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TO: WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

At long last the evidence has appeared to support what many of us
have known for a long time but could not prove. It is that the
Environmental Protection Agency did not follow their own established
procedures when Compound 1080 was banned in 1972 for use in controlling
coyotes and that falsification of evidence was used by the Council on
Environmental Quality and the Department of Interior to trap President
Nixon, Congress and EPA in this conspiracy.

As a highly concerned resource person, speaking for myself, I have
followed this matter very closely from the beginning and hope this new
evidence about the conspiracy will stimulate others to ferret out the
specifics of the hoax that 1080 is so dangerous.

L Hevard

Walter E. Howard
Professor and Vertebrate Ecologist
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THE COYOTE-1080 CONSPIRACY:
AN ABORTED ATTEMPT TO DRIVE LIVESTOCK OFF FEDERAL LANDS

Walter E. Howard
Professor and Vertebrate Ecologist
Wildlife and Fisheries Biology
University of California
Davis, California 95616

Compound 1080, a toxicant that was used for many years to poison coyotes, was
banned for this purpose by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1973,
and this is one example where the press failed to investigate government
irregularities that many people reported at that time. The great coyote-1080
conspiracy that was perpetrated during the "Coyotegate Years" of 1971-73 still
continues today. Perhaps the press was too involved in Watergate matters to
take notice of the conspiracy. Anyway, it has taken an extensive Ph.D. thesis
(Angus A. MacIntyre, "The politics of nonincremental domestic change: major
reform in federal pesticide and predator control policy," University of
California, Davis, 876 pp., 1982) to fully document how this conspiracy was
orchestrated primarily by one individual in the President's Council on Environ-
mental Quality (CEQ). His principal collaborator was the assistant secretary of
the Department of the Interior (USDI). This well-documented and scholarly thesis
provides fascinating reading on how the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and President Nixon also were tricked into assisting in the conspiracy.

I think the main reason EPA foolishly joined in the conspiracy was, as biology
officials in EPA told me (3/21/73), they reasoned that since the U.S. could
import all the livestock products needed from Argentina, Australia and New
Zealand, why protect them from coyotes on federal lands in the West? There was
a movement at that time to remove livestock from all government lands. They
overlooked or didn't care, that sheep and cattle are also grazed on private
lands, that coyotes do not recognize property boundaries, and that these lands
have been designated by Congress for multiple use, including grazing.

Many innocent people and organizations, including the White House staff, EPA,
and Congressional leaders, became entrapped in the conspiracy, and the

general public and scientific community were equally fooled by the hoax that
Compound 1080 was such a terrible poison. Even though EPA's hearings (FIFRA
Docket No. 502) held March 30 to August 6, 1982 (which probably cost several
million dollars) clearly proved that the earlier claims against 1080 were not
true, the politics have not ended. It is going to be interesting to see if EPA
can make a clean break from the conspiracy in its 1983 decisions.

The central question at issue is do coyotes have to be controlled? All sides
now seem to agree in the affirmative. Next, are poisons still necessary? For
those who have studied the matter, the answer, unfortunately, is clearly yes.
There are many coyotes that cannot be controlled by any other means. Then, if
poisons are still required, is 1080 the best toxicant to use, except for cyanide
in the M-44 devices? The following is an attempt to clear the air on these
matters.
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As a faculty member of the University of California and a highly concerned resource
person, environmentalist, and conservationist, I have been researching 1080

(sodium monofluoroacetate) for the control of rodents for 35 years and the control
of coyotes for a decade; but, of course, I speak for myself and not for the
University of California.

As my more than 300 research papers and reports will testify, my research goal,
i.e., the applied aspects of my research, is to develop the most selective,
safest, efficacious, humane, and environmentally desirable way of controlling
wildlife that are pests to homeowners, farmers, ranchers and foresters, and I
consider poisons a last resort. It is a pity that we can't all work together
to benefit the environment by developing better alternative control methods. I
take great pride in having probably saved more nontarget wildlife in nature
than most environmental organizations, for they must create money-soliciting
bonfires directed toward "anti' control legislation rather than seek better
alternative solutions, which is the constructive approach that is needed.

The general public has been hoodwinked, bamboozled, duped, tricked, deluded

or what have you, especially since the early 1970s, into thinking 1080, when

used to control coyotes, then kills everything. When did all this start?
Compound 1080 was first field tested in 1945 at the U.S. Forest Service's San
Joaquin Experimental Range in California. It proved to be a highly effective
rodenticide to use against the California ground squirrel to increase food pro-
duction during World War II. However, since it was also selective for dogs, an
obvious problem existed. Too many people want to poison their neighbor's dog.
Also, no one wanted 1080 to get the bad name thallium sulfate had acquired in

its effect on dogs. But since EPA did not exist at that time, it looked like it
was not going to be an easy matter to get 1080 restricted so that only trained
officials could use it. Therefore, the best way to achieve this restriction
seemed to be to make 1080 look so dangerous that untrained people would not

want to use it (personal communication with the five government and state officials
who conducted the tests). The technique worked, and everyone was sufficiently
frightened so that the only officials who wanted to use 1080 for rodent or preda-
tor control for many years were those who had no other toxicant available that
would do the job so effectively and with so few environmental problems.

Later, when individuals and organizations began to object to the killing of any
animal, it was only natural that they chose 1080 as a logical target, since

the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) of USDI had already frightened most of its
own personnel about 1080. And for the last 30 years or so, Interior has not
permitted their own animal control research branch, the Denver Wildlife Research
Center (DWRC), to carry out research on how to use 1080 for rodent and predator
control in a more efficacious and safe way. The only research on 1080 that
Interior has permitted is its use in the '"'toxic collar," a device placed on
sheep to control coyotes. The reason for this is that the assistant secretary
of USDI responsible for animal control is also in charge of National Parks, a
hopeless conflict of interest.

The controversy about 1080 continued to smolder, with the Washington office of
USDI never permitting the DWRC to keepthe public properly informed about this
toxicant, so it became a natural target for "anti'" groups to exploit when the
ecology movement started with the establishment of the National Environmental
Protection Act of 1969 (NEPA), signed in 1970. '
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Actually in the late '60s and early '70s, few people really understood the true
ecology of coyote control with 1080, and most of those who did were in the FWS
and not allowed to speak out. In the late '60s and early '70s, it became
politically possible for a new breed of environmental lawyers to maneuver public
view--with intrigue and tacit actions from some officials in CEQ, USDI, and EPA--
so that the public, including most biologists and conservationists were con-
vinced that 1080 was an uncontrollable control, an indiscriminate toxicant that
concentrates in food chains, causes mass secondary and direct slaughtering of
nontarget species, and that it is one of the most toxic chemicals known to

man, thus posing a serious human hazard. None of this is true.

The primary orchestration of this conspiracy occurred in CEQ (MacIntyre 1982).
It was so successful that without justification Administrator William D.
Ruckelshaus banned 1080, claiming that imminent hazards were so great there was
not time to hold a public hearing which, of course, would not have supported
CEQ's claims. Why this sudden urgency? Compound 1080 had been in use for
about 27 years. Compound 1080 and other predacides were banned on the basis
of two emotional petitions by environmental groups playing the advocacy game,
but these petitions contained no objective evidence against 1080. EPA stated
the decision was also based on recommendations of the Cain Report (Predator
Control-1971. S. A. Cain, et al., Report to CEQ and USDI, 1972, 207 pp.). It
is now known that the 15 "Recommendations'"in the Cain Report were not written
or approved by the distinguished authors of the report. Also, the National
Academy of Sciences - National Research Council withdrew joint sponsorship of
the Cain Report study because the key individual in CEQ insisted on selecting
the participants.

By EPA regulations it was impossible to appeal the decision after 30 days unless
overwhelming new information could be developed. DMost of us did not know about
the appeal limitations, and so little 1080 was used in predator control that

the manufacturers of 1080 were not about to pay the expenses of the appeal
process. The Animal Damage Control (ADC) people in USDI were muzzled by their
assistant secretary boss in Washington.

Let's take a look at the "evidence" EPA used to justify its highly irregular and
indiscreet cancellation of all registrations of poisons (predacides) for the
control of coyotes and, in particular, 1080. EPA was the final conspirator, for
its cancellation of 1080 was clearly unjust and done without adequate or proper
analysis and by not insisting that the USDI assistant secretary release the
environmental impact statement concerning 1080 and coyote control. All the in-
criminating evidence against 1080 used by the EPA Administrator has proved to
have been false or based only on hearsay without direct evidence.

It was claimed that 1080 had no antidote. This is true. Almost all acute verte-
brate toxicants are without good antidotes, yet dogs poisoned with 1080 are
frequently successfully treated symptomatically by veterinarians. Hazard--not
toxicity--is the important consideration when evaluating environmental conse-
quences of poisons. Compound 1080 is not the most toxic chemical known. Some

of the most toxic pesticides, such as warfarin--which in the pure form is as or
more toxic than 1080--may be actually one of the safest rodenticides as used.
Since 1080 is used in such small amounts, after the powder is dissolved in water
and diluted, its hazard, especially in baits, is then even less than many other
pesticides used to control vertebrate pests.
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Many claim, but do not document, that 1080 is an indiscriminate toxicant that
magnifies or concentrates in the environment like DDT, and that its use has
slaughtered large numbers of nontarget species and endangered species by either
direct or secondary poisoning. It is possible to cause secondary poisoning

with many toxicants, but there is no bona fide evidence of endangered species
being killed by 1080, yet congressmen were falsely told by personnel from CEQ

and USDI that 1080 had even exterminated a number of species in the U.S. (personal
communication, Congressman John Dingell, 3/21/73).

Depending on how 1080 was used, there have been some other carnivores (but not
populations) killed from eating 1080 bait. When all civilians in an Asian

country had to use 1080 each year in rat campaigns, many dogs and cats were

killed as a result of inexperienced homeowners using 1080. The hazard of 1080, when
used as a rodenticide or predacide, is minor with birds, as they are much more re-
sistant to 1080 than the target mammals. Ko endangered bald eagles have been
killed by 1080, but eagles have been killed with thallium sulfate. It is practically
impossible for another animal to be killed by feeding on the carcass of a coyote
killed with 1080 unless it is another coyote cannibalizing it. In the proposed

uses of 1080 it is very unlikely that any coyote could ingest so much 1080 that it
would vomit, with the vomitus then being hazardous to another animal that might

eat it.

The claim was made that continued use of 1080 would result in irremediable and
incorrectable losses, particularly of endangered species. No evidence was offered
as to how this might happen. Of course, with high enough concentrations of 1080,
it is possible to kill anything. The point is that, as used for coyote control,
this claim cannot be substantiated. EPA's 1982 hearings exposed the falseness

of the many charges against 1080.

Another statement against 1080 was that its use '"conferred only ill-defined

and speculative benefits." 1In 1971 and 1972, many in USDI and CEQ were inferring
that most coyotes would not kill sheep, claiming they were only scavengers of

sheep that had died from other causes. It has now been clearly shown that the
coyote has put many livestock operators out of business and that coyote depredations
are a serious economic problem (estimated at costing California alone nearly

$75 million a year).

Livestock operators favor the protection of wildlife but they cannot afford
economic ruin of their livelihood by wild animals. They are just like the home-
owners who do not tolerate wildlife living in their attics and garages or des-
troying their landscaping and gardens. If given free rein, native mammals would
completely ruin our city parks and home gardens, because they are largely composed
of exotic plants that have not evolved so as to coexist with many of our native
mammals.

Many different methods of coyote control are needed because of the great diversity
in coyotes and in the physical environment. The ecology of coyote depredations
to livestock is highly variable in different situations. Control methods that do
offer varying degrees of predator protection include herders, improved husbandry
techniques, guard dogs, llamas, repellents, frightening devices, aversive condi-
tioning with lithium chloride or other agents, electric fencing, gassing pups in
dens, trapping, shooting, shooting from the ground or aircraft, hunting with
dogs, snaring, and M-44s that eject cyanide. So far, at least in many parts of
the west, no single or combination of these methods have been able to adequately
protect livestock from coyotes (Dale A. Wade, "Impacts, incidence, and control

of predation on livestock in the United States, with particular reference to
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predation by coyotes." Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST),
Special Publ. 10, 20 pp. 1982). It is in these situations where 1080 is still
biologically the most desirable approach because it can be used without adversely
affecting the environment or creating much hazard to man and other nontarget
species.

Dogs are the principal nontarget hazard that must be considered when using 1080
to control coyotes, but other carnivores such as badgers, skunks, and foxes,

are vulnerable to 1080, so care must be exercised. Nontarget animals are largely
protected by the way baits are formulated, lure used, season, and the manner in
which baits are exposed in the field.

Why are coyotes a problem? They are fruitful and multiply, like to eat, and
evolved as a predator that likes to attack fleeing prey, like a running sheep.
Coyotes can cohabit--live together--in some areas with large numbers of people,
unlike species such as grizzly bears, wolves, or herds of bison. One reason the
coyote is often a pest is because it can adapt so well to these altered environ-
ments, even living as a commensal (living with man) predator and feeding on
garbage, cats and small dogs.

During the last century, coyotes have greatly increased in total numbers and
extended their geographic range from just western United States to all contiguous
48 states, north through Canada to Alaska, and south through Mexico and Central
America to Costa Rica. The diet of the coyote is highly variable and includes
rodents, rabbits, deer, berries, melons, etc.; however, many coyotes are also
very effective predators of man's possessions. They often also readily kill
cats, dogs, sheep, goats, poultry, cattle, etc.

The way coyotes attack the throat of sheep and cause them to suffocate is an
innate, not learned, behavior. Coyotes have evolved as a predator that naturally
attacks living prey. Coyotes kill and eat livestock in a very inhumane way, as
do most predators, and sometimes get into a killing frenzy and kill far beyond
their needs (surplus killing). Research has shown that it takes coyotes an
average of 13 minutes, depending upon the amount of experience, to kill sheep
after they attack them in the throat, and that they often eat the entrails before
the sheep is dead. It is easy to verify coyote kills of sheep by characteristic
canine puncture wounds and evidence of hemorrhaging present on the neck of the
dead sheep. Thus, claims that ranchers cannot usually distinguish between coyote
predation and the scavenging of a dead carcass are not true. Most coyotes

cannot be successfully conditioned (aversive conditioning) so they will not kill
sheep (or other species) by using lithium chloride or other aversive agents on

a bait.

Since coyotes are high up on the food-web pyramid, they are not very significant
ecologically. The primary producers and first layer of consumers are the impor-
tant key to adequate recycling of resources in the environment. The convictions
homeowners and livestock operators have regarding the beneficial or detrimental
value of coyotes, and other wild animals, seem to be determined by the manner in
which these animals affect them.

If you do not agree that poisons are needed to control coyotes, there is no
point in discussing 1080 (sodium monofluoroacetate). But if you, like me,
recognize that some coyotes still have to be poisoned, then let's constructively
analyze the pros and cons of using 1080.
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When Compound 1080 is ingested by coyotes, it is primarily absorbed through the
gastrointestinal tract. The consumed monofluoroacetate, that is not eliminated
in urine, is converted into fluorocitrate, the lethal synthesis that inhibits
citrate metabolism. Some fluorocitrate is also eliminated in urine. That which
remains in the body ultimately blocks the citric acid or Krebs cycle and can
cause death. Applied vertebrate ecologists classify 1080 as a slow-acting
toxicant in contrast to strychnine and especially cyanide.

In coyotes and other carnivores death from 1080 typically results from central
nervous system disorders, with the animal presumably being unconscious prior to
death since they often rum blindly into walls and fences. Extreme pain has
never been reported as a symptom in the many human suicides in Asia from
drinking 1080 rat poison, but pain in animals, unfortunately, cannot be measured.
Just because 1080 is slow in taking effect does not mean it is less humane than
faster—acting poisons. And, of course, in nature, no animal has a nice death,
including the sheep disemboweled by coyotes.

Both 1080 and fluorocitrate are highly stable but decompose fairly rapidly

in the soil. There are no really good antidotes for 1080 or any of the poisons
used to control wildlife, except for anticoagulant rodenticides where vitamin Kj
is effective. However, since 1080 is slow acting, veterinarians have been able
to save many dogs poisoned with 1080 with symptomatic treatment.

No one knowledgeable about 1080 denies that if it is used carelessly, 1080

can become lethal to all species, but there are no data that show that the
proposed future uses of 1080 to control coyotes pose any significant effects on
the environment, other than removing individual and highly localized populations
of troublesome coyotes. There is no field evidence indicating that animals
which consume a sublethal dose of 1080 may suffer deleterious effects such as
occurred with thallium sulfate, which is now banned.

Many of the charges about the killing of nontarget species when poisoning coyotes
with 1080 are biological impossibilities. Some people fail to recognize that

the very principles of natural survival in wildlife populations, which enable

them to escape the numerous dangers they constantly encounter, would make even
their intentional control very difficult. Even if the objective was to poison all
these other species, it couldn't be done. There are no recent data whatsoever
that incriminate current animal damage methodologies of causing mass slaughtering
of beneficial wildlife. Improper live-trapping and other research problems have
probably killed more rare or endangered wildlife than the combination of all
recent animal damage control practices.

If a chemical is to be used for coyote control, I contend that 1080 is by far the
best chemical to use from the point of view of the welfare of the environment

and safety. To oppose the consideration of new registrations of 1080, with
adequate use restrictions that will be required before registration is granted,
means you may be encouraging increased use of less-selective poisons to protect
livestock. If anyone has reliable evidence of significant secondary poisoning by
1080, please share it with me. Also, if you know of a poison that is more desir-
able than 1080 for controlling coyotes, I would sure like to learn about it.
Better yet, do you know of an effective nonlethal approach that has not been
tested that could make poisons unnecessary?



