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1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared for the proposed renewal 
of Monterey County’s five-year cooperative services agreement (CSA) including annual work 
plans (work and financial plans) required by the five-year CSA with the US Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services–Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS) for 
wildlife damage management assistance in the county (USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program and 
Agreement Renewal; proposed project [SCH No. 2017031003]). 

This Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA; Public Resources Code Sections 21000–21177). The Final EIR for this project comprises this 
document, together with the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference in accordance with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). The County of Monterey (County) is the lead agency for the 
proposed project, which is summarized below and presented in greater detail in Section 3.0, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR. 

This Final EIR contains public comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period 
for the proposed project and includes written responses to environmental issues raised in those 
comments. As required by State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the lead agency 
(in this case, Monterey County) is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues 
received from persons who have reviewed the Draft EIR and to prepare written responses to 
those comments. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written 
responses describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised. Monterey County 
and its consultants have provided a good faith effort to respond in detail to all significant 
environmental issues raised by the comments. This Final EIR also contains minor corrections and 
revisions made to the Draft EIR (see Section 4.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR) initiated by County 
staff and/or the consultants based on their ongoing review. 

The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the Draft EIR, as 
amended by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by the 
County of Monterey. 

1.2  PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The current five-year CSA between the County and APHIS-WS expires on June 30, 2018. The 
proposed project is the renewal of the CSA, including annual work plans (work and financial plan) 
required by the five-year CSA, for another five years. The renewed contract would fund 
continuation of the existing APHIS-WS IWDM program in the county. Activities performed under the 
IWDM program would be implemented by APHIS-WS field specialists in accordance with the 
regulations, standards, and guidelines of the IWDM program, which are described in Section 2.0, 
Project Background, of the Draft EIR. Identical to the current CSA, the County would not be 
materially involved in any of the wildlife damage management activities other than to cost-share 
the financial portion of the program. Neither APHIS-WS nor Monterey County is proposing any 
changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program in Monterey County in conjunction with the County’s 
renewal of the CSA.  

The IWDM program (as operated by APHIS-WS and approved by signature of the agreement 
and work plan) would include the following:  

 Assignment of up to four APHIS-WS wildlife specialists trained in wildlife control methods, 
state and federal regulations, and certified in the safe handling and use of firearms and 
other control equipment.  
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 Up to 4,176 work hours distributed as needed among direct control activities, technical 
assistance, APHIS-WS required training and administrative tasks, and leave.  

 APHIS-WS procurement and maintenance of vehicles, tools, supplies, and other 
specialized equipment as deemed necessary to accomplish direct control activities. 

 APHIS-WS supervision of safe and professional use of approved wildlife damage 
management tools/equipment, including the use of firearms, deterrent methods/devices 
(including pyrotechnics), traps, snares, trained dogs, all-terrain vehicles, Environmental 
Protection Agency and Drug Enforcement Administration approved chemicals (including 
immobilizing and euthanasia drugs), night vision equipment, and electronic calling 
devices. 

 Data reporting for inclusion in the APHIS-WS Management Information System, which 
would consist of the number and types of request for assistance, control methods, types 
of species, whether species causing damage or loss were removed or released, 
estimated value of loss, and other information used to document and monitor program 
activities.  

Under the renewed contract, APHIS-WS would continue to perform the following activities in 
Monterey County:  

 Offer technical advice/assistance to resource owners on prevention and/or control 
techniques.  

 Inform and educate the interested public on how to prevent and reduce wildlife 
damage on their own, including APHIS-WS staff-prepared pamphlets and 
documentation.  

 Provide expertise from wildlife specialists trained in wildlife control methods, state and 
federal regulations, and certified in the safe handling and use of firearms and other 
control equipment.  

 Investigate wildlife damage situations to determine the responsible species and evaluate 
the site for applicability of prevention and control methods.  

 Develop and implement wildlife damage management actions for the protection of 
agricultural resources, public health and safety, and property.  

 Develop and implement wildlife damage management methods and actions targeting 
invasive species (e.g., wild pigs) that may damage or threaten property, livestock, crops, 
and/or public safety.  

 Respond to incidents where wildlife species are threatening public health and safety (in 
coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] and local law 
enforcement) including the use of out-of-county resources and expertise.  

 Collect samples for wildlife diseases that may affect agriculture and public safety. 

 Provide access to APHIS-WS support staff, including at the National Wildlife Research 
Center, which conducts research on and develops wildlife damage management 
methods.  
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Technical assistance would be provided only at the request of affected resource owners or 
managers. The majority of services would likely be provided for the protection of livestock and 
field crops on agricultural lands because that has historically resulted in the most requests for 
technical assistance. However, technical assistance would also be available for protection of 
public health and safety (human-animal conflicts) and property. APHIS-WS would not perform 
any activities funded by the County for the protection of natural resources, such as threatened 
and endangered species. 

All of the direct control methods that could be used by APHIS-WS under its cooperative 
agreement with the County would be implemented primarily on private land, with a limited 
amount of work in County-operated parks. Before wildlife damage management is conducted 
on private land in response to a request for assistance from a property or resource owner, an 
Agreement for Control must be signed by APHIS-WS and the landowner or representative.  

1.3 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW PROCESS 

The County published the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR on March 2, 2017, for a 
30-day comment period ending March 31, 2017. A public scoping meeting was held on 
March 16, 2017, at the Monterey County Office of the Agricultural Commissioner in Salinas, 
California. The NOP and comments received on the NOP during the public review period are 
included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  

The primary issue of concern raised by the public and agricultural resource organizations during 
the NOP process is that if the contract is not renewed, the wildlife damage management 
services provided by APHIS-WS would no longer be available, which could result in agricultural 
resource and property loss that might not have otherwise occurred. Public and agricultural 
organization comments generally focused on project merits and did not raise any substantive 
issues pertaining to the analysis of environmental impacts, but they did request information 
regarding costs and benefits. Several issues were raised by the Center for Biological Diversity that 
are germane to the analysis, including the project objectives, how the baseline is determined for 
evaluating impacts, impacts of lethal controls on wildlife species’ populations and biodiversity, 
and alternatives to lethal control.  

The Draft EIR was circulated for public and agency review and comment for 45 days. The review 
period was August 17, 2017, through October 3, 2017. This Final EIR contains the written 
comments submitted on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.  

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

The Final EIR is organized as follows:  

Section 1 – Introduction: This section includes a summary of the project description and the 
process and requirements for a Final EIR.  

Section 2 – List of Agencies and Persons Commenting: This section contains a list of all agencies 
or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period.  

Section 3 – Comments and Responses: This section contains the comment letters received on the 
Draft EIR and the corresponding response to each comment. For this Final EIR, comments and 
responses are grouped by letters from agencies, organizations, and individuals. Because the 
subject matter of one topic may overlap between letters, responses may refer to one or more 
responses to review all the information on a given subject. Responses are provided after the 
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letter in the order in which the comments appear. Where appropriate, responses are cross-
referenced between letters. The responses following each comment letter are intended to 
supplement, clarify, or amend information in the Draft EIR or refer the commenter to the 
appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments 
not directly related to environmental issues noted for the record. 

Section 4 – Revisions to the Draft EIR: This section contains minor corrections and revisions made 
to the Draft EIR initiated by County staff and/or the consultants based on their ongoing review.  

Section 5 – References: This section provides bibliographic information for cited references. 
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2.1 COMMENTER LIST 

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals submitted comments on the Draft EIR:  

Letter Number Commenter Date Submitted 

Agencies 

A Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse October 3, 2017 

Organizations 

1 California Cattlemen’s Association September 29, 2017 

2 Center for Biological Diversity October 3, 2017 

3 Monterey County Cattlemen’s Association September 26, 2017 

4 Monterey County Farm Bureau September 25, 2017 

Individuals 

5 Clifton Dorrance (Dorrance Ranches, L.P.) October 2, 2017 

6 Erika Hazen August 25, 2017 

7 Sharan Lanini (Pacific International Marketing) September 22, 2017 

8 Jack Massera October 2, 2017 

9 Joanne Nissen September 26, 2017 

10 Gary Stubblefield September 28, 2017 

11 Scott Violini October 2, 2017 
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3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the lead agency to evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 
response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation 
measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith and 
reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by a 
comment, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an 
explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064, an effect will not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence 
supporting such a conclusion. 

Several comment letters submitted on the Draft EIR included comments on the need for the 
proposed project. Those comments are important but do not require detailed responses in this 
Final EIR because they do not raise environmental issues. Those comments will be before the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. 

3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 

 Public agency comment letters are coded by letters, and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

 Organizations, Interest groups, and individual comment letters are coded by numbers, 
and each issue raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment 
Letter 1, comment 1: 1-1). 

Comments that do not raise environmental issues or relate to the adequacy of the information 
or analysis in the Draft EIR do not require a response, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. 
Comments that relate exclusively to the merits of the proposed project are so noted. 
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Letter A: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  

Response A-1 

This comment states that the County has complied with State Clearinghouse (SCH) review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA, and no state agency 
submitted comment letters to the SCH by the close of the comment period. 
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Letter 1: California Cattlemen’s Association 

Response 1-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project and the rationale for the association’s support will be before the Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. 

Response 1-2 

This comment addresses the alternatives analysis, which was presented in Section 5.0, Project 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. The commenter provides additional information about the merits of 
each alternative, noting that none would appropriately protect agricultural production in the 
county. The Draft EIR alternatives analysis is not required to evaluate the merits of each 
alternative, but it does include conclusions regarding the ability of each alternative to avoid or 
substantially reduce impacts, its feasibility, and the extent to which it could achieve project 
objectives, consistent with CEQA requirements. With regard to the comment about Alternatives 
4 and 5, the County assumes the commenter’s reference to numerous flaws is directed to the 
merits of each alternative, not the analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s concerns about the 
merits of the alternatives will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the 
decision-making process. 

Response 1-3 

Comment noted. 
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Letter 2: Center for Biological Diversity 

Response 2-1 

The County published the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR on March 2, 2017, for a 
30-day comment period ending March 31, 2017. An Initial Study checklist was attached to the 
NOP. The commenter requests that the organization’s comments on the Initial Study, which were 
made in response to the NOP, be included in the record for the Draft EIR. The commenter also 
requested that the cited studies (totaling approximately 400 pages) the organization provided 
separately as attachments to its Initial Study comments in electronic form only also be included 
in the record.  

The Initial Study comment letter submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity dated March 30, 
2017, in response to the NOP was included in Appendix A in the Draft EIR (Appendix A pdf pages 
59 through 741). The cited studies were also included in their entirety in Appendix A (Appendix A 
pdf pages 75 through 471).  

Response 2-2 

The County appreciates the Center for Biological Diversity’s recognition that an EIR was 
prepared and that the organization’s comments on the Initial Study were considered in the 
preparation of the Draft EIR. Table A-1 on page A-1-1 in Appendix A (pdf page 55) summarized 
the organization’s comments on the Initial Study and where the topics raised in the comments 
on the Initial Study were evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

As demonstrated in Responses 2-3 through 2-22, below, all of the topics discussed in the 
organization’s comments on the Initial Study were considered and addressed in the analysis in 
the Draft EIR. Information on some of the topics raised by the commenter was provided in the 
Draft EIR to aid the decision-making process, even though a particular comment did not 
concern the potential for environmental impact (e.g., cost-benefit analysis). All information 
relevant to the environmental analysis itself was evaluated, as appropriate, consistent with 
CEQA requirements. 

Response 2-3 

For purposes of this response, the County assumes the commenter is referring to threatened and 
endangered wildlife species, as there are no federal or state agencies that refer to such species 
as “rare wildlife.” The County also assumes the commenter is referring to Table C-1 (USDA 
APHIS-WS Agency Consultation Results for Threatened and Endangered Species) in Draft EIR 
Appendix C because Table C-2 is a list of rare plants occurring in Monterey County. 

San Joaquin kit fox is included on the list of threatened and endangered species potentially 
occurring in Monterey County, as indicated in Table 4.1-1 on page 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR and in 
Table C-1 in Appendix C. A search of the California Natural Diversity Database shows numerous 
recorded occurrences of the species in Monterey County, primarily in the southern half of the 
county. The most recent reported occurrence was in 2016. A number of occurrences were 
reported on federal lands.  

                                                      

1 Appendix A of the Draft EIR was made available on the Monterey County Office of the Agricultural Commissioner 
website at https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Home/ShowDocument?id=42125. 
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Impacts of the proposed project on listed species, which includes San Joaquin kit fox, were 
analyzed in Impact 4.1.2 on page 4.1-38 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. 
Special efforts are made to avoid jeopardizing threatened and endangered species, and the 
APHIS-WS consults with the USFWS and CDFW when any APHIS-WS program activities may affect 
animals protected under the federal Endangered Species Act so that restrictions or mitigation 
measures are applied by APHIS-WS personnel when necessary to minimize the potential for 
unintentional take. During the 20-year baseline for the Draft EIR (1997–2016), no listed species 
have been killed in Monterey County (Draft EIR page 4.1-21).  

As stated on page 3.0-8 in Section 3.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, neither APHIS-WS nor 
the County are proposing any changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program operations in the county 
in conjunction with renewal of the cooperative agreement. Because methods are in place to 
avoid unintentional take, no changes to the APHIS-WS activities are proposed, and the County 
would not be materially involved in activities that could affect listed species, it is reasonable to 
conclude there would be no significant effects on listed species, including San Joaquin kit fox, as 
a result of continuing the program in the county under a renewed agreement. 

There has only been one instance of APHIS-WS intentional take of San Joaquin kit fox in the last 
28 years in California. This occurred in 1990 on federal land at Camp Roberts in San Luis Obispo 
County. APHIS-WS received the request for assistance from EG&G Energy Measurements, a 
private company performing military-related research at Camp Roberts. It was suspected that 
the animal was a carrier of the rabies virus. APHIS-WS consulted with and received a letter of 
concurrence from USFWS to euthanize the animal (White 1990). The removal of the animal is 
reported in APHIS-WS take data for 1990. This information has been provided in the interest of full 
disclosure and does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR regarding threatened 
and endangered species.   

With regard to the comment concerning federal consultation, as stated on page 4.1-3 in the 
Draft EIR, for each species listed in Table 4.1-1, which includes San Joaquin kit fox, APHIS-WS has 
previously consulted with federal agencies as to whether its wildlife damage management 
actions would have an adverse effect on a threatened or endangered species. As indicated in 
Table C-1 in Appendix C, the USFWS determined APHIS-WS activities would have no effect on 
San Joaquin kit fox. The commenter is correct that a consultation with USFWS was completed in 
1996.  However, there have been additional consultations with USFWS since that time (2007, 
2014, 2015, and 2016). The APHIS-WS requests for consultation are submitted when new 
information becomes available. Such information typically concerns methods that could result in 
unintentional take.    

USFWS issued concurrences in 2007, 2014, and 2015 indicating that APHIS-WS activities were not 
likely to adversely affect certain listed species. San Joaquin kit fox is one of numerous species 
identified in the 2007 letter. In a response to a request from the APHIS-WS California State 
Director in 2016, USFWS confirmed that the previous concurrences (2007, 2014, and 2015) remain 
in effect and re-initiation of consultation is not required (Fris 2016). A copy of the 
correspondence is included in Section 5.0, References, of this Final EIR for completeness. San 
Joaquin kit fox (among other species) was one of four species specifically addressed in the 2014 
consultation. The San Joaquin kit fox consultation addressed potential use of snares on federal 
lands to trap target animals, which could result in take. However, APHIS-WS does not currently 
and will not use that type of snare in the known range of San Joaquin kit fox. No changes are 
proposed as part of the contract renewal that would authorize the use of the type of snare that 
could inadvertently capture a San Joaquin kit fox. As such, the potential for the proposed 
project to result in take of San Joaquin kit fox is low to nonexistent and would not be a significant 
impact requiring analysis.   
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As demonstrated in the 2016 concurrence letter from USFWS included in this Final EIR and 
evidence provided in the Draft EIR, there have been no changes in circumstances since 1996 
that would require new assessments be performed to determine impacts on listed species that 
would require APHIS-WS consultation with USFWS. Therefore, the analysis does not rely on 
outdated information. The information provided in the 2007, 2014, 2015, and 2016 concurrence 
letters is not significant new information. Further, because Monterey County would not be 
implementing the APHIS-WS activities, it would not initiate consultation with a federal agency. 
For these reasons, no additional analysis is necessary regarding San Joaquin kit fox for purposes 
of the proposed project. 

Response 2-4 

The commenter suggests that Alternative 3 (Monterey County Provides Technical Assistance but 
No Lethal Control Methods Used) and Alternative 4 (Monterey County Cost-Share and Loss 
Indemnity Program for Nonlethal Control Methods for Agricultural Resources Protection Only) be 
adopted, based on the analysis presented in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. 
This suggestion reflects the opinion of the commenter only, as the Draft EIR does not include any 
statements recommending that the County adopt Alternative 3 or Alternative 4. The Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors is the decision-making body that will determine whether to select 
one of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Response 2-5 

A Draft EIR was prepared for the APHIS-WS IWDM program and agreement renewal and was 
publicly circulated from August 17, 2017, to October 3, 2017. This Final EIR, in combination with 
the Draft EIR, comprises the EIR for the proposed project. The Draft EIR concluded, based on 
substantial evidence, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on biological 
resources. As stated in Response 2-2, the County considered all of the information provided in 
comments on the Initial Study submitted by the commenter, as well as the comment specifically 
directed to threatened and endangered species in response to the Draft EIR (Response 2-3). The 
Draft EIR has adequately disclosed and evaluated potential impacts on biological resources in 
full compliance with CEQA, and no significant impacts were identified. 

Response 2-6 

A list of project objectives, as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), was presented 
in subsection 3.4, Project Objectives, on page 3.0-7 in Section 3.0, Project Description, in the 
Draft EIR. Eight objectives were identified. These objectives were used to develop the 
reasonable range of alternatives, which are described and evaluated in Section 5.0, Project 
Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. 

Response 2-7 

Please see Response 2-8 regarding nonlethal methods of control and Response 2-9 regarding 
economic considerations and cost/benefit analysis. 

Response 2-8 

This comment is directed to the merits of the APHIS-WS IWDM program activities, and more 
specifically to the efficacy of lethal controls for wildlife damage management. CEQA does not 
require that an EIR analyze the merits of a proposed project or to advocate for a particular 
approach to accomplishing project objectives. However, the Draft EIR did present information 
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about the efficacy of nonlethal methods. This information was developed and presented in 
conjunction with the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives. 

As stated on page 5.0-1 in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, the County received comments 
during the NOP review period that alternatives to lethal control should be evaluated in the Draft 
EIR. To be responsive to these concerns and to aid the decision-making process, the Draft EIR 
included an evaluation of three alternatives that would be limited to nonlethal methods only. 
The Draft EIR included data and information concerning the use of nonlethal methods for 
predator loss prevention as background information for the analysis of the nonlethal control 
methods alternatives. This information was presented on pages 5.0-9 and 5.0-10 in the Draft EIR.   

As stated in the first full paragraph on page 5.0-10, the County reviewed numerous studies, 
including ones not cited by the commenter, and provided a summary of those studies, along 
with citations to all studies referenced. As stated on page 5.0-10, successful use of nonlethal 
methods in minimizing or reducing losses would be the result of a combination of many site-
specific variables, which cannot be predicted with any accuracy, based on available 
information. Most studies were controlled studies (e.g., penned animals and a single predator of 
interest). A strategy that works in one location may not be suitable for another. The applicability 
to grazing cattle and sheep on tens of thousands of acres where there are many predators, 
such as in Monterey County, is less clear. The County is not aware of any published, peer-
reviewed scientific studies specific to Monterey County regarding the efficacy of nonlethal 
control methods for livestock protection.  

As further stated on page 5.0-10, given the number of variables, it would be speculative to draw 
any conclusion whether the exclusive use of nonlethal methods would, in fact, result in fewer 
predators being removed than by lethal methods. Other questions remain: Could the exclusive 
use of nonlethal methods affect population dynamics and distribution of target species, affect 
nontarget species, or species diversity in a particular habitat; or could the use of a specific 
method (e.g., fencing) endanger other wildlife through entanglement or by blocking migratory 
wildlife corridors? The results of ongoing studies, such as at the UC Division of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources Hopland Research and Extension Center in Mendocino County, County-
funded livestock protection programs such as in Marin County, and anecdotal reporting from 
producers and wildlife managers about practical application of nonlethal methods, will help to 
further inform this topic. 

Response 2-9 

This comment is generally directed to the merits of the APHIS-WS program and its activities in 
Monterey County, and more specifically to the costs and benefits of the services provided by 
APHIS-WS in the county. 

Although not required for purposes of evaluating the environmental impacts on wildlife services 
of renewing the CSA with APHIS-WS, the Draft EIR included information about the following in 
Section 2.0, Project Background, specific to Monterey County: the dollar amount of damages 
due to wildlife and the percentage to each predator (Table 2.0-1, page 2.0-10); APHIS-WS 
confirmed damages by resource type (Tables 2.0-2 and 2.0-3 on pages 2.0-11 and 2.0-12, with 
narrative explanation on page 2.0-9); and budget information about the County’s cost-share 
agreement with APHIS-WS (page 2.0-14). Table B-2 in Appendix B of the Draft EIR summarized 
information about crop and livestock production in Monterey County for the period 1997–2016 
as reported in the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office annual reports. The Draft EIR (pages 2.0-16 
and 2.0-18) presented information about the challenges of performing a cost/benefit analysis, 
noting that such an analysis is not required under CEQA. 
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The above-referenced information presented in the Draft EIR was provided for disclosure 
purposes and to inform the decision-making process. It does not affect the analysis of 
environmental impacts of the proposed project, nor is it required to analyze the proposed 
project’s environmental impacts on wildlife species. 

Response 2-10 

The Initial Study did not focus on the need for predator damage management to protect 
livestock, as suggested in the comment. The Initial Study was prepared in accordance with 
CEQA to determine whether renewal of the CSA would result in significant environmental 
impacts and whether an EIR should be prepared. It is not the purpose of environmental review 
under CEQA to justify or advocate for a project.  

The following response to specific issues raised in this comment is provided for disclosure 
purposes and to inform the decision-making process. It references material contained in the 
Draft EIR, which does not affect the analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed project, 
nor is it required to analyze the proposed project’s environmental impacts on wildlife species. 

The Draft EIR included information on damages to field crops caused by wildlife in Table 2.0-2 
(Monterey Confirmed Damage Caused by Mammals and Other Non-Avian Species 1997–2016) 
and Table 2.0-3 (Monterey County Confirmed Damage Cause by Avian Species 1997–2016) on 
pages 2.0-11 and 2.0-12, respectively. Table 2.0-4 (Confirmed Coyote Damage by Resource 
Category 1997–2016) is on page 2.0-13. As noted in the first full paragraph on page 2.0-9, not all 
damage is associated with livestock loss. A considerable amount of damages is caused by 
avian species. Table B-2 in Appendix B of the Draft EIR summarized information about crop 
production in Monterey County for the period 1997–2016 as reported in the Agricultural 
Commissioner’s Office annual reports. 

This comment also generally addresses the concepts of mesopredator release, and more 
specifically as it pertains to coyote populations. The conditions described by the commenter 
(how removing coyotes for livestock protection could affect forage) were considered in the 
Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.1-34, the County acknowledges that some researchers and 
wildlife protection organizations believe that removing coyotes (particularly in large numbers) 
would result in a mesopredator release effect: smaller mammals would increase in number 
because they would be less vulnerable to coyote predation. These smaller mammals such as 
raccoon and fox would prey on yet smaller wildlife such as birds and their eggs, rodents, reptiles, 
and amphibians, resulting in increased loss of those species’ populations. Increased abundance 
of smaller, primarily herbivore mammals such as rabbits and hares would also increase 
vegetation removal, which can result in widespread effects.  

As stated on page 4.1-35 in the Draft EIR, mesopredator release and related effects on 
biodiversity remain the subject of debate and opinion. There are no studies or data to date that 
are specific to Monterey County, and the conditions evaluated in published studies to date are 
not readily transferable to how wildlife damage management is conducted on land in the 
county. After having thoroughly reviewed and considered available information, the County 
finds that a significance conclusion regarding mesopredator release and biodiversity impacts 
related to coyote take is too speculative for evaluation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). As 
such, the analysis requested by the commenter would not yield any meaningful information that 
would affect the outcome of the analysis. 

Please see also Response 2-18. 
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Response 2-11 

This comment is generally directed to the merits of the APHIS-WS program and its activities in 
Monterey County concerning public health and safety. A list of project objectives, as required 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) was presented in subsection 3.4, Project Objectives, on 
page 3.0-7 in Section 3.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Among the eight objectives, 
Objective 8 specifically addresses public safety. Although the Draft EIR is not required to justify 
the need for APHIS-WS activities in Monterey County, the Draft EIR presented information on the 
types of human health and safety incidents resulting in damages for which APHIS-WS provided 
some type of assistance. This information is presented in Table 2.0-2 (Monterey County 
Confirmed Damage Caused by Mammals and Other Non-Avian Species 1997–2016) and Table 
2.0-3 (Monterey County Confirmed Damage Caused by Avian Species 1997–2016) on pages 
2.0-11 and 2.0-12, respectively. The information included in the Draft EIR, as well as this response, 
is provided for disclosure purposes and to inform the decision-making process.  

The Draft EIR disclosed general information about mountain lion and coyote attacks on humans. 
While attacks by mountain lions are rare and infrequent (Draft EIR page 4.1-12), coyote attacks 
have become an increasing concern, particularly in Southern California (Draft EIR page 4.1-9). 
The number and frequency of occurrence of mountain lion and coyote attacks does not require 
analysis in the Draft EIR because the purpose of the Draft EIR is to identify the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project, not to ascertain how certain species might be managed for 
public safety. 

The Draft EIR (page 5.0-16 in Section 5.0, Project Alternatives) noted that it has been suggested 
that wildlife control could be provided at the local level by animal control personnel. The 
Monterey County Health Department provides assistance regarding domestic pets, licensing, 
temporary shelter, feral cats, animal cruelty, complaints, animals, and deceased animals on 
roadways. Monterey County Animal Services, which is part of the Health Department, does not 
provide assistance for wildlife (which includes small animals such as feral dogs, raccoons, and 
skunks) but encourages residents and property owners to contact the Society for the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Animals Wildlife Center (http://www.spcamc.org/wildlife/found-wildlife-in-need) or 
CDFW for issues involving wildlife.  

Human health and safety is not just limited to incidents involving wildlife attacks on humans, and 
the number of health and safety visits is unrelated to the potential for damage. This category of 
service also includes response to incidents where wildlife is a vector for disease that can affect 
humans. For example, see the first full paragraph on page 2.0-15 in Section 2.0, Project 
Background, which describes food contamination from avian species, and Table 2.0-3 on page 
2.0-12 (Monterey County Confirmed Damage Caused by Avian Species 1997–2016), which 
summarizes damages associated with human health and safety. Wildlife such as wild pigs and 
deer that intrude into agricultural fields can also pose a human health risk from animal feces. 

Response 2-12 

This comment expresses an opinion about the merits of the APHIS-WS program, in general. It 
does not pertain to the analysis of environmental impacts. 

Response 2-13 

Although the Initial Study found no significant impacts requiring mitigation and a “negative 
declaration” would have been appropriate under CEQA, as indicated on page 14 in the Initial 
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Study, the County, in its discretion, decided to prepare an EIR (Draft EIR page 1.0-1). Please see 
also Response 2-5. 

Response 2-14 

The Draft EIR developed and analyzed a comprehensive 20-year baseline against which to 
evaluate the impacts of implementing the proposed project on biological resources. The 
approach and rationale for the 20-year baseline was explained on page 4.0-1 in subsection 4.2 
under the Environmental Baseline subheading in Section 4.0, Introduction to the Analysis, in the 
Draft EIR. An analysis of baseline conditions and the extent to which APHIS-WS activities under its 
cost-share agreement with the County may have affected target wildlife species’ populations 
that have historically been affected the most was presented in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, 
in the Draft EIR on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-18, beginning with the Take Data for Targeted Wildlife 
Species subheading. Species population estimates and take data were provided, including 
graphical representations of take data in Monterey County relative to statewide take. Data 
analysis was provided in Tables C-3 through C-8 in Appendix C to support the analysis of baseline 
conditions. The Draft EIR concluded that IWDM activities under the cost-share agreement in 
Monterey County have not had an adverse impact on species populations over the baseline 
period. In fact, as illustrated by the data, take has remained relatively constant over the years, 
or, in the case of coyote, there has been a steady decrease in take.  

With regard to bobcat, it is not a protected species (or “rare predator,” as stated by the 
commenter). Bobcat is regulated by CDFW as a game species, and a depredation permit 
issued by CDFW is required to take bobcat. The depredation permit would be issued to the 
owner of the resource being damaged (the “permittee”), which may be either a private party 
(e.g., a rancher) or a public entity (e.g., a city in the case of city-managed land). The permittee 
may request assistance from APHIS-WS. CDFW has established a harvest limit and regulates 
bobcat populations through these processes. Potential effects on bobcat under baseline 
conditions were evaluated in the Draft EIR in Impact 4.1.1 (pages 4.1-13 through 4.1-15) to allow 
comparison to effects with the project. The level of take in the county and statewide under 
baseline conditions is well under the CDFW allowable take (Draft EIR page 4.1-14). The 
commenter did not provide any data or evidence regarding bobcat populations that 
contradicts the information presented in the Draft EIR or its conclusions regarding bobcat 
population sustainability. Renewal of the cost-share agreement with APHIS-WS would not result in 
increased take compared to baseline conditions that would adversely affect bobcat 
populations because no changes are proposed that would affect how the APHIS-WS activities 
are performed in the county (Impact 4.1.1, page 4.1-36). 

Response 2-15 

As stated on page 3.0-10 in the Draft EIR under the Public Safety subheading, all of the direct 
control methods that could be used by APHIS-WS under its cooperative agreement with the 
County would be implemented primarily on private land, with a limited amount of work on state 
and/or federal lands, consistent with historic practices. APHIS-WS’s work on federal lands is 
limited to areas with private grazing leases and/or where public access is not allowed (for 
example, work was performed in 2011 and 2012 in Fort Hunter Liggett). APHIS-WS would not 
perform work in national parks and forests in the county that would be funded under the CSA, 
where there may be publicly accessible trails and wildlife viewing areas. A minimal amount of 
work, if any, would be performed on state or county public lands. If traps are used, WS Directive 
2.450 requires that appropriate warning signs be posted on commonly used public access points 
to areas where traps or snares are in use. Signs must be routinely checked by APHIS-WS field 
specialists to ensure they are present, obvious, and readable. Appropriate notification signs must 
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be posted within the direct line of sight of mountain lion foot-snare device sets. Capture devices 
must be set where they would minimize the public’s view of captured animals. In California, 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 465.5, traps must be checked at least once daily, and 
each time traps are checked, all trapped animals must be removed.  

As such, it would be highly unlikely for the general public and recreationists to encounter a 
trapped, dead, or injured animal that could be an unpleasant sight because APHIS-WS performs 
little, if any work, on publicly accessible lands in Monterey County under the existing cost-share 
agreement, and no changes to the agreement are proposed that would result in increased 
activities on public land. The commenter’s disagreement with the Initial Study’s less than 
significant conclusion regarding aesthetics (subsection VI.1, Aesthetics, page 17) is noted. 
However, for the reasons described above and in the Draft EIR, an evaluation of the potential for 
unpleasant sights, as recommended by the commenter, would be speculative and would not 
be reasonably foreseeable in Monterey County under continuation of the CSA. As such, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on aesthetics, and an analysis of 
potential impacts is not required in the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 et seq.). 

Response 2-16 

The Draft EIR concluded, based on substantial evidence, the proposed project would not result 
in significant impacts on biological resources. The Draft EIR has adequately disclosed and 
evaluated potential impacts on biological resources in full compliance with CEQA, and no 
significant impacts were identified. Please see also Response 2-5. 

Response 2-17 

The comment refers to Exhibit B of its comment letter, which contains the names of 39 federally 
listed wildlife and plant species, of which 22 are fish and wildlife species, and 17 are plants. See 
Table 4.1-1 (Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species Potentially 
Occurring in Monterey County) on page 4.1-3 in the Draft EIR. This list was compiled from the 
USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC) System. A list of special-status plants was 
included in Appendix C-2 of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR included data on nontarget, non-intentional species take in Monterey County for 
the 20-year baseline period. These data are summarized in Table 4.1-6 (Monterey County 
Nontarget Nonintentional Killed and Freed/Released 1997–2016) on page 4.1-24. As explained 
on page 4.1-21, with few exceptions, the captured animals were freed. Over the 20-period, a 
total of nine animals were killed. Thirty-eight were freed or released. Relative to the 2016 
statewide data provided by the commenter, as shown in Table 4.1-6, none of the take was in 
Monterey County. A nontarget, unintentional species is only killed if the animal is injured and it is 
determined by the APHIS-WS field specialist that the animal would not likely survive if released. 
No federal- or state-listed threatened or endangered species were captured or killed during the 
20-year period. In 2002, a falcon, which is a bird of prey and is a protected species, was caught 
in a neck snare but it was released. 

Impacts of the proposed project on federally listed threatened and endangered species were 
analyzed in Impact 4.1.2 on page 4.1-38 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. As 
stated in the analysis on page 4.1-38, APHIS-WS is not allowed to implement activities that would 
intentionally result in take of a listed species. Special efforts are made to avoid jeopardizing 
threatened and endangered species, and the agency consults with the USFWS and CDFW when 
any APHIS-WS program activities may affect animals protected under the federal Endangered 
Species Act so that restrictions or mitigation measures are applied by APHIS-WS personnel when 
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necessary. As stated on page 3.0-8 in Section 3.0, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, neither 
APHIS-WS nor the County is proposing any changes to the APHIS-WS IWDM program operations 
in the county in conjunction with renewal of the cooperative agreement. Because intentional 
take of listed species is not allowed, no changes to the APHIS-WS activities are proposed, and 
the County would not be materially involved in activities that could affect listed species, it is 
reasonable to conclude there would be no significant effects on federally listed threatened and 
endangered species as a result of continuing the program in the county under a renewed 
agreement.   

As stated on page 4.1-3, for each species listed in Table 4.1-1 (which includes California condor 
and San Joaquin kit fox, two species specifically mentioned in the comment), APHIS-WS 
previously determined through consultation with federal and state agencies whether its wildlife 
damage management actions would have an adverse effect on a federal or state threatened 
or endangered species. Table C-1 in Draft EIR Appendix C identifies the results of those 
consultations. The results of those consultations indicate that APHIS-WS activities were not likely to 
affect certain listed species, which included California condor and San Joaquin kit fox. In 2016, 
in response to a request from APHIS-WS staff, the USFWS confirmed that the previous 
concurrences remain in effect and re-initiation of consultation is not required. Please see also 
Response 2-3. 

Response 2-18 

This comment addresses the potential for the proposed project to result in the loss of “top 
predators” that are important in ecosystems and the potential unintended consequences of the 
removals. Although not specifically stated, the commenter is referring to two concepts: 
mesopredator release and trophic cascade. There are proponents and critics of both theories. 
An overview of the concepts of mesopredator release and trophic cascade was presented on 
page 4.1-33 in the Draft EIR, which noted there is ongoing debate by scientists and public 
interest and opinion on these topics. 

The Draft EIR thoroughly evaluated the potential for the CSA renewal to result in mesopredator 
release and/or trophic cascade, particularly as it relates to coyote (the example provided in the 
comment). This analysis was presented in Impact 4.1.1 on pages 4.1-33 through 4.1-35. As noted 
in the Draft EIR, more recently, there has been increased interest in how coyote populations are 
managed in the United States and the potential for mesopredator release. The Draft EIR (page 
4.1-34) also noted there are differing opinions whether coyote is a top (apex or keystone) 
predator or a mesopredator. As stated on page 4.1-33 in the Draft EIR, apex predators in 
California are generally thought to be mountain lion, bear, and wolf.  

All of the articles cited by the commenter pertaining to this comment (five articles) were 
reviewed in preparing the Draft EIR’s analysis on this topic in Impact 4.1.1, along with other 
articles on this subject not cited by the commenter. All articles used in the analyses were cited, 
with complete bibliographic information presented in Section 7.0, References, in the Draft EIR. 
Based on this review, as stated on page 4.1-34 in the Draft EIR, there is yet no widely accepted 
consensus about mesopredator release and trophic cascade, and there is a general consensus 
that additional research is needed, particularly as it relates to coyote.  

As stated on page 4.1-35 in the Draft EIR, mesopredator release and trophic cascade and 
related effects on species biodiversity remain the subject of debate and opinion. There are no 
studies or data to date that are specific to Monterey County, and the conditions evaluated in 
published studies to date are not readily transferable to how APHIS-WS wildlife damage 
management is conducted on land in the county. Under the IWDM program CSA with the 
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County, as with other cooperative agreements, APHIS-WS targets specific individuals causing 
damage and only responds to requests for assistance from resource owners. Under the CSA, 
APHIS-WS does not target a particular species, nor does it provide for large-scale removals to 
increase game species. In the case of coyote, the percentage of removals historically is small 
relative to county and statewide low population estimates and has been decreasing (Figures 
4.1-1 and 4.1-2 on page 4.1-10). No substantial change in coyote take is anticipated compared 
to existing (baseline) conditions because no changes are proposed that would affect how the 
APHIS-WS activities are performed in the county. It may be surmised that given the low level of 
coyote take that would likely occur under the renewed agreement, the potential for adverse 
effects on biodiversity would be unlikely, even if the number of requests for wildlife damage 
management resulting in coyote take were to reach historic levels (i.e., more than double) 
(Draft EIR page 4.1-32). After having thoroughly reviewed and considered available information, 
the County finds that a significance conclusion regarding mesopredator release and biodiversity 
impacts related to coyote take is too speculative for evaluation. No impact determination is 
made, as provided for under CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 (Draft EIR page 4.1-35). 

With regard to the comment regarding adult mortality and its effects on young, the topic in the 
article cited by the commenter is eastern wolf packs, which is not relevant to the proposed 
project. Some amount of mortality is to be expected in wildlife species. In the case of coyote, as 
stated on page 4.1-9 in the Draft EIR, numerous scientific publications, studies, and other literature 
have documented that coyotes are highly prolific and able to rebound rapidly from reductions in 
population from an area following localized damage management and sport hunting.  

Response 2-19 

Impact 4.1.4 on pages 4.1-39 and 4.1-40 in the Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts on wildlife 
movement and corridors. Capture methods would involve the use of traps, snares, or cages, as 
described in Direct Control Methods in Appendix B, and these devices would be used to target 
a specific animal in a specific location. They are used sparingly and are not placed or grouped 
in a manner that would be so wide as to physically impede wildlife movement. The proposed 
project would not involve land development that would create barriers to wildlife movement 
(Draft EIR page 4.1-39). As explained in detail in Impact 4.1.1, continued take by APHIS-WS under 
the CSA renewal would not result in a loss in any species population such that their population 
would fall below self-sustaining levels. APHIS-WS does not target fish species or perform activities 
in habitat supporting fish species. The only targeted mammal species evaluated in the Draft EIR 
that exhibits migratory behavior is the mountain lion, a species that generally has a fixed range 
and migrates seasonally in response to prey movements, following migrating herds of mule deer.  

Mountain lion is a specially protected mammal under California Fish and Game Code Section 
4800. It is not a threatened or endangered species. Mountain lion may only be taken with a 
depredation permit issued by CDFW to the private party (the “permittee”) that has experienced 
loss or damage by mountain lion. CDFW is required under California Fish and Game Code 
Section 4802 et seq. to issue the permit. The permittee may, in turn, contract with a local trapper 
for assistance, or the permittee may seek assistance directly from APHIS-WS via the County’s 
agreement with APHIS-WS. The permittee is required to report to CDFW upon the permit’s 
expiration (no take) or fulfillment (take). The permit would not be issued to APHIS-WS. The 
description of depredation permits on page 4.1-27 in the Draft EIR is correct, but page 4.1-13 
and elsewhere in the Draft EIR have been revised to clarify this process (see Section 4.0, Revisions 
to the Draft EIR). This correction to the text of the Draft EIR does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions regarding mountain lion. 
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The Draft EIR provided data regarding the number of mountain lions killed by APHIS-WS in the 
county over the 20-year baseline period on pages 4.1-12 and 4.1-13. APHIS-WS has killed 
32 mountain lions in Monterey County over the 20-year baseline (page 4.1-13), but the number 
removed relative to county and state estimated populations is small (approximately 1 percent). 
Figure 4.1-3 on page 4.1-13 compares county take to statewide take over the 20-year baseline 
period. The Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts on the mountain lion population if the 
agreement is renewed in Impact 4.1.1 on pages 4.1-35 and 4.1-36. Under the renewed 
agreement, as has occurred under the existing agreement, APHIS-WS would only target an 
individual mountain lion for potential take if it is confirmed by APHIS-WS that it is the animal 
causing loss or damage. APHIS-WS would not target the entire population or migration corridor. 

Response 2-20 

Section 2.0, Project Background, in the Draft EIR describes the APHIS-WS decision model (pages 
2.0-4 and 2.0-5) and references specific WS directives from the WS Policy Manual. Relevant WS 
directives that were used to support the description of existing conditions and the impact 
analysis were cited in the Draft EIR (see USDA 2017f in Section 7.0, References, page 7.0-6). In 
2014, the US Office of the Inspector General completed an audit of APHIS-WS IWDM practices in 
California, among other states. The results of the audit were summarized on pages 2.0-4 and 
2.0-5 in the Draft EIR. Evaluating the success of implementing the Decision Model (sixth item in 
Figure 2.0-1 on page 2.0-4), as requested by the commenter, is not within the County’s purview 
because the County does not maintain the records on APHIS-WS activities. Moreover, such an 
evaluation is not required for purposes of CEQA and the Draft EIR. 

Information about the types of services APHIS-WS has provided in Monterey County is presented in 
subsection 2.5 Monterey County Information, on pages 2.0-8 through 2.0-18 in the Draft EIR. This 
information was provided for disclosure purposes. Table 2.0-6 (Number of APHIS-WS Hours by 
Technical Assistance Project Category) on page 2.0-18 in the Draft EIR shows the number of hours 
spent on various APHIS-WS activities in Monterey County. Over the last 10 years, the “direct control 
category” has accounted for 75 percent of staff activity. Direct control methods include 
responding to requests, investigating incidents, and providing advice to resource owners as well as 
the use of lethal controls. With regard to the latter, APHIS-WS data regarding the types of methods 
used were included in Appendix C in the Draft EIR in the APHIS-WS Take Data subsection. 

Response 2-21 

As stated on page 2.0-14 in Section 2.0, Project Background, in the Draft EIR, the previous five-
year agreement and the current five-year agreement and their respective annual work plans 
cap the number of hours to be spent by APHIS-WS personnel. Previous work and financial plans 
used the term “24 staff months” for one year (which would be equivalent to 4,160 hours), while 
more current (and the proposed) work and financial plans set the cap at approximately 4,176 
hours. That is, the number of hours funded under the work and financial plan has remained the 
same for several years. Table 2.0-6 on page 2.0-18 in the Draft EIR shows the number of hours 
spent on direct control activities relative to the total take. As indicated by the data, there is not 
a direct correlation between the number of wildlife species taken for agricultural resources, 
public health and safety, and property protection and the number of hours spent by APHIS-WS 
personnel on direct control activities (Draft EIR page 2.0-15). 

Under the renewed agreement, APHIS-WS would continue to provide the same services. As with 
the current five-year agreement, the number of target wildlife species removed would be a 
function of the number of requests for assistance by resource owners and application of the 
decision model by APHIS-WS field personnel. The number of APHIS-WS personnel hours and 
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funding for services are also limited under the CSA, as explained in Section 2.0, Project 
Background. In order for there to be a threefold increase in the number of traps used by 
APHIS-WS that, presumably, would result in greater take, as implied in the comment, the CSA 
would need to be modified and additional cost-share funding would need to be approved, 
which is not proposed or planned. 

Based on the project-level and cumulative analysis presented in the Draft EIR (Impacts 4.1.1 
through 4.1.7 [cumulative]), there is no substantial evidence that continuation of the CSA would 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a biotic community, thereby causing the species or 
community to drop below self-sustaining levels such that caps on the number of individual 
species that could be taken by APHIS-WS would be required. 

Response 2-22 

In its comments on the Initial Study, the commenter requested the Draft EIR examine whether the 
proposed project is consistent with the “Biological (Natural) Resources” section of the General 
Plan. The Draft EIR included an analysis of the project’s consistency with Monterey County 
General Plan policies intended to project biological resources. Those policies are contained in 
the Conservation/Open Space Element of the General Plan. The evaluation was provided in 
Impact 4.1.5 on pages 4.1-40 through 4.1-41 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources. Table C-10 in 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR included a policy-by-policy analysis. While some of these policies 
address species and habitat, many of them concern growth under the General Plan and land 
development associated with that growth, which are not applicable to the CSA renewal. For 
completeness, however, all policies were evaluated. No inconsistencies were identified. 

With regard to the specific polices referenced by the commenter, Policy OS-5.1 provides direction 
for developing information about critical habitat in the county. Critical habitat has been 
designated by the US Fish and Wildlife Service for several wildlife and plant species in the county, 
which is described in the Environmental Setting subsection. The IWDM activities performed by 
APHIS-WS under the agreement renewal would not adversely affect critical habitat (see Impact 
4.1.2). Renewal of the agreement for County-funded APHIS-WS IWDM program services would not 
conflict with this policy (Appendix C Table C-10, page C-10-2). Consistency with Policy OS-5.24 was 
evaluated on page C-10-10 in Appendix C. This policy concerns approval of discretionary projects 
to retain wildlife movement corridors. Although this policy is primarily directed at land 
development projects, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential physical impacts of implementing the 
project on wildlife movement and corridors in Impact 4.1.4 on pages 4.1-39 and 4.1-40 in the Draft 
EIR. The methods to capture or trap animals are used sparingly and not placed or grouped in a 
manner that would be so wide as to physically impede wildlife movement (Draft EIR page 4.1-39). 
The proposed project would not conflict with this policy. 

The Monterey County General Plan also includes land use plans under its Local Coastal Program 
(LCP): Big Sur Coast, Carmel Area, Del Monte Forest Area, and North County (which includes Moss 
Landing Community Plan). Each of these LCP plans contains policies addressing environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas and freshwater and marine resources. The renewal of the County’s 
agreement with APHIS-WS for wildlife damage management would not involve physical 
development or alteration of habitat that could affect resources. APHIS-WS does not modify 
habitat or create conditions (e.g., runoff) that could affect marine or freshwater resources. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with relevant LCP policies. 
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Response 2-23 

The comment letter lists 33 references on the attached list of cited studies; however, not all of 
the cited studies were referenced in the Initial Study comments (of the 33 citations, 26 were 
cited). Nonetheless, all articles were reviewed as part of preparation of the Draft EIR, as stated in 
Table A-1 on page A-1-1 in Appendix A (pdf page 55). In fact, information from 11 of the cited 
articles was also used and referenced in the Draft EIR, along with numerous others not cited by 
the commenter or included in the commenter’s list. Those references are listed in Section 7.0, 
References, in the Draft EIR.  

The commenter followed up with a separate email to the County on October 3, 2017, providing 
an electronic version of a cited study (Beschta et al. 2014) that the commenter stated had not 
been attached to the organization’s March 30, 2017, Initial Study comments. This is a journal 
article that appeared in the cited references list, with a hyperlink to the article. The article was 
available via the hyperlink, downloaded, and included in the compilation of all the attached 
articles. The Beschta et al. 2014 article is on page 104 in the Draft EIR Appendix A pdf.2 While the 
format of the article provided by the commenter on October 3 differs visually from the one the 
organization included as part of its Initial Study comments, it is the same article. It is also noted 
that although the article appears on the list of cited studies, it was not specifically referenced in 
the organization’s Initial Study comments themselves. It is included as part of the record in this 
Final EIR for completeness. 

  

                                                      

2 Appendix A of the Draft EIR was made available on the Monterey County Office of the Agricultural Commissioner 
website at https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Home/ShowDocument?id=42125. 
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Letter 3: Monterey County Cattlemen’s Association 

Response 3-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project and certification of the EIR will be before the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors during the decision-making process.  

Response 3-2 

The commenter agrees that no mitigation measures should be required. The comment also 
notes information presented in Table 2.0-1 in the Draft EIR that summarizes wildlife damage loss 
information. 

Response 3-3 

Please see Response 3-1. 
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Letter 4: Monterey County Farm Bureau 

Response 4-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-
making process. 

Response 4-2 

This comment provides additional information about wildlife corridors, noting that corridors may 
be more expansive or irregular than delineated on a map (or as described in the General Plan). 
As an example, the commenter notes that on the floor of the Salinas Valley where intensive 
agricultural production occurs, wildlife incursions happen regularly, even though it is not a 
delineated wildlife corridor. As a result, there are associated crop damage and food safety 
concerns. This information supplements the Draft EIR’s description of wildlife corridors on page 
4.1-22 in Section 4.1, Biological Resources, but it does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in 
Impact 4.1.4 (Draft EIR pages 4.1-39 and 4.1-40), which concludes that impacts on wildlife 
corridors would be less than significant. 

Response 4-3 

This comment provides information about damage caused by feral swine. The Draft EIR (e.g., 
page 2.0-2, Table 2.0-1 on page 2.0-10, and page 4.1-15) includes general information about 
feral swine damage. The Draft EIR included such information as background and for 
informational purposes, and the descriptions presented in the Draft EIR are consistent with the 
information presented in the first part of this comment. The second part of the comment 
addresses the merits of the proposed project with respect to feral swine control and will be 
before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. 

Response 4-4 

The commenter expresses agreement with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the proposed project 
would not result in a significant impact on the coyote population (Draft EIR Impact 4.1.1 page 
4.1-37). The comment also provides reasons for the organization’s support for the proposed 
project. 

Response 4-5 

The commenter agrees that no mitigation measures should be required. 

Response 4-6 

This comment addresses food safety concerns associated with the human health risks from 
animal incursions into fields, contaminated irrigation water, and cross-contamination, and the 
need for reliable mammal controls to reduce risks.  

Response 4-7 

This comment expresses support for the Draft EIR’s conclusions, and the commenter’s 
interpretation of the less than significant conclusions is noted. As a point of clarification, the Draft 
EIR does not include any statements indicating that the proposed project would result in “ ‘less 
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than significant impact’ on local environmental resources.” The analysis in the Draft EIR focused 
on impacts on biological resources, and impacts were evaluated against significance thresholds 
that consider how common wildlife and protected species populations could be affected. The 
Draft EIR concluded all biological resources impacts would be less than significant. For the 
species evaluated in detail in the Draft EIR, information was presented about their habitat 
requirements and where they are generally found in the county, but they were not categorized 
using such terms as “local” or other descriptors suggesting a limited range.  

The commenter’s support for the proposed project and recommendation that the EIR be 
certified by the County will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the 
decision-making process. 
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Letter 5: Clifton Dorrance (Dorrance Farms, L.P.) 

Response 5-1 

The commenter addresses the merits of the proposed project. 

As a point of clarification, the Draft EIR does not include any statements indicating that the 
proposed project would result in “less than significant harm to local natural resources.” The Draft 
EIR evaluated impacts on wildlife species and concluded that biological resources impacts 
would be less than significant. Please see also Response 4-7. 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project and the Draft EIR’s conclusions will be before 
the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 6: Erika Hazen 

Response 6-1 

The Draft EIR for the proposed project was prepared under the direction of the Monterey County 
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and was published by the County as the lead agency under 
CEQA.  

Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Background, explains the APHIS-WS IWDM program operation in the 
county under the existing cost-share agreement, and Section 3.0, Project Description, explains 
how it would operate if the proposed project is approved. Neither APHIS-WS nor Monterey 
County are proposing any changes to the existing APHIS-WS IWDM program in Monterey County 
in conjunction with the County’s renewal of the cooperative agreement with APHIS-WS. Under 
the proposed project, as with the existing contract, services would continue to be provided 
solely by APHIS-WS personnel and only at the request of the resource owner. Monterey County 
would not decide whether a resource owner should receive assistance, and whether or if 
specific wildlife species should be controlled, nor would the County be materially involved in 
conducting any of the IWDM technical assistance efforts or measures to control wildlife damage 
other than to cost-share the financial portion of the program.  

The Draft EIR fully complies with CEQA and adequately evaluated impacts on wildlife species. 
Section 4.1, Introduction to the Analysis, provided an overview as to how baseline conditions are 
established for purposes of evaluating environmental impacts, with specific wildlife species data 
and analysis in Section 4.1, Biological Resources. Impacts 4.1.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.7 in Section 4.1 
evaluated potential impacts on common wildlife species, threatened and endangered species, 
and cumulative impacts on species, respectively. For each impact, the Draft EIR provided 
substantial evidence that the proposed project would not have an adverse environmental 
impact on wildlife species populations compared to existing conditions. Potential impacts on 
ecosystems and biodiversity were evaluated on pages 4.1-33 through 4.1-35 in the Draft EIR. 
Please see Response 2-10 and Response 2-18.   

The commenter did not provide any technical data or analysis that contradicts the conclusions 
of the Draft EIR or its adequacy in analyzing impacts on wildlife resources. The commenter’s 
reasons for opposing the proposed project are noted and will be before the Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. 
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Letter 7: Sharan Lanini (Pacific International Marketing) 

Response 7-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-
making process.  
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Letter 8: Jack Massera 

Response 8-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project.  

As a point of clarification, the Draft EIR does not include any statements indicating that the 
proposed project would result in “less than significant harm to local natural resources.” The Draft 
EIR evaluated impacts on wildlife species and concluded that biological resources impacts 
would be less than significant. Please see also Response 4-7. 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project and agreement with the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making 
process.  
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Letter 9: Joanne Nissen 

Response 9-1 

The commenter is of the opinion that the Draft EIR has satisfied CEQA requirements and 
addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the proposed project 
will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process. As 
a point of clarification, the Draft EIR does not include any statements indicating that the 
proposed project would result in “less than significant harm to local natural resources.” The Draft 
EIR evaluated impacts on wildlife species and concluded that biological resources impacts 
would be less than significant. Please see also Response 4-7. 
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Letter 10: Gary Stubblefield 

Response 10-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project will be before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-
making process.  
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Letter 11: Scott Violini 

Response 11-1 

This comment addresses the merits of the proposed project. The commenter’s support for the 
proposed project and agreement with the less than significant conclusions of the Draft EIR will be 
before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors during the decision-making process.  

Response 11-2 

Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Background, includes information about agricultural losses due to 
coyote and feral swine, which is consistent with the general information in this comment. As a 
point of clarification regarding the commenter’s opinion that mitigation would be an economic 
burden on landowners, the Draft EIR did not include any mitigation measures because no 
significant impacts requiring mitigation were identified. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION  

This section presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated by County 
staff and/or the consultants based on their ongoing review. Revisions herein do not result in new 
significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information, and do not 
alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. New text is indicated in underline, and text to 
be deleted is reflected by a strikethrough unless otherwise noted in the introduction preceding 
the text change. Text changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the 
Draft EIR.  

4.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR  

SECTION 4.1 (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) 

Page 4.1-13, top of page, is revised as follows: 

…Mountain lions may only be taken with a depredation permit. CDFW issues the permit if 
the loss or damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have been caused by mountain lions. 
The permit may be issued to an agency, jurisdiction, or a private party. As established in 
California Fish and Game Code Section 4802 et seq., CDFW is required, upon request, to 
issue depredation permits to individuals reporting livestock loss or damage caused by 
mountain lions, if the loss or damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have been caused 
by mountain lion. CDFW does not have a numerical threshold (number of individuals or 
percentage) for take. 

Page 4.1-14, third sentence in the first paragraph under the “Take Data” subheading for bobcat, 
is revised as follows: 

In Monterey County between 1997 and 2016, a total of 48 bobcats were removed under 
the APHIS-WS IWDM program. In some years, no bobcats were taken. Statewide, over 
1,200 bobcats were taken. The county average is less than three individuals per year, or 
less than 2 percent and the 20-year average statewide is approximately 63 per year 
(Table C-5 in Appendix C). Figure 4.1-4 shows the number of bobcats depredated in 
Monterey County compared to statewide take under the APHIS-WS program….  

Page 4.1-26, under the “California Wildlife Protection Act” subheading, is revised as follows: 

The California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 establishes that mountain lions are a 
specially protected mammal in California, and that it is unlawful to possess, transport, 
import, or sell any mountain lion or part or product thereof (including taxidermy mounts). 
No person may sell or possess any mountain lion, part, or product thereof, unless that 
person is in possession of a valid, nontransferable permit issued by CDFW. APHIS-WS is 
required to obtain a depredation permit from CDFW in order to take a mountain lion. The 
permit is issued to the party experiencing loss or damage. It is not issued to APHIS-WS. 

Page 4.1-27, under the “Depredation Permits” subheading, is revised as follows: 

Under FGC Section 4802, CDFW is required to issue, upon request, depredation permits to 
individuals reporting livestock loss or damage caused by mountain lions, if the loss or 
damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have been caused by mountain lions. The 
permittee is required to report to CDFW upon the permit’s expiration (no take) or 
fulfillment (take). Depredation by APHIS-WS personnel requires a depredation permit from 



4.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

USDA APHIS-WS IWDM Program and Agreement Renewal County of Monterey 
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2018 

4.0-2 

CDFW. The permit is issued to the party experiencing loss or damage. It is not issued to 
APHIS-WS. Upon request from the permittee, APHIS-WS may act on the permittee’s behalf 
to remove the animal. After commercial and recreational bobcat trapping in the state 
was banned in November 2015, depredation permits were not required for bobcat, but 
they are required now. Unlike mountain lion, CDFW has discretion in the issuance of a 
depredation permit for bobcat. The depredation permit is issued to the owner of the 
resource being damaged, which may either be private party (e.g., a rancher) or a 
public entity (e.g. city-managed land). The permit is not issued to APHIS-WS, but APHIS-
WS may act on the permittee’s behalf to remove the animal. FGC Section 4181.1 
provides that feral swine take may be implemented immediately by the permit holder 
when the animal is damaging or destroying, or threatening to immediately damage or 
destroy, land or property, or the landowner, agent, or employee “encounters” damage 
or threat. 

Page 4.1-35, first paragraph under the “Mountain Lion” subheading, is revised as follows: 

Mountain lions may only be taken with a depredation permit. CDFW issues the permit if 
the loss or damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have been caused by mountain lions. 
The permit may be issued to an agency, jurisdiction, or a private party. As established in 
California Fish and Game Code Section 4802 et seq., CDFW is required, upon request, to 
issue depredation permits to individuals reporting livestock loss or damage caused by 
mountain lions, if the loss or damage is confirmed by CDFW staff to have been caused 
by mountain lion. CDFW has not established a sustainable harvest level for mountain lion 
and manages the species for conservation. 

Page 4.1-40, first full paragraph, is revised as follows: 

The only targeted mammal species evaluated in this Draft EIR that exhibits migratory 
behavior is the mountain lion, a species that generally has a fixed range and migrates 
seasonally in response to prey movements, following migrating herds of mule deer. APHIS-
WS would only target a mountain lion for potential take if it is confirmed by APHIS-WS that 
it is the animal causing loss or damage in response to a request from the depredation 
permit holder (permittee). It would not target the entire migration corridor. A 
depredation permit is required from CDFW to take mountain lion, so the number of 
mountain lions that may be removed is substantially limited and would remain similar to 
the low levels of take in the county, as shown in Figure 4.1-3 (see also Table C-4 in 
Appendix C). As such, there is no compelling evidence the IWDM activities performed 
under the County’s agreement with APHIS-WS would substantially or adversely affect 
mountain lion migratory patterns. 

Page 4.1-48, first sentence under the “Mountain Lion” subheading, is revised as follows: 

Cumulative mountain lion impacts would only be the result of CDFW issuance of 
depredation permits, which may be issued to agencies such as APHIS-WS or private 
parties. issued to the party experiencing loss or damage. Permits are not issued to APHIS-
WS. Upon request from the permittee, APHIS-WS may act on the permittee’s behalf to 
remove the animal. Averaged over a 20-year period… 

APPENDIX C 

Table C-4 (Mountain Lion Take and Population Estimates) in Appendix C is revised to correct a 
typographical error in the second data entry row in “County Population Estimate” box on the 
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upper right-hand side of page C-4-1. The density factor should be “individuals per 100 square 
miles” not “individuals per square mile.” This minor typographical error does not affect the 
calculation for the total population estimate and therefore does not affect the analysis or the 
Draft EIR conclusions.  

Table C-5 (Bobcat Take and Population Estimates) in Appendix C is revised to correct a 
typographical and calculation error in the last two data entry rows in the “County APHIS Baseline 
Take” box on the lower right side of page C-5-1. The recalculation results in a lower value than 
shown in the Draft EIR and does not change the conclusions of the analysis.  

The revised tables are provided on the following pages. 
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The following letters referenced in this Final EIR are included in this section. 

Fris, Michael. 2016. Assistant Regional Director, United States Department of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Letter to Dennis Orthmeyer, State Director, California Office, US 
Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services, 
regarding the validity of informal consultations regarding integrated wildlife damage 
management activities in California. June 14. [Letters dated 2007, 2014, and 2015 
referenced in this 2016 letter are also provided.] 

White, Wayne S. 1990. Field Supervisor, US Fish and Wildlife Service. Subject: Euthanization of a San 
Joaquin Kit Fox Possibly Infected with Rabies at Camp Roberts, San Luis Obispo County, 
California. Letter to Ron Thompson, State Director, US Department of Agriculture, Animal 
Damage Control. March 15. 
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