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Table 2. Lamb and kid Tosses to predation without predator control or limited predator control in
effect.

AREA YEAR PERCENT LOSS
Texas 1978-79 100.0
Texas 1975-76 33.0-95.0
Montana 1974 29.3
Montana 1975 24.4

New Mexico 1975 15.6

New Mexico 1974 12
California 1976 6.3

determine if a complaint was successfully resolved. Corrective control action was taken in direct
response to livestock depredation or harassment. When corrective actions did not resolve predation
problems within 14 days they were considered preventive control., Idaho preventive data was based on
management units where control was applied before arrival of 1ivestock and success was evaluated by
predation during the first 14 days following livestock presence.

During fiscal year 1979 California recorded a 78% resolution rate for all requests for assistance,
Oregon showed an 81% resolution rate, and Idaho posted a 79% success rate for resolution of livestock
predation complaints. Oregon data showed resolution or success rates of 100% for extension action,
49% for corrective work, and 96% for preventive control (Tom Nicholls, personal communication).

Table 3 shows a breakdown of success in resolving 490 livestock complaints and preventive control on
39 management units in Idaho (Jim Harris, personal communication)}.

Table 3. Idaho animal damage control resolution rates during initial 14-day control periods by type
of complaint response.

Type of Number of % ) 4
control action projects or units resolved not resolved
Extension 9 78 22
Corrective 481 79 21
Preventive 39 95 5

Other complaint resolution data not associated with specific time periods are available from
Kansas and North Dakota., A 1973 tabulation of 42 North Dakota cases of livestock predation, where
corrective action was carried out with aircraft, showed a 1004 resolution rate with a maximum of three
visits. The first aircraft visit resolved 71.4%, the second 21.4%, and the third 7.2% of the complaints
{William Pfeifer, personal communication). A report of extension type success from Kansas by Henderson
et al. (1977) showed 52% of the trainees completely stopped their livestock losses and there was a
79% reduction in sheep losses between pre- and post-extension training periods.

SHEEP PREDATION - COYOTE CAPTURE SEQUENCE

The sequence of livestock predation and predator captures may provide data on control efficacy.
A 1979 random sample of 14 sheep ranches in Polk and Yamhill counties, Oregon, showed that 12 {86%
did obtain relief from predation or harassment after coyotes were captured or M-44 pulls were recorded.
One or more coyotes were captured on nine ranches, M-44 pulls occurred on three ranches, but coyote
carcasses were not found and no coyotes were taken on two ranches (Table 4), Heavy vegetation in these
counties frequently precludes recovery of coyotes killed with the M-44, Due to small acreages in this
area, predation on specific ranches is often stopped by capturing coyotes on adjacent ranches.

Numbers of sheep killed per ranch did not seem to be related to the numbers of coyotes captured
per ranch. Ranches with high numbers of coyotes captured sustained average sheep losses similar to
ranches with low numbers of coyotes captured.

During 1978 in Polk County, at least 96 coyotes were takem on 58 cooperating ranches (Table 5).
Confirmed predation (not total predation) losses to livestock included 162 sheep, 12 goats, and 1 calf.
Missing tambs, disposition unknown, are not included nor are an estimated 75-100 coyotes probably
killed by M-44's, but not recovered. About 41% of the recorded coyote catch occurred on approximately
10X of the ranches, however, the known capture distribution could significantly be altered by the
large number of unrecovered coyotes. Again, distribution of livestock losses among the ranches did not
seem to be correlated with the number and distribution of captured coyotes. Livestock loss-predator
capture sequences were similar to those shown for 1979 in Table 4.
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