activities  in .Campbell Federal
County. According to the ' Total
Wildlife Service’s report Co
Campbell Co\tfm haqp(2)26’ 2 Stafs: ' :

. P ty - Number of Farms & Ranches 532
active agreements that are Total Acres in Farms & Ranches - 2,985,945 .
held between landowners | Average Size Farm or Ranch - . 5613
and the Wildlife Services. | Al Cattle (head): 85,000
Out of those agreements, Ran[:ifn Calttle of WY Counties 4
our trappers have serviced | Brecding sheep & Lambs (head) 25,000,

81 of them, Those agree- Rank in Sheep of WY Counties - 5

O . g Cash :ece1pts frown livestock marketing {2007)
ments cover 1,195,563 acres. % 50,972,000
We increased our flying '

! Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW A, rlcultum
bUdgEf 1a5t Year. and (?L'[I" Expe}nmengstahgn Laramie, WY B
l'rappers ﬂew 194 flxe_d W]I'lg #2007 Campbeil Coung;f\gncu[turc Statistics; National
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n the past

two years,

with  the
help of the
ADMB funds,
the number of
local partici-
pating agri-
cultural pro-
ducers which
have signed
predator
management
contracts
with Wildlife Services has increased
more than 35%. Last year, twelve
separate Wildlife Service employees
serviced 2,342,508 acres in Carbon
County with a fotal of 5,372.36
total man hours. The result of
this increased management
activity is that reported losses
DECREASED approximately
36% between 2008 and 2009.
As many losses go unreported,
this is an underestimated total,
but still a significant savings to

the economy of Carbon
County.
We believe that there

needs to be a natural “preda-

Carbon County

“Fast Facts”

“indienfes "At Large” siciniber appnmhvi by cousity commissioncrs
Land Dlstnbutlon (aues)

tor/prey” relationship for
a healthy wildlife ecosys-
tem. Questions arise, and
conflict occurs, however
due to the fact that
Wryoming has chosen to
manage game populations
with hunting, but until the
implementation of the leg-
islative funding through
the ADMB, allowed preda-
tor numbers to escalate
beyond control. This leads
to the next question -
Should we manage the balance
between predators and prey, and
does predator management pay?
Akey measurement of big game

herd health in Wyoming is the
number of fawns per 100 does
after hunting season. It has long
been held by livestock produc-
ers, some wildlife managers, and

PMB Members . : s sportsman that high concentra-
Name &0 :Representmg Oﬂ:n:e o . : h

Robert Vorn " Sportsmen . - - President tions of coyotes can have an
George Williams ©. - -Cattle V. President] adverse affect on antelope fawn
Jerry Johmson -2 Cattle Treas. recruitment

Jeff Corson -~ - <" Sportsmen . X i s
Larry Kmoch . Sporismen In 2002, we began a project
Sharon O'Toole - Sheep - designed to start to answer some
Josh Peterson - - Catlle of these questions. The ADMB
John Strand . ~.Cattle = . - . L. i .
Dave Morgan. .- Sheep - provided critical financial
Roger Cox cC resources to aid us in developing

a complete and comprehensive

b 991 084

Ag Stats: >

integrated predator manage-
ment program. The five year
project, which was designed and
infended to be a joint livestock
fwildlife  protectionfenhance-

Number of Farms & Ranches 29G

Total Acres in Farms & Ranches 2,329,571

Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 8,033

All Cattle (head): 83,000

Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 5

Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 13,000

Rank in Sheep of WY Coumnties 8*

Cash receipts f from livestock marketing (2007)
' $ 48,093,000

*tied with another county

* "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW

#2007 Carbon County Agricultere Statistics;
Mational Agncultural Statigtics Service, Wyoming
Field Office

Apgricudture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975

ment project, was completed by
Rod Meriell, a Carbon County
Predatory Animal Board trap-
pet, in 2007, This project created
partnerships between wildlife
managers, sportsmen and agri-
cultural representatives. Amber
Travsky of Real West Natural
Resource Consulting of Laramie,
Wyoming was hired to monitor,
record and report the progress of
this project as an unbiased third

Carbon County

party. Dr. Stephanie Swiff, an econ-

omist from the Natural Wildlife

Research Center through CSU, was

brought in to analyze the final fig-

ures. The project was published by

authors Swiff and Merrell in the
Sheep and Goat Journal, and
the findings are under review
by the Journal of Wildlife.

The results were astound-
ing and showed definitively
that predator management per-
formed in key fawning
grounds and adjacent areas def-
initely paid off. Overall resuits
showed the number of prong-
horn fawns surviving in the
hunt areas used for the study
increased from 42% before fo

68% after treatment. In ferms of
economics, the authors of the study
stated, “Even at the lowest value for
both antelope and cattle, the net
benefit to the Wyoming economy is
approximately $200,000 for each
year. Using the Wyoming Game
and Fish value of $3,000 for ante-
lope and the conservative value of
$600 for cattle, the cumulative net
benefits of this program are
$1,178,009 for 2001 and $1,384,321
for 2002.” The authors further stat-
ed, “Using the Wyoming Game and
Fish value of $3,000 for antelope
and the conservative value of $600
for cattle, the Benefit Cost Ratios
(BCRs) indicate that in 2001 the ben-
efits were 122 times the costs and in
2002 the benefits were 138 times the
costs. These BCRs show the extraor-
dinary success of this program.”

John Strand, PAB chairman at the
time, said, “The program was a
great success in Carbon County!
We were very excited to see the offi-
dal results prove what most local
ranchers have thought for years —
predator control does make a differ-
ence — for both livestock and
wildlife.”
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Converse County

onverse County is located
‘ in the east-central part of

Wyoming and has a land
area of approximately 4200
square miles. Converse county
livestock numbers in 2005 were
37,500 sheep, 36,400 cattle. The
Cheyenne River runs through the
North part of the county, exiting
the North East Corner. This
drainage is a natural conduit for
coyotes into the county. The mis-
sion of the Converse County
Predator Management District
{CCMD} is te provide predator
management for wildlife protec-
tion/enhancement and to pro-
vide protection to livestock
herds/operators within Converse
County.

Wildlife Protection /
Enhancement:

The CCPMD Board is commit-
ted to the preservation and
growth of our counties wildlife
populations by working to pro-
tect and enhance the wildlife of
Converse County from excessive
loss due to uncontrolled or
unmanaged predator popula-
tions. Increased wildlife popula-
tions result in economic growth in
Converse County and the state of
Wyoming through increased rev-
entie through hunters, sportsmen,
wildlife enthusiasts and tourism.

With the addition
of three sportsmen to
the CCPMD in 2005,
our ability to identify
and target problem

areas as regards
wildlife populations
was  dramatically

heightened. We also
work closely with
landowners and our
local Game and Fish

Page 18 Department person-

nel to identify areas in the county
through which we can apply
direct and targeted predator con-
trol activities which help to maxi-
mize the growth and preservation
of both game animals and water-
fowl. To accomplish these goals,
trappers and aerfal hunting are
the primary methods used to con-
trol predatory impacts on
wildlife. CCFMD contracts with

APHIS and the AIDDMB to fill our
trapper positions, and we in

turn then utilize these
trained wildlife profession-
als to aid us in monitoring
wildlife numbers in the area
we have identified as being

Name L
in need of predator manage- {BobHageman ™~ : " Cattle.: " e,
ment. Troy Seott oo 110 Chairman
Tim Pexton = Cen o
EariReed-'_-'-:'.: - . '
Livestock Protection: Gene Hardy. -~
The goal of the CCPMD is {JeffBoner - e "“G‘:-;
he goal of the DS | Davesheetz © 0 1 cCr 0 Bee
to work to protect all live- ]Kathi Hensen .. Sportsmen
stock resources in Converse {fohn Wolfe : . Sportsmen
Matt Rasmussen _-_-_Sportsmen N

county from excessive pre-
dation, which in turn pro-
tects and enhances the eco-

PMB Members

mdlmfﬂs "Af ng\e mem!n ﬂp;,umh’db:rfL*aumymmimsslmrﬂs -

and typically work to address
immediate depredation events,
most of which are on sheep oper-
ations.

CCPMD monitors Hvestock
losses through a survey that has
been sent to our producers for
many years. We also utilize a
bounty program for coyotes, and
believe our program has proven
to be effective for our situation
(no state funds are used for the
bounty  program).  Finally,
CCPMD's trappers coordinate
with local government to put
management practices in place to
address the needs and protect the
citizens from human health and
safety concerns due to problem
wildlife under our purview. In
2009, this included working with
the Wyoming Department of
Health, the Wryoming State
Veterinary Laboratory and the
Wyoming State Veterinarian on
surveying raccoons to assess
roundworm loads, which is of
concern to both human, as well as
other domestic animals, health
and safety.

‘Converse County

“Fast Facts” |

,Representmg Office 7.

nomic base of Converse
County. The CCPMD cur-
rently contracts with W.S. for

two trappers fo

Land D]sh':butmn (acres)

Ag Stats; 2

“Priv vate..

Number of Farms & Rauches

339

ulation. Our cur-
rent trappers tend
to be over loaded
with problem calls

work primarily on
Hvestock issues. Total Acresi in Farms & Ranches, 2,587,920 -

: Average Size Farm or Ranch L TA27
Converse countyis | Cagttle (head): e
a Yery Eal‘ge COun(fy Rank in Cattle of WY Counhes 9 Ml
with diverse Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 65,000 . T
topography and a | Rankin Sheep of WY Counties 1 - ~
large wildlife pop- Cash receapts fmm livestock marketing (2007} -

$ 40,561,000 .

¥ Wyumlng Rang&ldnd RLbOuFClb UW Ag‘ncu[hm.
Expenment Statlon Laramiic, WY -

22007 Converse Counlg'tAgnquh.lrc Statistics; Nationat
Agricultural Statistics ervice, Wyoming Ficid Office




he mission of the Crock
County Predator
Management  District
(PMD) is to provide predator
control for the benefit of live-
stock producers and wildlife
populations within our 2800
square miles of northeastern
Wyoming. Since the inception of
the grant program through the
ADMB, we have seen dramati-
cally increasing support and
cooperation from landowners,
which indicates to us great satis-
faction with our program.
Coyotes are our main concem
when addressing predation on
both livestock and wildlife.
Mountain lion and bobceats follow
in order of importance and
impact. Coyotes remain the most
significant predator and are
responsible for 66 percent of
sheep lost to predators in Crook
county. Due to the increased level
of funding we have received
through the ADMB grant process,
we have been able to increase our
take of coyotes by over 40% annu-
ally. The additional funding has
also icreased the efficiency of

Crook County

“Fast Facts”
MB Members ' '

_.Repreéenhng O[ﬁce' .

Name e

Dennis, Williams - ".'Catﬂe .- 'President -
Jerry Tsta - T Catt_le' RO Prestdent
TW:Nuckolls . - Sheep - .- Treas.

Jim Dacar = - i Sheep -’ :
Larry Folks "Sheep ©

Brad Greba CCx -,

Gerald Bunny . ~Lattle

Lloyd Jolley - °. " :Sportsmen

Miles Shaun Sporltsmen

Mike Smith . 1 Sportsmen . - -
*iucticates " At Lirge” member appoiuted by county amsissioners

our prograin, as well as our abili-
ty to quickly respond to conflicts
and find resolution to problems.
We have also been able to provide
our trappers with sorely needed
upgrades in equipment and tech-
nology, which has also led to
increased efficiencies within the
program.

Crook County had a program
in place prior to the current
Legislative granting process and
had some impact maintaining
local predators. Sustaining those
program levels would not have
been possible much longer.  The
current contract system with the
Wyoming  Department  of
Agriculture and USDA/APHIS
have allowed additional man
hours, help with tracking
numbers for measuring suc-
cesses, and have allowed us to
address health and human
safety issues. Health issues
such as rabies, along with test-
ing for plague and tularemia
are now being addressed.
Trappers also examine for
canine heartworm as part of a
nationwide surveillance pro-
gram to detect highly patho-
genic avian influenza (HPAI).
These services are made avail-
able to the public more readi-
ly since program implementa-

Land Distribution (a_cres) !

Ag Stats: ©

tion.

Enhanced wildlife health /
populations are apparent
throughout our targeted

Number of Farms & Ranches © 40
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or _Ra_nch (acres) 3,462

Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 7

© $ 38,477,000
! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY
22007 Crook County Agriculture Statistics;
National

1,523,198, .

All Cattle (head): - -65,000
Rank in Catife #'s of WY Counties 8 R
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (heady 15000 ~

Cash recmpts from livestock marketing (20[]7) L

Crook County

areas. Landowrer / operators are
reporting an increase of seven fo
eight percent in seasonally
booked hunters.  Visual counts
by local trappers of fawn/kid
numbers are showing approxi-
mately five percent increases,
Increased grouse, sage hens and
turkey populations, primary food
sources of targeted predation ani-
mals, show management of
predatory animals is keeping bal-

ance with their primary food
sources and in some areas allow-
ing a come-back of species that
were previously heavily preyed
uporn.




Fremont County

Page 20

likely the most aggressive

and ambitious wildlife
enhancement programs of all
county PMB’s. Extensive time and
financial resources have been
invested in three main areas,
which are detailed here:

Fremont County has what is

SAGE GROUSE/MULE DEER
PROJECT ANNUAL REPORT
The Goal of this project is 3-fold.
1.To identify which predators/
animals depredate sage grouse
nests.

2. Measure, if possible, the differ-
ence in nesting success of sage
grouse in areas of little predator
control as opposed to and adja-
cent area with intense predafor
control.

3. Enhance a struggling mule deer
population in hunt area 90.

In spring/early summer of
2009 trail cams were once again
put out on artificial nests in both
the “control” and the “treatment”
area. This is the 4th year of this
project. Of 40 nests observed, 7
were raided this year. This is sig-
nificantly lower than previous
years. Late snows and higher than
normal spring rainfall resulted in
a noticeable increase  of
grass/foliage compared to the
much drier years previously.
Increased nesting cover may have
been a contributing factor to less
nest predation this year as the
nests were much harder to physi-
cally see from both above (good-
sagebrush canopy) and at ground
level (higher than normal grass
heights). The common raven was
the species that depredated all of
the nests this year. In years past
both magpies and red foxes
depredated nests also.

A struggling mule deer herd
in hunt area 90 has been another

focus of our PMB. The main
predator of the mule deer in this

part of Wyoming is the coyote.
Coyotes are removed year round |
from the “freatment” area of the
project. A coyote stomach analy- |

sis is done and a yearly deer
count in late December-early
January is conducted by USDA
Wildlife Service’s personnel and
aircraft through funds provided
by the Fremont PMB, Stomach
content analysis on coyoles thus
far indicates the top four prey
species for coyotes in our area are
{(in descending order): Cottontail/
jackrabbit, livestock, mule deer
and antelope (note: some coyote
gut contents were such that no
determination could be made as
to origin, and horse contents were
found in some coyotes, likely
from carrion that had been scav-
enged)

In late December 2008 our
yearly mule deer count resulted in
652 total deer being counted in the
treatment portion of hunt area 90
and adjoining reservation land.
This is up from 489 in 2007.
We believe that our projects
have proven to be extremely
beneficial by collecting data
that should prove beneficial in
making sound and accurate

PMB M

ing. Reports from area residents
and sportsmen indicate that the
PMB efforts are well received and
are yielding positive results.

OCEAN LAKE
PHEASANT PROJECT

The ocean lake pheasant proj-
ect was started in cooperation
with the Fremont County FMD
and the Wyoming Game and Fish.
Ocean Lake lies west of Riverton,
Wyoming and is a public land
resource owned by WGFD. In the
fall, WGFD releases pheasants for
bird hunters on the property at
different times, This projects aim
is to reduce predators just prior to
the open bird season. This helps
to keep more birds in the field for
hunters. Red foxes are the domi-
nant predator in the area.
Coyotes, raccoons, skunks and
feral house cats are also present
and are controlled by Fremont
County PMB trappers.

~ Fremont County

“Fast Facts”
embers; U0 LU
i Representing - Office

Name -2 _
management decisions, but |snane Sanderson " Cattle - President *
have also boosted cur county |RebPhilp - - Sheep .. V. President
and state’s economy through S‘ﬂdnglkerY P g;*ﬂe ; ST
an increasing deer popula- |hcarly Dockham - Sheep
. Colleen Jernings - Sheep
tion. Doug Lemm -~ . Sportsmen

Mark Leonhardt " Cattle -
DUBOIS BIGHORN SHEEP | Scott Maller - - Sportsmen
PROJECT Alan Sinner .. -  Sportsmen

The Dubois bighorn Land Distribution (acres) '

sheep project is ongoing
through the Fremont County
PMD, Wyoming Game and
Fish  Department  and

* fucludes Tndiazs Trust Londs of tie Wind River Indian

Private. 748,370

- 5,238,660%
Total.ceenneen 6,240,578*

Federation fOI' NO]_' th - Reservnfion in F{cp_uq}_l! Counlby (2,086,160 A.)
American  Wild  Sheep | AgStats:’
Number of Farms & Ranches 1,019

(FNAWS), The purpose of the
project is to help increase
bighorn sheep numbers and
eweflamb percentages in the
Whiskey and Spring moun-
tain areas mnear Dubois,
Wyoming. Control work is
done on coyotes around the
sheep herds both on the
ground and with aertal hunt-

Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 2,457
All Cattie (head):
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 3.
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 11,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 11

Cash receipts from livestock marketing {2007)

! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW

- Agricultuze Experiment Station, Laramie, WY
2007 Fremont County Agriculture Statistics;
National

2,503,853

90,000 -

$54166000




ildlife: We currently
Whave two wildlife proj-
ects in Goshen County,

a pheasant and waterfowl
enhancement project started in
May 2007 and a mule deer proj-
ect started this spring. According
to crow count surveys for pheas-
ants this spring conducted by
Wildlife Services and Wyoming
Game and Fish, there was a

found a significant decrease in
the amount of damage in the tar-
geted areas. We are also conduct-
ing a study to quantify the dollar
damage done by raccoons to corn
fields in the targeted areas com-
pared to non-targeted areas. Our
trappers and WS personnel are
working with the National
Wildlife Research Center in Ft.
Collins to conduct this study
which will be

27.7%  increase g
from last year in
our targeted
areas. There was
also an increase
in crow count
numbers outside
the targeted
areas. The pheas-
ant project has
been a success

} the first in the

o nation focus-
ing on raccoon
damage. The
manpower,
equipment,
and models
developed to
accomplish
this would not

not only in the wildlife numbers
as we have found a significant
reduction in property damage as
well. The primary targeted pred-
ator is the raccoon which is
responsible for a considerable
amount of damage to cornfields,
buildings, stored grain, and irri-
gation equipment, We have

" Goshen County

“Fast Facts"
PMB _Member PO P

o .REP:esent_ins 'thce' i

*indicales "At Large” Hmrrhernpwmlﬂfbyuumi _,rmimmss;mmb ol

have been possible without the
ADMB funding.

This spring, we developed a
mule deer enhancement project
that will target designated areas
along the Goshen Hole Rim
where the deer population is
below G&F herd objectives due
mainly to low fawn to doe ratios.
The predator targeted will be
coyotes. We will coordinate
this effort with livestock pro-
tection efforts in order to effi-
ciently utilize time and
money. We plan to increase

AitDavis " - Sheep 7 President - | flying time and spend extra
Ron Miller. .. Bportsmen " V. President § Hme on the ground in these
Stan Smith o0 Cattte - Sec/Tieas, ds will b 1

Bob Daily " .Catlle .0 S| areas. Recpr s will be collect-
Ron Kaufman o Sheep ed regarding deer and ante-
}ushn LUVE[C]‘IE(‘J( portsmen

Gerald Nobman = ©.C* 5 lope c'ounts.as well as coyote
David Neider - " Sportsmen - - data including stomach con-
Scott Yetter Sheep tent, sex, age, and GPS loca-
Jennifer Scheer. * .~ Cattle

tions. The main objective is to
see a direct increase in the

La.m:l D;stnbuhun (acres)

_Ag Stats: *.

number of sirviving fawns.

Livestock: With the addi-
tional state funding, the
Goshen Country Predator

Number of Farms & Ranches - 665 -
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches -..1,256,171
Average Size Farm or Ranch {acres) 1,892
All Cattle (head): : 120, 000
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 1
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) - 2,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties ~. 21
Cash recelpts from livestock ma:ketmg (2007)
. $69 279, UDO 00

e Wyormng R‘Lngeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY
2007 Goshen County Agriculture Statistics;
National Agricultural Statu.hu. Service, Wyoming
Field Office

Management District (PMD)
has been able to hire an addi-
tional employee, increase aer-
ial time, and acquire addi-
tional and improved equip-
ment for our projects. This
has given us a greater degree
of diversity with our pro-
gram. When there are prob-
lems at both ends of the coun-
ty on the same day, our trap-
pers can respond accordingly

Goshen County

and stop the damage quickly.
There are several feedlots in
Goshen County that have prob-
lems with European starlings.
The winter before last, one large
feedlot was plagued with an esti-
mated 100,000 starlings, causing
several thousand dollars a week
damage to feed supplies. With
the help of WS personnel, our
trappers have been able to
decrease  the .
starling num-

bers  signifi-
cantly. The
control method
must be done
in a timely
manner which
would  have i

been difficult

to accomplish without the
increased manpower, equip-
ment, and bait made possible by
the ADMB funding.

The average livestock losses
two years prior to the state fund-
ing compared to the two years
after we received funding show a
19.4% decrease. This is a notable
difference which we believe is
due to the additional state fund-
ing. Predator issues are being
handled in a timely manner with
efficiency. Our trappers, FMD,
and WS cooperate with Laramie
County and individual landown-
ers in Laramie County who suf-
fer predator losses. The ability to
utilize helicopter hours in
rougher mountain habitat which
cannot be worked with a fixed
wing airplane has resulted in the
lowest predator losses these pro-
ducers have had in years. We
need the annual ADMB funding
to keep the level of livestock pro-
tection from predators at the
level that it is currently.
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Hot Springs County

he Hot Springs County
TPredator Management

district (HSCPMD) has
responded to the requests for
predator control from the
largest ranches to backyard
chicken and egg producers, and
from large corn farmers to
urban gardeners. According to
the National Agricultural
Statistics Service (NASS), there
are 147 farms and ranches in
Hot Springs County, with fotal
sales in 2008 of over
$15,000,000.00. The largest agri-
cultural commodity is cattle,
with 23,000 being raised in the
county in 2008 (NASS).

Cattle numbers have been
increasing slowly after being
reduced because of the drought
conditions of the last few years.
Inversely, the reported calf loss-
es due to predators have been
decreasing. The funding pro-
vided by the State of Wyoming
has made this possible by
allowing the HISCPMD to hire
additional personnel and
increase aerial time when tar-
geting problem animals.

The HSCPMD has seen a
marked change in the attitude
of sheep producers in the coun-
ty. The increased protection of
the area flocks has resulted in
more sheep being raised. In
2005, Hot Springs County was
home to about 1300 sheep.

Today that number has
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increased to about 600N ASS).
There are several new produc-
ers who have shown a desire to
start new flocks or add to their
numbers. The HSCPMD con-
trol personnel have been con-
tacted several times to discuss
the future plans of these pro-
ducers. Predator control is a
major consideration to these
producers when they decide to
expand their operations.

While predator control
projects implemented for live-

stock protection usually bene-
fits wildlife also, the HSCPMD

traps in 2009. These traps can
be used around farms and
along the watercourses where a
higher density of housing
exists, and in situations where a
non-target catch is possible.

These traps can be wused
throughout the year, and any
pets that are caught can be
released unharmed. The num-
ber of predators talken in 2009
using these traps are; Raccoons,
587, Skunks 179, and Feral cats
26,

has initiated several proj-
ects specifically for wildlife
protection. In response to
requests by area sports-
men, and Upland Bird
project was started in 2008.
This multi-year project was
designed to  reduce
Pheasant mortality, but the
Sage Grouse, Hungarian
Partridge, Turkey and
Chukar within the project
area have also increased
due to fewer predators. A
survey was mailed to Hot
Springs County sportsmen
in early 2009. The result of
that survey was that
while bird numbers had
increased, they were still
not at what was considered
by the respondents to be
the  historical levels.
Another survey will be
sent out in the fall of 2009
to record the numbers of
birds seen after the spring
hatch and summer rearing
period.

To initiate the Upland
Bird project, the HSCPMD
purchased 30 new live

" Hot Springs County

“Fast Facts”
PMB Members: - - o

Namte .Representing  Office

Jack Baird ‘Sheep V. President
Jason Nosworthy Cattle . Sec/ Treas. .
Brett Belden Sheep

Ellen Baird Sheep

Cindy jones Cattle

Mike Kimsey " -Sportsmnen

Jim Lash . Sportsmen

Art Hunter ©CCF

Bob Blacketer - " Sportsmen

Randy Weifl

Sindicakes "AF Large” asenber appoditgd by cortty compmissimnens
Land Distribution {(acres)

"' Private.. 398,742
State...... 82,496
Federal 772,803*
Totakconnn 1,254,041%

* hicludes Indian Tritsi Lavds of the Wind River Indian
Reservation in Hot Springs Connty (237,575 A}

Ap Stafs: *

Number of Farms & Ranches 147
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches 876,560
Average Size Farm or Ranch {acres) 5,963
All Cattle (head): 23,000

Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 21
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 6,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 15*
Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2007)
% 13,569,000
! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramic, WY
* 2007 Hot Springs County Agriculture Statistics;
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming
Field Office
Tied with another county




ohnson County is one of the
county's in Wyoming that is
highly dependent upon the
vestock industry for its eco-
nomic, cultural and historical
base. While our minerals indus-
try supplies the largest percent-
age of our economic base, ranch-
ing is the "backbone” of Johnson
County and many of our resi-
dents live here because we have
maintained a viable and active
ranching community and

recently kifled fambs in Oregon. Johnson County
saw a rash of wolf attacks during the spring and
summer of 2009 which yielded similar resuifs.

Johnson County

“Fast Facts”

Land Distribution (aczes)

" Representing’ Office

Sindicales At Large™ mendber spyoititpd by corenly conmmissioners _. -

lifestyle. Mana%ement of preda-
tion is critically important to
maintaining this industry and
the corresponding lifestyle, par-
ticularly in light of the fact that
wolves have now been docu-
mented several times in our
county. The Johnson County
Predator Management Board
continues to be very active pro-
moting control measures and
continuing programs with direct
benefit to not only our ranchin
constituents, but to aﬁ
of the citizens of our
county who have prob-
lems or concerns that
are under our purview
and ability to control.
The state manage-
ment grant fees that we
have received from the
state legislature
through the ADMB
have enabled us to not
only carry out an active
program as spelled out
m our management
plan, but in fact have
allowed us to expand
and strengthen our pro-
am,
Aerial hunting has
been very successful
with good numbers of
coyotes taken from the
air. Aerial control is our pri-
mary method of controlling
an ever burgeoning coyote
population and while it is
the most expensive method

Peter John .Cai_nind._' . Sheep. . President )

Peter Dube .. - ‘Catfle. .V, President | Of control, it is also the most
Barry Bager- > o0 Cattle & L effective and selective
%91‘%&'131“@&?_“; Sheep s method at our disposal.
im Forbes -t oGheep [ o

e S Cattle L SecTres, - Many coyotes wher‘e taken
Seott Hokanson - Sportsmen . - . just before or during the
Tom Jones - Catle denning seasorn, thus popu-
gﬂgﬁt?-' a3 ._fépcﬂffmm lation control was achieved
ob McCann -2 CUCH P [
Rande Money - - Sporismen by good timing. This is not

only advantageous to

 Private..... 1,575,642

livestock producers,
but great for the
wildlife p%pulations,
county-wide. Some
problems getting air-
craft when condi-

. Stateann. 217,247
- Federal......... 827,928
JLL1] 1 S— 2,620,817
Ag Stats: T~ ¢
MNumber of Farms & Ranches 272

Total Acres in Farms & Ranches 2,155,277
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 7,924

All Cattle (head): 57,000
Rank in Cattle ¥'s of WY Counties 13
Breeding Sheep & Lambs thead) 35000 .
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties = 3

Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2007) .
S © 36,284,000

! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agrieulture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY
#2007 Johnson County Agriculture Statistics;
National - ;

tions were right were
incurred, which lim-
ited us at some times.
Cooperative efforts
are being used with
USDA Wildlife
Services as we have

coordinate

Johnson County

Wyoming Game & Fish have
occurred, and we have been able
to strengthen our relationship
with the WGFD, which is benefi-
cial to all of us..

Johnson County continues
its Rabies Mitigation Program
with continued success.  We
have two seasonal employees for
this program, one in Buffalo and
one in Kaycee. Our contract
employees also control and doc-
ument rabies targeted animals.
We've seen numbers lower and
level off which might indicate a
level of control. Both Buffalo
and Kaycee city officials are very
satisfied with the success of this

rogram and have promised
inancial help for the upcoming
fiscal year.

In summary, the livestock
and wildlife of Johnson County
as well as the residents of
Buffalo and Kaycee are much
safer due to the dedication of the
members of the district board
and the employees of the
Johnson  County  Predator
District. The success of the pro-
gram is due, in great part, to the
grant funding through the

Wyoming Animal Management
Board.

seen tecent wolf Aeral control work, performed from smail, light
activity in our dis- welight, highly maneuverable pfanes similar tc this
trict. Meetings to with highly trained and experienced pilots, is the

overall mainstay of most of the predator controf efforfs in
efforts with  the Wwyoming
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Lincoln County

Lircoln County Predator Management
Program: Progress Report

Page 24

Since the inception of state fund-
ing to county predator management
boards, great progress hasbeen made
in Lincoin County through the
Lincoln County Predator
Management District {IPMD),

Livestock Protecion: Livestock
continues to be one of the most
important economic sectors for
Lincoln county, generating tens of
millions of dollars anrually in eco-
nomic activity. While there is a small
farming presence in Lincoln county,
livestocﬁ( production is far and away
the dominate agricultural activity in
Lincoln county. Ranching is also the
cultural "backbone” of our county,
and when coupled with our miner:
industry, production and utilization
of our natural resources is far and
away the predominate econormic,
social and cudtural centers of Lincoln
county:

Predation continues to be a
major concem to our vestock pro-
ducers. Lincoln County is, unfortu-
nately;, home to every major predator
of livestock in the state of Wyoming,
including documented wolf kills, so a
grofessional, fully functional and

mded predator control program is
crucial to the continuation of a live-
stodk industry in Linceln county: The
funds that we were able fo secure
from the state through the ADMB
have allowed us to enhance both the
quality of our services, along with
increasing the level of service to our
constifuents. We are now employing
two full time trappers and share a
third with Sweetwater County. Prior
to the state providing the resources it
has, we were only able to furtd one
trapper position. In that Lincoln
County encompasses nearly 3 million
acres spread out over 4,000 square
miles, itis virtually impossible for one
person to adequately and efficiently
service our entire county. With the
additional funds, we have been able
to provide better service with highly
trained and skilled professionals, and
we have been able to equip them
with better equipment that has result-

ed in a more efficient and a safer pro-
anm.

Wildlife Protection /Enhancement:
The Lincoln County PMB has undet-
taken two major, multi-year research
projects that should have great
mmportance to not only our area, but
Wyoming and the West. Both studies
are being conducted through the
Berryman Institute at Utah State
University. The first study is designed
to study the impact of raven preda-
tion on the nesting success of sage
grouse. We are comparing the pro-
portion of nests that arve successful
fie, at least one egg hatched) in areas
where USDA/Wildlife Services is
controlfing raven for livestock profec-
tion (control areas) to areas where
there is no raven control.

During 2009, we found 13 sage-
grouse nests in three control areas;
seven of these nests were successtul
{54%). We found 22 nestsin five areas
where ravens were not controlled,
less than halfl of the nests were suc-
cessful. Nearly all unsuccessful nests
were depredated by ravens. These
results suggest that raven control is
beneficial to nesting sage-grouse.
However, our researgl will continue
for at least two more years in order for
definitive results to be obtained.

The second study is designed to
loak at the impacts of coyote
removal on local wildlife popula-
tions primarily by examining
whether or not removal of coy-
otes increases pronghom and
muile deer densities. We con-

PMB Membe

would be that any program whose
oal is fo increase mule deer numbers
wough coyote removal must be well

thought outf, site specific to known
mule deer fawning areas and tmed
so that removal ocaurs immediately
prior to fawning and continues only
until such time that fawns are old
enough to evade predators on their
OWTL

In summary, because of the leg-
islative funding Lincoln County has
received through the ADMB, we
have dramatically increased our
predator management program
which is providing positive results
and impacts to both our livestock
industry, as well as to our wildlife
populations. We are also developing
good scientific data which should be
of benefit to wildlife managers, land
management agencies and private
landowners that are concemed about
the impacts of predation on given
wildlife species. Finally, due to the
rural nature of our county and the
fact that much of our economic activ-
ity is based upon the use and enjoy-
ment of the natural respurces we
have been blessed with, strengthen-
ing both our agriculture and our
hunting economies has strong benefit
to many of our other business sectors.

Lincoln County

“Fast Facts’ |

Office

ducted our initial study during |Name . 0 Representing ce
2007 and 2008 ter studv-sit Framan Julian - > - :Sheep 1 - 7 - . President -
an -~ _On S Y_S1 €5, Stanley Thompsen . - Cattle " .. V. President

USDAfWﬂd]er Services Fred Roberts - ° Catte Sec./Treas,
removed coyofes on five sites, |Jody Bagley . " - Catde PR
and five sites were left untreated | Dale Clark. Sportsmen .. .

P Jon Child . Sheep
as a control, Our inifial resulls |31 Fritsel . Sportsmen
indicated that removal of coyotes | Elbert Harmon - *- Sportsmen =
through aerfal ing was | Willie Huggins _~ . “Sporismen - .
strongly positively correlated |Pavelulian - Sheep
with plqngl}om fawn:doe ratios. | Tand Distribution taces) '
In our initial results we were - -

- Private.n. 571,802

unable to make the same deter- kAt 107,577
mination as relates to mule deer, " Federal........ 2,049.777
but believe that part of the prob- Total.eocrserr 2,729,157
lem lies in the timing of control. | agseatss - - -
Mule deer are much more sensi- | Number of Farms & Ranches 495
tive in terms of their fawning | Total Acresin Farms & Ranches 364,837

areas as compared to antelope,
and it appears that broad scale
predator removal on a large area
does not significantly increase
mule deer fawn survival in our
area. Given the fact that other
research in  Wyoming has
demonstrated that targeted, site
specific coyote removal has great
blgﬁggt, o£ of the conclu;gioens
that can be made from our study

Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 737
All Cattle (head):
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 19
Breeding Sheep & Lambs thead)
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 4

Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2007)

! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY
2007 Lincoln County Agriculture Stabistics;
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyorning
Field Office

36,000

32,000

5 29,862,000




he mission of the Natrona

County Predator

Management District
(NCPMD) is to provide predator
control primarily for livestock
producers. The NCPMD has
confracted with two full time
trappers who cover a very large
geographical area. Natrona
County is such a large county
that we opted for more aerial
control. Aerial hunting is an
extremely effective method for
predator control. Other control
methods used to remove preda-
tors that are preying upon or
threatening livestock and are
creating hazards to public safety,
or are damaging crops or prop-
erty is the use of leg hold, cage £
traps, foot snares, neck snares,
shooting, trail and decoy dogs
and M-44 devices.

The NCPMD has utilized
aerial time and the trappers for
the hunting of predators before
critical fawning and nesting
periods. The activity for this has
been concentrated in areas with-
in the county that the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department has

Natrona County
“Fast Facts"

Charles. Harlan '- :

Land Dlstnbutlon {acres) "

-"'Ofﬁce a

designated as critical fawning,
nesting, and lek areas. Areas
designated by the Wyoming
Came & Fish Department for

aerial and ground coyote
removal are Northwest of
Casper in deer wunit #34.

NCPMD meets annually with
Wyoming Came and Fish

Department representatives and
biologists to discuss predator
control and its effect on wildlife
populations, especially antelope
within Natrona County.
NCPMD is also working with
Wildlife Services and our two (2)
trappers carry tests with them to
take samples of coyote's blood
s0 it can be tested for Rabies and
Tularemia.

Natrona County is experi-
encing regular depredation
to livestock as a result of a
healthy coyote population.
The NCPMD has minimized

_ o President | the loss of livestock to preda-

Don Dodds 0 (Sheap oty fog thereb bli

Tyler Crimm - Cattle s Jen) ion, thereby enabling
CurtSimpson. . - Sportsmen -Sec_f[‘r.eas._ v1ab1hty of the loca
gE‘H‘GF‘”g‘*Y s garﬂg s producers. In 2007
on Gardson - - - . Sportsmen -

5)’ Gilliland * Sportsmen .- NCPMD removed 2,658
JW. Hendry g;rtle P coyotes, in 2008 2,188
Brad Neville ;- ' oreep. coyotes were removed
“indicntes "At Lutge” smendbey appoi :l’.rywunfj issiotier and I:hrough 11/30/09

1669 coyotes have been

- Private......... 3,551,003 ..

Ag Stats: 2

removed. While these
numbers appear large
we know that this is
only a small percentage

Nuwnber of Farms & Ranches - . 380
Totat Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres}7,555
All Cattle (head): . A
Rank in Cattle ¥'s of WY Counties -10* .
Breeding Sheep & Tambs (h_ead) X 21,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties- =6 -~
Cash I‘ECEIPB from Jivestock markehng (2007)
: $34, 871, 000
*tied w/another county
! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW

* 2007 Natrona County Agriculture Statistics;
Nationat Agricultural Stahshcs Sewme, Wyoming
Field Office -

2,871,009 - - -

58000 . ¢

Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975

of the overall popula
tion of coyotes in our
county, What is impor-
tant is the fact that since this
program has been estab-
lished, nearly 6,000 coyotes
have been removed in
Natrona County, all of which
were either threatening live-
stock or important wildlife
herds.

The Natrona County

Natrona County

Predator Management District
purchased a booth to display atl
various sport shows within
Natrona County. The booth has
a variety of pictures of livestock
and wildlife killed by coyotes,
various traps used by the trap-
pers, statistics and predator con-
trol methods. The booth has
been displayed at the Wool
Growers banquet, Mule Deer
Foundation  banguet, SCI
Natrona Chapter banquet and
Wyoming  Stock  Growers
Association banquet. The
NCPMD also participates in the
Wyoming Game and Fish Expo
where the booth is displayed.
Displaying the booth is a way of
educating the community on
how impaortant predator control
is for livestock and wildlife in
Natrona County.

Without legislative backing
and the ADMB money, the
NCPMD would not be able to

function to the capacity it is
because there is not enough rev-
enue generated from livestock
predator fees to run that type of
program, with the breadth and
scope, that we are now operat-
ing with,
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Niobrara County

Page 26

he goal of the Niobrara County

Predator Management Board

has always been to run an
extrermnely efficient program and
devise ways to get the “most bang
for our budk” from the funds avail-
able to our Board. Prior to the
availability of legislative funding
through grants administered by
the ADMB, our program was very
small and focused almost entirely
on livestock protection due to the
fact that the only funds available to
us were from livestock predator
fees paid at the tme a brand
inspection was issued. Even with
the increased administration
required by ADMB for grant fund-
ing, we are proud of the fact that
we stll send 95¢ of each dollar
directly to the field. Virtually all of
the ADMB grant money goes
toward field operations.

Wildlife Protection /
enhancment

The Rawhide Buttes make up a
scenic area of Niobrara County
comprised of rough and timbered
country surrounded by open
plains, In 2000, ADMB funding
was obtained for a cost-shared
project to enhance mule deer
population using no other tool
than predator (coyote) control.
Landocwners requested the proj-
ect, and the board decided the
project was warranted when the
chairman foured the area and
counfed more coyotes than deer.
The Rawhide Recovery project
ran for four years, from Fall 2000,
through Spring 2004.

At the beginning of the proj-
ect landowner surveys indicated
a fall-counted fawn-to-doe ratio
of 20%. By the end the fawn-to-
doe ratios were near 100%.
Landowner estimates showed
total deer numbers increased
from 550 at the beginning of the
project to at least double in just

four years. Using the 2002 Game &
Fish value of $1200 per antelope
(even though mule deer value
should be higher), the benefit of
predator control in this small area
was at least $660,000 in wildlife
enhancement alone, Less than
$29,000 of state money was used to
achieve these results, a return of
approximately $23 per $1 invested.

At the conclusion of the project,
predator control activities were
reduced as funds were dedicated
to other priorities. Little predator

...the benefit of
predator control in this
small area was at least

$660,000 in wildlife
enhancement alone....
a return of approxi-
mately $23
per $1 invested...

control was carried out in the
Rawhides during the time period
of 2004-06. Landowners reported
that coyotes had muliiplied and
fawn survival dropped during
the relatively brief period of low
control.  With the new grant
funding received in 2006,
wildlife enhancement became
possible countywide.  The
Rawhides and the northwest-
em portion of the county were

selected as special mule deer SNhﬂﬂié'----ﬁ- o Representing | Office
: hannon Bruegger - - "Cattle > * - - ‘President -
emphasis areas. The November |75 0y 0 T8 Sheep . . il
2008, report showed fawn-to- |Danladewald - Cattle " V. President
doe ratios of 66% in the |BarbKilmer. Sheep . Treasurer -
X Phil . ish tary
Rawhides. The north area q}a‘évﬁleféﬁm T Secretary
showed gain of 11%, from 23% |Dick Baker =~ ', C.C*
in 2007 to 34% in 2008. Gary Bayne - -~ " Sportsman
Jack Hammond  Sportsman
= |'Gene Kupke .. -+ Sportsman

PMB Members:

*itulicates "Af Lirge™ ntemler np,wiuiﬁrf Ly corivety commissioners
Land Distribution (acres)

The Rawhide Buttes, where the Niobrara
County PMB mule deer study was con-
ducted, are seen in this photo.

Livestock

With the fees livestock produc-
ers pay for predator control, the
Niobrara County PMB has strived
tried to provide maximum live-
stock protection. Wildlife has
always incidentally benefited from
predator control for livestock, but
now, through the integration of the
wildlife program, both program
provide mutual benefit.
Legislative funds have allowed us
to expand to a two-trapper pro-
gram. Pricrities and operations
cycle according to critical Hmes for
wildlife and livestock. Producers
have been hard hit by drought and
herd reductions; minimizing addi-
tional loss to predators is of para-
mount concern. Further complicat-
ing things, we have had to contend
with a rabbit cycle peak and wide-
spread mange in coyotes over the
past three years,

Niobrara County

Fast Fact_s”

Office e

Ag Stats; >

L Private,... 1,364,100

“Total.erers 1,663,516

Number of Earms & Ranches 243

_ Total Acres in Farms & Ranches 1,599,730
Average Size Farm or Rancl 6,583
All Cattle (head): 58,000 -

Nichrara counly trappers routingly inspect
stomach contents of coyoles taken through
conirol operations in arder to defermine
impacts from coyote depredations.  This
photo shows the gut content of this coyote is
comprised of virtually nothing but sage
grouse chicks. Trappers also collect blaod
samples for disease monitoring purposes,
including bubonic plague and sarcoplic
marige. Photo courtesy of Widlife Services

Rank in Cattte of WY Counties 10¢

Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 6,000

Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 15*

Cash receipls from livestock marketing (2007)
Do $ 33,303,000

*indicates Hed with another county

¢ "Wyoming Rangeland Resources’, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY

* 2007 Niobrara County Agricultuze Statistics;
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming
Field.Office




Management program is

focused in 2 main areas—
protection of livestock and
enhancement / protection of
wildlife. The highlights of these
two broad areas are as follows:

Our wildlife project has been
very successful in the reduction
of the coyote population in the
area east of Carter Mountain
located in the south half of Park
County. This area has had numer-
ous reported and confirmed com-
plaints by residents and livestock
Froducers suffering from the
arge number of coyotes in the
past. Complaints include, but are
not limited to, pet harassment
and predation, calf depredations,
calving ground harassment, and
wildlife depredation on fawns of
mule deer and antelope.

In 2008, we removed 254 coy-
otes in this area using a variety of
techniques and methods to
achieve optimum results. The
increase in state funding allowed
us to have more W5 employees
on the ground and improve our
effectiveness from the previous
year’s coyote total of 80 during
the same time frame the year

The Park County Predator

‘Park County

PMB Members: . = -

"Re';'lreseh._tin.g e

Land Distribution {acres).. -~

“Fast Facts”

Otﬁéc s

*inelicates " A Liwge™ sember appoirited By counfy commissioners. .-
1 . .

before, Due to increased funding
and personnel, coyotes were
removed before they had oppor-
tunity to mate and den, which
provides the most effective relief
for wildlife and livestock due to
the fact that paired coyotes feed-
ing pups cause the most damage.
With the increased personnel
and aerial budget we were able to
diminish the number of com-
plaints by livestock producers to
the lowest level known in this
area in the past. Due to inclement
weather we were unable to fly the
hours in this area we ho eci( for,
but found that utilizing a helicop-
ter was a very valuable technique
in rough terrain and higher alti-
tudes that held very educated
coyotes. On the ground special-
ists were able to respond quickly
and effectively to wildlife conflict
which resulted in reduced depre-
dations and a small number of
harassment situations. Another
benefit of the increased personnel
was allowing more specialists to
conduct day and night ground
searches for target predators and
their travel paths which enabled
the air methods better success
when utilized. This activity also
was performed in a time period
when we could make the
most impact on the coyote
‘Population in and around the
awning deer and antelope,
Our specialists have
recorded large numbers of

Name ;- R : X

Tod Shitzman -~ - Sheep ... . President - strutt?ng sage grouse an.d
Ken Beer " '+ ' Cafle | - ¥.President| leks in this area and this
Larry Larsen | - "Sportsmen - . Sec/Treas. || information is provided to
é““?%r’.‘;gt'ﬁ' _-."gﬁt']e' S both the Wyoming Game and
A{?@EHEgg T Cattle Fish Department (WGFD) and
James "Racky” Orgill - Sportsmen the ureau of  Land
Repan Smith. . * -+ ‘Sheep .00 Management (BLM). This
JoeTilden .- " " - Spartsmen " information should be of
Shane Smith Sheep

value to both agencies as the
track and document popula-

T Privaten.... 725462 ©

L Bt e 155411
Federal,........ 2,428,366%
Total.wens 3,300,269+

Teton Counties . - -
Ap Stats: * : L

s o] lect samples of coy-
*ineludes 2,310,637 acres of an.!'_anrgi Pﬂr_k fands in Park and :

tions of this species. In addi-
tion to all the above,

Park County

effects on humans and other ani-
mals.

The last element of our
wildlife project involves our pro-
viding assistance in the wolf
management efforts to control
wolf predation and tracking wolf
packs in chronic depredation
areas, mainly outside the trophy
game area des-
ignated by the 3
State. Due to
wolf depreda-
tion manage-
ment efforts %y
the United
States Fish and

Wildlife Service
USF&WS) and the United States
Department of Agriculture -
Wildlife Services (USDA-WS) in
reducing the wolf population as
a result of livestock depredations
last fall, there was a decrease in
depredation on livestock by wolves
this spring, Increased aerial funding
allowed us to monitor and survey
seven known packs wolf packs in
Park County as well as our identify-
ing three possible new packs not
previously known to the USFWS
and the WGFD. USDA-WS took
six wolves by aircraft and three
from the ground immediatel
after wolf conflicts were identi-
fied and confirmed under the
direction of the USF&WS and
WGFD. In addition,

our employees col-

otes taken in the area
for bubonic plague

MNumber of Farms & Ranches 711
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 1,140
All Cattle (head): :
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 14

Rank in Sheep of WY Counties . 19

N ©$35,002000 - -
' "Wyoming Rangeland Resources', UW

Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming Field
Office -

810302 © i
a0
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) .. 4,000 . . SR

Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2007) - - '

Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975
22007 Park County Agriculiure Statistics; National

tularemia, and heart-
worm. The results
are forwarded to the
Park county health
board and the state
health department
as they are received
This information is
invaluable in track-
ing and monitorin

these diseases which &
have deleterious

our increased per-
=% sonnel allowed

2 USDA-WS, under
the direction of the
USF&WS and the
WGED, to capture
and collar six new
wolves from the
ground that will pro-
vide future informa-
ion on packs, loca-
Hons, and numbers.




Sheridan County

heridan County - The
SSheridan County Predator
Management Board has set
aside six areas around the coun-
ty for intensive predator marn-
agement for the benefit of
wildlife. The results so far have
been encouraging, with deer
numbers in Hunt Areas 1-5
responding well to predator
control methods. The doe/fawn
ration in these areas has
increased by 65 fawns to 100
does. The young buck, 2 points
or better, has increased dramati-
cally. In Hunt Area 6, the mule
deer seem to be making a come-
back with numbers being up
dramatically over the last year.
Whitetail deer numbers in this
area appear to be about the same
with possibly a slight increase.
The Sheridan County Predator
Management Specialist has
reported that he has counted
more sage grouse this past win-
ter than previously. He has
observed groups of 15 to 35
birds in areas that had been
devoid of grouse for several
years, and believes that the addi-
tional predator management in
those areas has been a major fac-
tor in helping to reestablish pop-
ulations.
According to the Sheridan
County Predator Management

Board, livestock producers have
greatly benefited from the pred-
ator control efforts. No catile
losses due to coyote predation
were recorded in the time period
that the Board has had addition-
al funds and sheep losses from
coyote predation are the lowest
they have been in the past 5
years.

During  2006-2007,  the
Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (WGFD) received

several reports of dead rabbits

from throughout Sheridan
County. The WGFD investigated
various methods to document
and monitor wildlife diseases. It
was decided to collect blood
from coyotes to test for diseases
known to affect rabbits and
other small mammals. An
advantage of using coyotes
to monitor plague and
tularemia is that they are

lly i to th PMB Members: "
generally immune to these |y 000 0 posecenting . Office *
diseases; when exposedto |RalphFoster | Sheep." " President ==
either disease, they rarely [Cole/Benton .. Caitle =" V. President
devel lind g ! y Y | Mike Connelt: - - Cattle "7 Treasurer -
€vewop chnica SY_Ir'lptorn_S Tucker Carroll .5 - Sheep. 0t D n s
but do develop specific anti- |Robert Hamilton * - Sportsmen
bodies to each pathogen, Bob Kumm .. " “Sportsmen .-, -0
. ReginaLeath ' - Sheep
which can then be detected |TerryCram =" ‘Sportsmen
in blood samples. Arty Thomas ...~ Catfle
Robert Thuesen = :*. Sportsmen

Plague is a bacterial dis-
ease of mammals generally

County. Exposure to tularemia
appears to have dropped off sig-
nificantly from the spring of
2007 when 5 of 6 samples (83%)
tested positive. This is an
extremely small sample and
may not be representative of the
true conditions so caution must
be exercised when drawing con-
clusions. Since the summer of
2007, exposure to tularemia has
ran about 25%, very similar to
exposure rates recorded around
Wyoming,

The WGFD partnered with
the Predator Management Board
(PMB) of Sheridan County and
the Wyoming Wildlife Disease
Laboratory for this effort. The
county trapper collected blood
samples from coyotes taken dur-
ing predator control activities.
As of June 1, 2009, 112 usable
amples have been submitted to
the Lab. Of that, 51% (n=57) have
tested positive for exposure to
plague and 28% (n=31) have test-
ed positive for exposure to
tularemia.

Sheridan County

“ Fas Facs”

transmitted by fleas. Rodents
are very susceptible to
plague and have a high mor-
tality rate. In Wyoming,

Laﬁd_]_:)is&ibution (acres) ' .

Ag Stats: 2

1598195

prairie  dogs  and
ground squirrels are
likely the most affected
wildlife species.
Tularemia is a bacte-
rial disease primarily of
lagomorphs (rabbits)
and rodents. Cottontail

Number of Farms & Ranches =+ 561
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 2,920

All Cattle (head): L 70,000
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 6

Breeding Sheep $r Lambs {head) 5,000

Rank in Sheep of WY Counties -~ 17* :
Cash receipts from livestock marketing (2607)

*tied w/another coumnty

1,638,163 |

% 40,188,000 -

Page 28

rabbits are very suscep-
tible to tularemia and
likely the affected
species in Sheridan

* *Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975
2 2007 Sheridan County Agriculture Statistics; ’
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming
Field Office




weetwater County contin-
Sues to have a viable live-
stock industry, despite
recent reductions in both cattle

and sheep numbers.

of our county is critical to main-
taining a number of important
societal and cultural values of
Sweetwater County.

Due to the decline in

While livestock's con-
tribution to Sweetwater
County's economy is
small as compared to
our minerals industry,
almost all of the private
land in Sweetwater
County (nearly 2 mil-
lion acres of the 6 mil-
lion acres fotal) is used
for, and owned by,
ranching and ranchers.
Most importantly, these
2 million acres (outside °
of one major river and a

couple of federal water projects)
give rise to, or contain, nearly all
of the water necessary for either
agricultural or wildlife purposes
within the county. These lands
are also cructal as winter habitat
for almost all of the big and tro-
phy game species found in
Sweetwater County. Due to
these factors, maintenance of the
ranching base and community

Sweetwater County

“Fast Facts” |

PMB. Members ; :
Name - .-Represen[’mg folce

“indicnies ” Al lnyy mﬁn!mr crppoumri bvmrmly munuwumm

Bill Taliaferro. _' - "Sheep - Chairman
Fred Roberts - Sheep v o Vice Ch,
Gary Zakotnik . CiCattle o b Tres, FRE
Jim Burnett 00 CCE 0 See
John Eversole - Catile " B

Eric Adams o1 Sportsmen

Cliff Folkerts : = 'Sportsmen

Dick Thoman * . Sheep

Clark Weber - ; 'Cahtle

livestock numbers over
the past several years,
revenue fo fund our
predator management
program had declined
to such a level that
mounting any type of
effective program was
bordering on being
impossible. The influx
of state dollars from the
legislature through the
ADMB saved our tradi-
tional program, while
at the same time open-
ing up new opportunities and
new parinerships through the
addition of the sportsmen repre-
sentatives to our Board,

Immediately after receiving
the state funds we did, we
changed our program and,
instead of being focused strictly
on livestock protection, we
incorporated both a program to
enhance and increase trophy
and big game species
through targeted predator
management, plus we also
initiated two research proj-
ects designed to delve into,
and answer, questions
regarding the effects of pred-
ators on mule deer and ante-
lope, as well as looking at the
effects of predation on sage
grouse survival.

Our district continued
to protect domestic live-
stock throughout the coun-
ty by cooperating with

Land sth]butmn (acres)

Prlvate

Ag Stats ’_

USDA/Wildlife Services by
contributing funds for trap-
pers on the ground and air-
craft, which together have

Number of Farms & Ranches * " 170
Tota! Acres in Farms & Ranches . : 1,480,246
‘Average Size Farm or Rancl (acres) 8,707

All Cattle (head): - 207w 7000 13,000
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 22~
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) - 9,000 -
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties = “12*
Cash recelpts from livestock markel:mg (2007) .
_ : 58258000
*hed with another county :

U "Wyoming Rangeland Rcsources uw

* 2007 Sweetwater County Agriculture Statistics;
Nabional Agncultural Stahstlcs Service, Wyomning
Field Office B

Agnculturc Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975

been fairly successful in
removing predators preying
on livestock. During 2008
and through early 2009, we
also had a program to study
and remove predators from
certain antelope and deer
areas to fry and ascertain
what the predation impacts
on these species and their
fawns were, but unfortu-
nately, due to state funding

Sweetwater County

cuts ordered by the Governor,
the second year of this study and
most of the special wildlife pred-
ator control will be halted until
we are able to once again secure
necessary funding..

We continue to have one
wildlife study that will be
ongoing, due to special fund-
ing from the Animal Damage
Management Board, and that
will be to continue looking at
predation on Sage Grouse. This
study is being conducted by Dr.
Al Conover from the Berryman
Institute at Utah State University. Dr
Conover's early work has clearly
shown that due to predation,
primarily from ravens, the local
Sage Grouse populations are

only averaging about one chick
per nest per year survival rate.
Again, we intend fo continue
this study long term, but this is
wholly dependent upon the con-
tinuatton of state funding to and
through the ADMB and on out
to the local predator manage-
ment boards.

Page 29




Uinta County

Page 30

he Uinta County program

focuses efforts in two main

areas: protection of live-
stock and enhancement and pro-
tection of wildlife populations in
our area. For the benefit of Uinta
County livestock producers, our
trappers attempted to clear des-
ignated areas of coyotes before
sheep were moved into those
areas and in areas before cattle-
men brought cows into calving
grounds. We were successful in
reducing the number of preda-
tors during the winter before
lambing and calving,.

During the summer of 2008,
livestock losses were estimated
at average for the summer
months. Last fall, losses were
below what we normally antici-
pate. Our board believes this
was in part due to efforts made
during the spring prior to entry
into the spring-fall ranges. Due
to a mild open winter, livestock
producers were able to utilize
more of the winter range. This
provided more exposure for
producer losses. Our trappers
implemented a policy of trying
to work certain key areas prior
to Hvestock arrivals, This bene-
fited us tremendously as report-
ed losses showed levels at or
below normal loss rates on the
winter ranges

We also implemented and
conducted several raven control

projects that benefitted the pro-
ducers in our county. We have
had problems to both cattle and

sheep producers regarding
raven predation, which contin-
ues to grow and escalte. Our
efforts have provided an addi-
ticnal measure of control.

Our Board began working
this year with the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department, and
the Sweetwater and Lincoln
County Predator Management
Districts on a long term project
to study the effects of preda-
tor control on sage grouse
populations. The project is
being conducted by the Jack
Berryman Institute at Utah
State University and we have

: : Name .

provided funding for part of JooHickey . Catlle President
the project. Our program of |wadetarson . = © Sheep Sec /Treas.
selective control in certain |BmceAimone ... Sheep “:* V. President

: : _ | CurtBindl - CSportsmen | T
years and of intensive con- |5 " Chency  © Sportsmen
trol in other years has been |BradFean ° .. @ Sheep
undertaken and results on gﬁrieglenw . ga*ge

: teve Sims v attle

nu.mbers and locations are Dave Wyna _ Sportsmen _
being collected and evaluat- | Brandon Roberts Sportsmen -

ed.

PMB Members; . .-

Land Distribution {acres) !

near known sage grouse leks
and nesting sites as derived
from Wyoming Game and Fish
Department information and
data. We are hopeful that by
applying selective and targeted
predator control during key
times of the year that we will
provide benefit to sage grouse in
these areas and increase num-
bers and density of the birds. We
will continue to monitor and
assess numbers and effective-
ness of our efforts over time.

~_ Uinta County

“Fast act”

Representing - Office

We have focused some
of our predator control work
in known deer and antelope
wintering ranges to provide
benefits during stressful

Ag Stats: *

times (late winter, fawning,
etc.) on these populations.
We are receiving reports of
both increased deer, and
especially antelope, numbers
and attribute that in large
part to a reduction in preda-
tor numbers during those

Number of Farms & Ranches 335
Total Acres in Farms & Ranches
Average Size Farm or Ranch (acres) 2,740

All Cattie (head): 40,000
Rank in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 18
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 40,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties 2

Cash receipts from livestock marketing {2007}

917,734

$ 8,258,000

key times when wildlife are
most vulnerable.

We are currently target-
ing raven and fox predation

! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Lazamic, WY, 1975
* 2007 Uinta County Agriculture Statistics; National
Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming Field
Office




ashakie County is a
Wlarge county (~1.5 mil-
lion acres} that is

dependent  upon  natural
resources to drive much of our
economy. Agriculture has been
a primary industry, with live-
stock production a major com-
ponent. The majority of the land
base of Washakie County is held
by either the federal or state
government, which results in a
large and never-ending supply
of predators which can and do
impact our hvestock producers
and their animals. In 2008-09,
Washakie County Predator
Management District had 358
agreements with livestock pro-
ducers covering over 990,000
acres.

We contract with USDA
fWildlife Services (WS} for most
of our program needs due to the
fact that WS personnel are pro-
fessional, highly trained and
extremely proficient. WS selec-
tively utilizes trapping, snaring,
denning, call/shoot and aerial
hunting to accomplish the objec-
tives set out by our Board,

Washakie County

“Fast Facts”
PMB Members b i

Name 0000000
Aaron Andersun .

Sheep -

].a.nd Dlstnbutwn (acres)

--Represenhng thce

Rolly Redland . -1 Cattle .00 7 -Presldent.j :
Chris Schmeltzer . 'Sheep.'. : i SecfTreas.
Mark Dooley < Sheep V. President
Larry Heiser =000 COF w0 s
Kent Hensman . ¢ Sportsmen © 0

Mark Brewster = Cattle i ]
Jeff Stodldin - .'Sportsmen e
Kirk Tolman -, - Catte - e

Joe Winkler . -2 '“Sportsmen B

“indicnles " At Lﬂrg:. mmabc: ap;x)mfm'bymuuh_rmunummuﬂs ;' :

In order for us to better uti-
lize the state funding we
received, we partnered with our
neighboring county to establish
and operate our wildlife enhance-
ment program., The Washakie and
Park County Cooperative Wildlife
Enhancement Project is designed
to improve mule deer and ante-
lope recruitment in deer hunt
area 125, which is not only
important to the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department
{(WGFD} and hunters, but also
agricultural producers and other
wildlife enthusiasts as well. Tt
has been documented in
Wyoming that predator manage-
ment can be used, in some cases,
to limit mortality in ungulate
populations and enhance fawn
recruitment, doe survival, and
increase the percentage of breed-
ing bucks in problem areas.
Although predation is rarely the
sole factor limiting populations,
it can play a significant role in
suppressing populations below
herd objectives. This intent of
this project is to boost deer and
antelope populations to sustain-
able levels. The project will
be evaluated after two years
to determine whether it war-
rants continuation.

Wildlife Services per-
sonnel have identified and
quantified predation on
mule deer and antelope in
2008-09. For example, on five
different occasions this past
year, coyotes were taken by
aircraft while in the act of
killing fawns. In several
other situations, WS docu-
mented fawn deer and ante-

anate..'..f ...... 341 606 -
| State...

LAE5

lope remains at or near coy-
ofe den sites. Upon examina-
tion, 1/3 of the coyote stom-
achs contained either ante-

i Federal........ 964486 -
_ CTotal e 408,147
_Ag Statss 2. 0 L
Numnber of Farms &R;mches T '184 :
Tota} Acres in Farms & Ranches 426,500

‘Averape Size Farm or Ranch (acrcs) 2,318

All Cattle (head): " 30,000

Rark in Cattle #'s of WY Counties 20

Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 13,000

Rank in Sheep of WY Counties -

Cash rece1pr5 from livestock marketing (20[]7)
BT $19578000 s

*tled thh another county

' "Wyoming Rangeland Resomces uw

22007 Washakie County Agriculture Statistics;
National Agricuitural Statistics Service, Wyommg
Field Office

Agricultiire Experiment Station, La:amle, WY, 1975

lope or deer remains. In
addition, stomach con-
tents of coyotes includ-
ed: mice, snakes, cotton-
tail rabbits, ground
squirrels, marmots, sage
grouse, sheep, and beef

calves.

There has been an
increase in the total
number of antelope

observed during the

Washakie County

2008-09 classification sur-
veys. This has been the
first significant increase
detected during the pre-
vious ten years. Mule
deer survey data were
not available for the proj-
ect area at the time this
report was prepared.
Anecdotally, however,
WGED personnel have
noted a definite mcrease
in the mule deer popula-
tion in this particular
area. Additionally, large num-
bers of coyotes were observed
during classification flights prior
to 2008, with a significant reduc-
tion during the 2008 & 2009
flights. As predation was
reduced on deer and antelope
populations, fawn survival has
increased. Our Board has deter-
mined that project results to date
warrant continued efforts to
clarify trends and the long-term
effects of predator removal on
mule deer and antelope popula-
tions in this area.
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Weston County

Page 32

eston county’s predator
program is focused in
three broad areas, live-

stock protection, wildlife protec-
tion/enhancement and human
health and safety. Following is a
brief synopsis of our program
and the vital work we believe we
perform.

Livestock  Protection: The
District trappers continue to
receive increasing numbers of
calls from private cooperators in
the District as more livestock
producers are learning that the
District has the personnel to do
the work that is required to
remove predacious animals that
are affecting livestock. Control
of depredating coyotes has been
difficult over the past year, as
the trappers are seeing no end of
coyotes moving into the sheep
and calving areas. The rapid
decrease of rabbits and mice
over the last two years is
thought to have caused livestock
to become a more essential prey
base for the coyotes in certain
areas. Additionally, in that our
county is bordered on one side
by a state which does not have
as active predator control pro-
gram as do we, we believe that
the excess coyotes which are
produced across the state line
flow into our county when they
are forced out of their original
environment because of over

population. This adds to
our work load.

The District has not
been able to do as much
aerial work as we had
predicted and hoped for
due primarily to the lack
of airplane availability.
The district finds that the great-
est need of flying conflicts with
surrounding counties and their
needs for the plane, This is not a
problem that will go away and
we work around the availability
problem the best we can District
representatives from across the
county are reporting receiving
favorable comments and reac-
tion from citizens on the
increased  visibility,  rapid
response times, and overall
prompt, efficient services pro-
vided by the district livestock
protection prograims,

Wildlife Protection/
Enhancement

General numbers of antelope
across the county are in an
upward trend and many ante-
lope are being found in their his-
torical areas where for the last 20
to 30 years few were found. The
Mule deer population seems to
be holding steady to increas-
ing after several years of
drought and high predation.
Formal counts on mule deer
have not been made howev-
er and population estimates
are only observations made
by trappers and sportsmen
in the tield.

Observations of sage
grouse leks are being made

Tom Sewell * 5. - Calile :
and recorded as they are |p0a'P o ghoriemen -
found. Adult Sage grouse [Lymnwatt - Sheep -

numbers seem to be in an
upward trend as many are

PMB Members: -~ -

Name 705

Donley Darmell .- ..~ Calle. . " ' 'y Prasident
Jerry Shepperson . Sheep : o
Alan Todd - 7 -~ Catle President
Gary Lawrence ‘Sportsmen - Sec/lreas.

Terry Groenewald = ‘Catlle. -
Homer (Sam} Harvey - Sportsmen

Sam Haptonstall -

areas. This is a major concern, as

rabies outbreaks generally
occur with major population
surges of the skunk popula-
tion. Conversations with indi-
viduals throughout the district
indicate extremely large num-
bers {one individual mentioned
‘herds’) of skunks in the rural
areas of the district. Many of the
skunks in the rural areas are
being removed privately with
District assistance. During the
fall, trappers in the district make
a concerted effort to remove
skunks from populated areas in
an effort to reduce the potential
for rabies transmission during
the winter months. Ranchers
and those who have out build-
ings are encouraged by District
personnel to “skunk proof”
buildings and reduce possible
skunk habitat.

'Weston County

“Fast Facts”

- Representing - Ofﬁce. S

.. Sportsmen

found loafing along the

. “. . Private 1,065,498
roads throughout the dis- g, rode
trict. Coyote and skunk " Federal......... 300,204
removal continues to be tar- Total....... 1,478,109
geted around the known | AgStats: ® '

Land Distribufien .{acres) !

sage grouse lek areas in an
effort to provide protection
to the grouse during their
most vulnerable time, nest-
ing and early brood rearing.
Human Health and Safety:

The Striped Skunk popula-
tions exploded during the
spring of 2008 and skunk
removal calls have been up
significantly in the district,
particularly in the urban

Number of Farms & Randhes 221
Total Acres in Farmns & Ranches
Average Size Farrn or Ranch {acres) 7,265

All Cattle (head): 43,000
Rank in Catite #s of WY Counties 17
Breeding Sheep & Lambs (head) 5,000
Rank in Sheep of WY Counties jVal

Cash receipts fromn livestock marketing (2007)

*tied with another county
! "Wyoming Rangeland Resources”, UW
Agriculture Experiment Station, Laramie, WY, 1975
* 2007 Weston County Agricutture Statistics;
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wyoming
Field Office

1,605,637

24,905,000




